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At your request, | am providing this legal analysis
for the record in your confirmation hearing in response to the
legal memoranda provided to the Judiciary Committee.

Summary

During Susan Knowlesl confirmation hearing conducted
on April 1, 1982, counsel for the House Judiciary Committee
questioned her participation in cases involving the
utilities owned by the i-jui.irfpality of Anchorage, Chugach
Electric Association (CEA) and Alascom, and in regulations
proceedings involving all regulated public utilities due to
an alleged conflict of interest stemming from her position
as Commissioner on the Alaska Public Utilities Commission
and her husband®s position as Mayor of Anchorage.

Based on a critical analysis of the legal memoranda
presented to the Committee, the Attorney General®s Opinions
cited in the Cook memo, as well as an analysis of other
Attorney General®s Opinions and the common law, Commissioner
Knowles does not have a real conflict of interest 1in participating
in municipal utility cases. Her personal decision to
abstain from participating in these cases to prevent any
appearance of impropriety 1is reasonable and consistent with
these authorities. Given the manner 1in which the commission
deliberates and renders 1its decisions, her chosen conduct
during the decision-making process is entirely appropriate.
Further, there 1is absolutely no real or apparent conflict
of interest in her participation 1in cases involving CEA or
Alascom, or in any regulations hearing affecting the municipal
utilities.
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questions involving conflict of interest clearly and concisely
and to investigate the application of the Attorney General®s
office Opinions on the subject. (p- 1) The memo does

present four questions and analyze certain Opinions concerning
conflict of interest. It also concludes that Commissioner
Knowles does have a conflict of interest involving not only
the Anchorage municipal utilities but also CEA and Alascom;
that this conflict may have existed prior to her husband
taking office; that she cannot even be in the same room

where the other Commissioners are discussing 1i:he Anchorage
municipal utilities; and that she cannot discuss or vote on
any matter involving the municipal utilities, CEA or Alascom.
It implies her participation in regulations hearings pertaining
to all regulated utilities, 1including the Anchorage municipal
utilities, is inappropriate.

Because the memo (1) misconstrues cited Opinions,
(2) overlooks an Opinion that answers the pivotal conflict
of interest question, (3) confuses conflict of interest and
incompatibility of office common law principles, and
(4) misstates facts, the conclusions reached are erroneous.
This memo will address each of the four questions raised,
analyze the answers provided, and explain why no real conflict
of interest exists in these situations.

Question Is No Real Conflict of Interest
Exists Related to Municipal Utility Cases

In the first question presented, the March 30 memo
asks whether a conflict of interest exists where an APUC
Commissioner 1is married to the mayor of a city which owns

municipal utilities. Interpreting Opinions rendered 1in
1976, 1966 and 1980, the memo appears to concludel/that a
real conflict of interest is present. Because the memo 1ignores

the reasoning in the Opinions, overlooks a more recent Opinion
which answers the question, and totally confuses two principles
of common law, it presents a conclusion which 1Is erroneous.

1/ Because the conclusion 1is reached in the fourth full
paragraph of page 3, and the relevant sentence does not have
a verb or object, it is difficult to understand the
conclusion.
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In 1975 when Commissioner Knowles was first appointed
to the APUC, she asked for an Attorney General®s Opinion on whether
there existed a conflict of interest between her husband, an
assemblyman, and herself, a Commissioner. The Opinion she
received interpreted the provision of Lho Alaska Public
Utilities Commission Act (AS 42.05.131(a)) which governed
conflict of interest:

No member of the commission or an employee
of the commission may have an official
connection with, or hold stock or securities
in, or have a pecuniary interest in a public
utility within the state. Membership 1in

a cooperative association is not a
"pecuniary interest” within the meaning of
this section; however, no member or

employee of the commission may be an officer,
board member or employee of a cooperative
association. No member or employee may act
upon a mabter m which his relationship with
any person creates a conflict of interest.
[Emphasis added.]

The Opinion concluded that her marital association did not
itself constitute a conflict of interest:

The term "relationship™ 1is not defined
within the Act. However, when read 1in the
context of the section and the Act, it
would appear that the term "relationship”
encompasses a business and not a marital
association. Even if the term is intended
to include a marital association, that
association alone does not constitute a
prima facie conflict of interest. One must
show that the relationship itself puts the
member or employee of the £PUC in such a
position as to create a conflict of interest.

The Opinion told her that she had the right to excuse
herself from consideration of any cases where she believed a
conflict of interest existed:

Therefore, if a member of the APUC feels
that in a given instance, there exists a conflict
of interest that would prevent her from faithfully
discharging her duties as a member, she may
exclude herself from APUC consideration of the
matter.
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In 1980, when her husband was considering running
for mayor, or fo.: the state legislature, Commissioner Knowles
again asked for an Attorney Generalls Opinion on whether
this would be a conflict of interest. The response, personally
authored by Avrum M. Gross, then Attorney General, attached
here as Attachment 1, concludes again that che law did not
presume a conflict of interest in this situation:

The law does not presume the existence
of a conflict of interest when spouses occupy
different public offices which may from time
to time became involved with each other.
Hence, no conflict of interest necessarily
results from your holding office on the Alaska
Public Utilities Commission and your husband®s
being a member of the legislature or the mayor
of Anchorage.

Because no one should be expected to sit in judgment on the
members of one®s own family, he advised her to disqualify
herself on matters affecting the Municipality.

These two Opinions should dispose of the question.
However, Mr. Cock"s memo attempts to distinguish and discredit
the 1976 Opinion and does not mention the 1980 Gross
Opinion. Cook®"s memo states Knowles®™ husband was an assemblyman
at the time, and not the mayor. It implies this change 1in
facts could produce a different conclusion. The memo
notes that the card file in Juneau indexing the 1976 Opinion
states the answer is wrong. Finally, the Cook memo apparently
arrives at a different conclusion based on a 1966 Attorney
General®s Opinion.

The 1980 opinion authored by the Attorney General
himself affirms the 1976 Opinion and states there would be no
presumed conflict of interest if Mr. Knowles were nayor.

Thus, the 1976 Opinion cannot be distinguished on its facts,
and the specific advice cannot be considered wrong. The note
on the file card, which no one knows who authored, or what

it means and which is not present on the corresponding file
card in Anchorage is ambiguous at best. See Attachment 11
showing unannotated file card.

The Cook memo incorrectly relies on a 1966 Opinion
to demonstrate a marital conflict of interest for Commissioner
Knowles because the interests involved are entirely different
in the tv/o cases. The 1976 Opinion refers to a statute
which prevented an Alaska State Housing Authority employee
from buying a home sold by the Authority. The Opinion
extended the restriction to the spouse who was said to have
"at least an indirect interest” in her husband®"s
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transactions. Of course, where there is a personal pecuniary
interest involved, the husband and wife have a joint interest.
IT the restriction were not extended, the prohibition jn the
statute could easily be circumvented.

Also, certainly less than adequate legal reasoning
supports the legal comparison of the two ca.ses. First, it
iS reverse revisionist history to discredit one Opinion
with an Opinion written ten years earlier. Second, the 1966
Opinion is cited to interpret the word "relationship™. That
term does not even appear in the statutory provision under
consideration in that case. Third, no weighty principle of
statutory construction exists thar one statute can be clarified
by interpreting a second entirely different statute which
does not have similar language.

The Cook memo®"s analysis of the 1980 Roger Pegues
Opinion (pp- 4-6) confuses two common law principles:
conflict of interest and incompatibility of offices.
Tv/o questions were presented in that 1980 Opinion: (€))
whether members of the State Board of Education may also be
members of local schoo] boards; and (2) whether a conflict
exists where a member of the State Board is the spouse of
the lobbyist for the state association of school administrators.
In answer to the first question, the Opinion stated the
board member could not hold both positions. Since the state
board supervised the local boards, the member®s impartiality
could improperly be influenced by dual membership. In
answer to the second question, the Opinion concluded that
the existence of the spousal relationship does not, in most
instances, disqualify one from offices. Only if the spouse®s
activities were so 1. ,xtricably and continuously interconnected
that the appearance of a conflict would be inescapable should
the board member be disqualified.

It is elementary that where there is an "incompatibility
of office or position”,2/ public duties cannot be discharged
impartially. For this to bo an impermissible situation under
the law, however, one individual, not two, must wear two hats.

In other words, it would be impermissible for Susan Knowles
to be Commissioner and Mayor at the same time. A husband and
a wi fe are not a single entity for the purpose of the common

2/ Incompatability of office or position involves a

conflict of duties between two offices or positions and

requires the involvement of two governmental offices or

positions. Coyne v. State ex rel Thomas, 595 P.2d 970 (Wyo. 1979).
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law doctrine of incompatibility of office and position.

Coyne, supra, p. 974. In the Coyne case, patrons of a county
school district challenged the right of a spouse of a teacher
to act as a member of the school®"s board of trustees. The

Wyoming Supreme Court did not believe that the trustee would
be prevented from exercising impartial and independent judgment
on a matter in which his wife, a teacher, was involved.

Thus, 1in correctly analyzing these Opinions and
the question the Cook memo presents, the doctrines of conflict
of interest and incompatibility of offices must be viewed
separately. Generally, when used to suggest disqualification
of a public official from performing her sworn duty, the term
"conflict of interest” refers to a clash between the public
interest and the private pecuniary interest of the individual
concerned. Gardner v. Nashville Housing Authority, 514 F.2d 38,
41 (6th Cir. 1975, U.S. cert, den, in 6 S.Ct. 274, 423
U.S. 928, 46 L.Ed,2d 255. Since Susan Knowles has no personal
pecuniary interest at stake 1in cases involving the municipal
utilities, she has no real conflict of interest as suggested
under the Alaska Public Utilities Commission Act, or as
defined at common law. Further, even though her spouse holds
a position in the municipal utilities which she in her role
as Commissioner oversees, in a regulatory sense, she herself
does not have incompatible duties or divided loyalties under
the common law.

Question 2: Abstention From
Participation in Decisions Involving
Municipal Utilities Is Appropriate Conduct

In the second question, the March 30 Cook memo
asks if a conflict of interest exists, how should the
conflict be handled? The memo states that Commissioner
Knowles should not only abstain from voting on any matter
concerning the Anchorage municipal utilities, but also
must absent herself entirely from discussions concerning
these utilities, so that all comments among Commissioners
are made out of her presence. (p- 7) Not only are these
restrictions absurd, and presumptuous to present for committee
consideration, but they go legions beyond the advice of the
two Opinions Commissioner Knowles has already received.

The 1976 Opinion acknowledges that even though her
marital association does not constitute a conflict of interest,
per se, Commissioner Knowles "may exclude herself from APUC
consideration of the matter™ if she perceives a conflict of
interest that would prevent her from faithfully discharging
her duties. Similarly, the 1980 Opinion recommends she
"disqualify [her]self on any matter directly affecting the
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Municipality.” Both Opinions state the decision is a

personal one to her. The language 1in the 1976 Opinion

suggests she not participate in discussiuns on the Anchorage
municipal utility natters. The language in the 1980 Opinion
suggests even less restricted conduct — she must disqualify
herself from the decision, but she is not necessarily prohibited
from the discussion.

As stated in her letter to Chairman Carolyn Guess,
dated January 4, 1982, Commissioner Knowles has abstained from
participating in municipal utility cases by her own choice.
Given the manner in which the APUC deliberates and renders its
decisions, this conduct 1is entirely apropriate. As the
House Judiciary Committee has been previously informed by the memo
of Chairman Guess to the Executive Director of the Commission,
dated March 8, 1982, (Attachment 111), the Commissioners follow
a set decision-making procedure. Ail five Commissioners
make decisions on tariff filings in a public tariff action
meeting. Three Commissioners sit on formal proceedings and
conduct private decision conferences. The Commissioners
on the hearing panel circulate draft orders between
themselves. No decision is rendered by the Commission
unless it is approved by a majority.

Because Commissioner Knowles is not a member
of a hearing panel on any municipality case, she does
not participate in decision conferences and does not read
or comment on the draft order. Since these are the only
instances where substantive comments concerning
decisions are aired, 1t is unnecessary to place any
further restriction on discussions in her presence.
In tariff action meetings, Commissioner Knowles does not
participate 1in any discussions pertaining to the Municipality"s
tariff filings. For her to be forced to leave the room
during a public meeting 1is an extreme suggestion.

Question 3: Participation In Cases
Involving Municipal Utilities Prior

to Husband Taking Office Is Not

Tainted by Conflict of Interest Problem

In the third question, the Cook memo asks whether
Commissioner Knowles should have absented herself from any
discussions concerning the municipal utilities during
the seven-month period Mr. Knowles was a candidate for mayor.
Wnile .he memo admics there is absolutely no authority for
stch a proposition, it does not clear the slate on this
issue. The memo states that no conflict in the "accepted
sense”™ could have arisen in the "strictest sense" of that
term. Could there be a conflict under a less strict meaning?
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As stated above, the only legitimate conflict of
interest in Commissioner Knowles®™ circumstance based on the
Opinions, statute and common 1iaw, 1is an appearance of impropriety
in sitting on cases involving utilities owned by the city Iin
which her husband 1is mayor. IT he is not mayor, how can
she have any perceived conflict of interest? She has no
pecuniary interest, no alleged divided loyalty. Any hint
of improper conduct during this period should be withdrawn.

Question 4: Participation 1in
Cases Involving CEA, Alascom and
in Regulations Hearings Does

Not Create Conflict of Interest

In the fourth question, the March 30 Cook memo asks
whether Commissioner Knowles should absent herself in other
cases such as matters involving other utilities in competition
with the municipal utilities (CEA). The list 1is
expanded in the April 1 memo to include Alascom, and all
regulations hearings. Based on a gross misunderstanding of
facts, the memo erroneously concludes that her participation
should be restricted in these cases.

CEA

The Cook memo attempts to summarize facts regarding the
competition between CEA and Municipal Light and Power
(ML&P). The memo fails to reference an Attorney General®s
Opinion which interprets "competition”™ between two utilities.
Under this Opinion, ML&P and CEA have not competed since 1973, and
therefore no attenuated conflict of interest can be created
by Commissioner Knowles®™ participation in CEA proceedings.

CEA and ML&P did freely compete within the old city
area of Anchorage in the 1950"s and 1960"s. When ML&P filed an
application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity pursuant to a change in statute effective January 1,
1971, the Commission determined CEA and ML&? were offering
identical services in the same areas. After extensive
proceedings on September 27, 1973, the Commission issued Order
No. 19 in Docket U-71-16 1in which it assigned firm, fixed
service areas to each of the utilities.

CEA appealed this Order to the Superior Court, and
ML&P cross-appealed. On final review, the Supreme Court
upheld the portion of the Order which established service
areas, stating the Commission had properly allocated
service areas to resolve the utilities®™ competing interests.
APUC v. CEA, 580 P.2d 687, 696 (Alaska 1978). The court
remanded other portions of the decision, directing the
Commission to take further evidence solely on the retirement,
sale and transfer of facilities.
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After the parties failed to agree voluntarily on
these matters, the Commission hired an engineering consultant
to assist in resolution of these issues. Currently a procedure
is in place to resolve any disputes concerning installation
or construction of facilities across service area boundaries.

Under these facts, ML&P and CEA have not been in
competition since 1973. The Cook memo fails to reference
an Attorney General®s Opinion which interprets competition
between two utilities. According to this Opinion rendered
by B. Richard Edwards, dated January 22, 1973, two utilities
are considered to be in competition under AS 42.05.711(b) if
they are in actual competition:

. the legislature intended the use of
the word competition to mean actual
competition. A mere dispute before the
Alaska Public Utilities Commission does
not constitute competition. AS 42.05.221,
indicates that competition exists where two
or more public utilities are furnishing
identical utility service iIn a designated
area and where these two utilities have
authority for duplication and paralleling
of facilities.

Because their discrete service area boundaries were defined

in 1973, and this decision was upheld, these utilities have
not been "in competition™ since that time. Since CEA is

not "in competition”™ with ML&P, no attenuated conflict of
interest can arise if Commissioner Knowles participates in
cases 1involving CEA. Notwithstanding the competition 1issue,
Commissioner Knowles would still not have a conflict of
interest in participating in cases relating to CEA"s

internal affairs, such as its revenue requirement, or manage—
ment practices. Also, as a matter of note, Commissioner
Knowles has never participated in Docket U-71-16, because ML&P
was a party.

Alasconm

The April 1 Cook memo claims ATU is in "partnership” with
Alascom because it receives one half of its total revenues
from toll settlements with Alascom. To the extent it receives
these toll revenues which subsidize local rates, ATU does not
have to request higher local rates, the Cook memo continues. Thus,
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the memo concludes, Commissioner Knowles would have a conflict
of interest when sitting on an Alascom rate case, '"since she
would participate in deciding how the tolls would be distributed
to the local companies,” (p- 3

The memo totally misstates the relationship
between ATU and Alascom, and the procedure used to distribute
toll settlements. Every year, ATU presents to Alascom a
jurisdictional cost separations study. Through this study,
ATU demonstrates to Alascom the revenue Alascon. must pay to
compensate it for the use of its local exchange facilities.
Under 3 AAC 48.430, utilities must use the methodology
established in the 1971 Separations Manual (Part 67
of the Federal Communications Commission regulations) to
separate costs between interstate and intrastate jurisdictions.

As explained here, there is little discretion which
enters into the separations and settlements process. The
utilities negotiate between themselves. Only if there 1is a
dispute is the matter brought to the Commission for resolution.

In an Alascom rate proceeding then, the Commission does
not decide how tolls are distributed to local companies.
Therefore, Commissioner Knowles cannot have even an attenuated
conflict of interest in participating in Alascom rate
decisions.

IT ATU has a dispute with Alascom, and files a
toll complaint with the Commission, Commissioner Kr.owles
would not even participate in the case, based on the standard
of abstention she has established for herself, because ATU
would be a party.

Regulations Proceedings

Finally, the Cook memo implies that Commissioner Knowles
has a conflict of interest in participating in hearings on
regulations which affect all regulated utilities, " Tause
these regulations would be applicable to the Anchorage
municipal utilities.

It should be noted that the Commission regulates
228 utilities and 14 pipeline carriers. The five municipal
utilities constitute an infinitesimal portion of these
entities. It 1s inconceivable that Commissioner Knowles
could act in some way to benefit these five at the expense
of the rest.
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In addition, speaking to this point, and in
general, it should be re-emphasized that no decision 1is
rendered by the Commission unless it is approved hv a majority,
Commissioner Knowles would be powerless by herself to cause
any decision to be issued which benefitted the municipal
utilities.

3 Attachments
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Rep. Buchholdt Committee on Judiciary JUNEAU. ALASKA S9811
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Ramona L. Barnes

Chairman, House Judiciary Committee

FROM: William D. Cook, Legal Counsel
House Judiciary Committee

DATE: March 30, 1982

RE: Judiciary Committee Hearings on

Appointment of Susan M. Knowles as
Commissioner with the Alaska Public Utilities
Commission - Attorney General™s opinions.

The Governor has appointed Susan M. Knowles for a
second six-vear term as a Commissioner with the Alaska
Public Utilities Commission. Pursuant to theConstitution
and AS 42.05.020, the appointment of Mrs. Knowles and other
Commissioners must be confirmed by the Legislature in Joint
Session assembled. As you know, that appointment, with the
other two, has been directed to theHouse Judiciary
Committee for hearings, which will begin on April 1.

As to Commissioner Knowles, questions of "conflict of
interest”™ have arisen, and this memorandum attempts to state
the several questions clearly and concisely, as well as
investigate the application of opinions of the Alaska
Attorney General®"s Office on this subject.

l.
THE QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Does a conflict of interest exist in the situation
where a A.P.U.C, Commissioner 1is married to the Chief
Executive officer (Mayor) of a citv which owns and
operates, electrical, telephone, water and sewage
utilities which are within the scope of reaulation of
the A.P.U.C.?



2. If any such conflict of interest exists, is it
sufficient to avoid the actual conflict for the
Commissioner to abstain from voting on matters directly
concerning the utilities owned and operated by the

r AV mn <te AR n util ™M
absent from  the hearings during the A.P.U.C."s
consideration of matters involving those utilities?

3. IT any such conflict of interest does exist by the
spouse serving as a Commissioner of the A.P.U.C. in
matters involving the City utilities after the Mayor
has been either elected or has taken office, was there
clso a conflict of interest during the period of the
election, (after the filing for the office and prior to
the final election)?

4. IT any such conflict of interest does exist after the
Mayor 1is elected or takes office, as to the particular
utilities owned and operated by the City, does a
conflict of interest also exist for the
Commissioner/spouse participating in hearings and
voting on matters involving other separately owned
utilities which are either in competition with the City
owned utilities or have during that period of time a
matter disputed with the Citv wutilities before the
A.P.U.C.?

1.
OPINIONS OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

On February 20, 1976, Assistant Attorney General,
Julious Brecht wrote a letter to Commissioner Knowles,
responding to her letter of September 19, 1975. Her 1inquiry
was to whether or not there existed a conflict of interest
between her husband as elected member of the Municipal
Government of Anchorage [Assemblyman] and herself as a
Commissioner on the Alaska Public Utilities Commission. In
the opinion, Mr. Brecht quoted from AS 42.05.131 as follows:

"No member of the the Commission or an

employee of the Commission may have an

official connection with, or hold stock or
securities 1in, or have a pecuniary interest

in a public utility within the state.

[emphasis added] ... No member or employee

may act upon a matter in which his relationship
with any person creates a conflict of interest.”
[emphasis m opinion by Mr. Brecht].

After citing that provision, the opinion notes that
"relationship™ 1is not defined 1in the act but that "...it
would appear that the term "relationship” encompasses a



business and not a marital association. Even if the term 1is
intended to include a marital association, that association
alone does not constitute a prima facia conflict of
interest. One must show that the relationship itself puts
the member or employee of th<= A_P.U.C. 1in such a position as
to create a conflict of interest.”

The opinion concludes with the suggest;” on that if an

A_P_U.C. Commissioner felt a conflict of interest was
present "...that would prevent her from faithfully
discharging her duties as a member..."™ she may exclude

herself from consideration of the matter by the A.P.U.C.

This 1976 opinion should be considered 1in the light of
the fact that Commissioner Knowles®™ husband at the time was
an assemblyman with the Municipality of Anchorage, but was
not a Mayor, the person who is the final and Chief Executive
officer over the utilities of the Municipality of Anchorage.
The opinion seems to hinge wupon the Assistant Attorney
General®"s interpretation of "relationshin™ as a business
one, and not a "marital association."”

That interpretation of “relationship”™ might be in
conflict with an attorney general®s opinion ten years prior.
On August 5, 1966, Assistant Attorney General Dickerson
Regan wrote to the Alaska State Housing Authority regarding
the possihle conflict of interest cf the purchase of a new
Nunaka Valley home by husband of an A.S.H.A. employee.
AS 18.55.080 was cited, and restricted the purchase of those
homes by members or employees of the authority. After
discussing the application of AS 18.55.080 to both housing
and public building projects, the opinion included with

It is our further opinion that a wife
may be considered to have at least an indirect
interest in her husbhand®".- transactions, and
that the restriction applies to the spouse of
an employee as well as to the employee.

As to the 1976 opinion for Commissioner Knowles,
perhaps any conflict of 1interest resulting or having a
"pecuniary 1interest in a public utility when 1its within the
state”™ due to result from the fact that her husband is Chief
Executive officer over those utilities. Of course different
statutes were under construction in the two opinions, but
the principal of the construction should remain the same.

Lastly, as to the 1976 opinion for Commissioner
Knowles, the file card on this opinion, in the Attorney
General®s office, indicates the following



CONFLICT OF INTEREST

February 29, 1976
Brecht

A_P.U.C. member cannot act on any
matter where his relationships create
conflict of interest.

AS 42.05.031

The precise answer in this memo 1is
probably wrong [emphasis added.

It is not 1"nown what 1is meant by the 1indication that
the "precise answer"in the memo was wrong.

One other opinion of the Attorney General®"s office
relates to conflicts where spouses are members of
governmental bodies with conflicting interest.

On April 10, 1980, Assistant Attorney General Roger W.
Pegues wrote to Vicki A. dayman, Special Assistant to the
Governor 1in a memorandum which is file No. J-66-568-80. The
guestion 1in that case 1is whether there was a conflict of
interest where a member of the State Board of Education is
married to a lobbvist for the State Association of School
Administrators. The opinion notes that

"The rule 1is that, as a matter of law,
dual memberships on the State and Local Boards
creates an impermissible conflict of interest
but spousal relationships must be treated on a
case-by-case basis."”

The opinion further points out that the State Board cf
Education occupies a supervising position with respect to
local boards and it would be improper for a members

impartiality to be. influenced by duel membership. The
opinion auotes extensively from 3 McQuillin, Municipal
Corporations, Sec. 12.67 at 295-297 (1973)(citations
omitted):

Public policy demands that an office holder discharge
his duties with undivided loyalty. The doctrine of
incompatibility 1is intended to assure performance of
that quality. This applicability does not turn upon
the integrity of the person concerned or his individual
capaoitv to achieve impartiality, cor inquiries of that
kind would be too subtle to be rewarding. The doctrine
applies inexorably .if the offices come within 1it, no
matter how worthy the officers purpose or extraordinary
his tale,.t.



[iIncompatibility...is not simplv a physical
impossibility to discharge the duties of the two
offices at the same time, it is an inconsistency in the
functions of the two offices, as where...a contrariety
and antagonism would result in an attempt by one person
to discharge faithfully and impartially the duties of
both. The two offices are said to be imcompatible when
the holder ~cannot in every instance discharge the
duties of each. Incompatibility arises, therefore, 1in
the nature of the duties of the offices.. .where the
nature and duties of the two offices are such as to
render it improper from consideration of public policy

for one person to retain both. The true test 1is
whether the two offices are incompatible 1in their
nature, in their rights, duties, or obligations

connected with or flowing from them.

* * *

Neither is it pertinent to say that the conflict in
duties may never arise, it is enough that they may, 1in
a regular operation of the statutory plan. Nor 1is it
in answer to say that if a conflict should arise, the
incumbent may omit to perform one of the incompatible
rows. The doctrine was designed to avoid the necessity
for that choice. (Emphasis added)

The opinion by Assistant Attorney General Pegues went
on to cite the rule from Anderson v. Citv of Parsons, 496
P2d. 1333, 1336 (Kansas, 1972):

[A] Public officer owes an undivided dutv to the public

he serves and 1is not permitted to place himself 1in a
position that will subject him to conflicting
duties...A member of the state Board of Education
places himself 1in just such a position if he is also an
officer of a local district. His dutv to the former 1is

to the state at large; his duty to the latter is to his
district. It makes no difference that the person involved
is capable of conscientiouslv wearing both hats. The public
is entitled not only to the actuality of undivided loyalty
but also its appearance. People v. Rose, 524 P2d. 363
(California, 1974); 67 C.J.S. Officers, Section
Mark 27, (1978); «cf, Begich v. Jefferson, 441 P2d. 27
(Alaska, 1968). “

The opinion goes on to note that a different question
is presented where the spouse of a lobbyist may serve on the



State Board, as there "...is no holding of an 1incompatible
office™ in that instance. The existence of the spousal
relationship does not, 1in most instances disqualify one from
offices, and

A judges spouse mav be an attorney; but
the judge cannot 1in ordinary circumstances
set on a case in which the spouse was an
attorney of record. In the situation
described, it seems that the spouses”
activities are not so inextricably and
continuously interconnected that the
appearance of a conflict would be inescapable.
If this is so, then the Board member is not
necessarily disqualified.

Under the 1legal principles enunciated above, the
public 1is entitled not only to the actuality of the
members undivided Jloyalty but also 1its appearance.
Accordingly, the Board member must be particularly
sensitive to any appearance of impropriety and should
not hesitate to abstain from participating in matters
where there might be a conflict of interest, [emphasis
added] .

IT conflict of interest would exist where Susan M. Knowles
sat as a Commissioner with the A.P.U.C. in cases where the
utilities of the Municipality of Anchorage are 1in question,
and her husband 1is Mayor of the Municipality of Anchorage,
how should that conflict of interest be handled to avoid
both the appearance and the actuality of the conflict?

A 1963 Opinion by Assistant Attorney General Avrum
Gross to A. H. Romick, Commissioner of the Department of

Commerce touches on the question of "conflict by
participation 1in decisions."” There the apparent conflict
was of a member of the Alaska State Development Corporation
Board participating in decisions involving a loan
application from a bank with which the Board rrember was
connected. The pertinent statute, AS 44.59.0a0, required
Board members to abstain from "decisions pertaining to a
loan contract 1in which they had a personal interest.” The

actual question was whether this required the Board member
to only abstain from the actual vote or from all discussions
pertaining to it.

Assistant Attorney General Gross noted that

In acting on an application, the Board member must
consider many things.



He further noted that subjective judgments are involved
and it may be that no formal vote is taken uv the Alaska
State Development Corporation Board, but

* * *

The presence in those discussions of a Board
member who admittedly has a personal interest in seeing
the loan granted, would be a clear violation of both
the terms and the spirit of AS 44.59.050, pertaining to
conflict of interest and might well invalidate the loan
if made under this section.

Thus it appears that the application of these
principles to the instant case would probably require that
Commissioner Knowles not only abstain from voting on any
matter directly concerning utilities owned by the
Municipality of Anchorage, but that she absent herself
entirely from discussions concerning these utilities, SO0
that all comments between Commissioners concerning those
utilities were out of her presence.

(N
FURTHER QUESTIONS

The further questions are whether she should have so
absented herself from any such discussions during the seven
month period during which herhusband was acandidate for
mayor ofAnchorage, and whether she should so absent herself
from any A.P.U.C. matters concerning other utilities which
are in competition or actual conflict before the A.P.U.C.
with the Municipality of Anchorage Utilities.

None of the Attorney General®s opinions or cases
reviewed deal with the matter of election period

participation by a commissioner. It appears that Tony
Knowles filed for the office of Mayor of Anchorage on
March 27, 1981. Since he was not yet in office, it seems

clear that no conflict in the accepted sense could have
arisen in the strictest sense of that term.

As you know, the A.P.U.C. has provided the committee
with copies of Commission orders and approved letters to

utilities over thepast year. I have listed the ones
dealing with the Municipality of Anchorage as Attachment
AT, and you can see that, according to the material

supplied, Commissioner Knowles did not participate 1in the
decisions on Municipality of Anchorage since January 1 (in
fact, we received no material A_P.U.C. sent) Otherwise, the
headings do generally indicate that the matter was "before"
all commissioners, including her, (o] I assume she was



presentat the meeting. She does appear to have
participated at meetings concerning the Municipality of
Anchorage prior to January 1, including the seven-month
election campaign period.

The forms provided by the A.P.U.C. also 1indicate that
Commissioner Knowles has generally declined to participate
In hearings where competitors of the Municipality of
Anchorage were in question.* A separate list has been
prepared for Chugach Electric Association orders, attachment
"B", andit shows that she has "signed off" on three orders
and one letter to C.E.A. since February 3, 1982. (her
"0.K."™ on the February 5, 1982 order number 9 in action
U-81-52 does show a "by D.E.S."™ by her name -?) .

It would appeax that Lt~ is inappropriate for
Commissioner Knowles (to be present] discuss the matter with
other commissioners, or vote, on any A.P.U.C. matter
concerning Municipality of Anchorage or any of its
competiters, especially Chugach Electric Association, with
whom the Anchorage Municipal Light and Power has had a
boundary dispute before the A.P.U.C. for several years.
Apparently she does not <consider it 1inappropriate to
participate in those hearings on competitors.

It is an open question whether Commissioner Knowles
should have declined to participate in A.P.U.C. hearings on
the Municipality of Anchorage during the campaign period.
Apparently she did not consider that, either an actual
conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict of
interest existed.

The Alaska Public Utilities Commission also forwarded
to the committee, copies of each Commission Tariff Action
Meeting log sheet from January 9, a981 through February 26,

1982. Not all "actions taken™ <columns indicate a vote by
commissioners. of the 438 actions where a vote is
indicated, 427 were unanimous, 10 had dissents, and onlv one
shows a commissioner - Knowles - "not participating.”



MUNTCIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE

1 4-3-81

2 5-26-81
(A.T.U.)

5-27-81

5-11-81
(A.T.U.)
(voted "No")

6-1-81
(A.T.U.)

6-16-81
(water utility)

6-19-81
(M. L. & P.)

6-19-81
(A.T.U.)
6- -81
(Sewer Utility)
10 6- -8l
(A.T.U.)

("N P" but on

11 6- -81
(M.L.& P.)

Letter to A.T.U.

U-80-42
Uu-81-19

Letter to Ted Burns,

RE: M. of A. garbage & refuse
Public Utility.

U-81-29 01 - Order suspending
tariff revision and granting

interim rates.

U-81-33 #1

U-80-97 02

TA 34-121 - letter
Letter to Mr. Pistorius
U-81-36 #1

Uu-80-4 no

U-80-42 #3

list of commissioners)

U-80-100 05
order extending

suspension period

("N P"™ but name on
list of commissioners)

12 7-  -81
(A.T.U.)

U-80-42 03

("N P" but on list of commissioners)

13 7-21-81
(M.L.P.)
14 9- -81

(M.L.& P.)
("N P"

15 10-8-81
(A.T.U.)

U-78-85 06

U-80-100 #6

but on list of commissioners

Uu-81-19 02

order extending suspension period



16

17

18

19

20

21

10-27-81
(Water Utility)

10-30-81

12-  -81
(A.T.U.)

12-  -81
(A.T.U. &

U-76-66 #9
Uu-81-78 #1

Letter to John W. Coyne, Assistant
Municipal Attorney, RE: application
for certificate of convenience

and necessity to operate a public
utilitv.

U-82-33 #2

U-30-80 #2
U-80-90 #2

Matanuska Telephone Association)

("N P" but on

12-14-81
(Sewer Utility)

("N P"™ on order,

1- -82
(A.T.U.)
("N P"™ but. on

list of commissioners)

U-80-4
U-81-36

but Knowles on list)

U-81-46 #2
tariff revision



CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION DECISION

1 6-4-81 Letter to General Manager Schultz
RE: Tariffs
2 7-6-81 U-78-40 #2
3 8-11-81 U-81-52 #1
U-80-92 #2
U-81-20 #2
U-81-53 #1
4 9-1-81 Letter to General Manager Schultz
RE: August 9, 1981 outage.
5 9-11-81 U-81-52 #2
U-81-20 #3
6 9-14-81 U-81-20 #3
U-81-52 #2
7 9-25-81 U-81-52 #3
8 9-29-81 U-81-20 #4
U-81-52 #4
9 10-16-81 U-77-68 #8
10 10- -81 U-81-20 #5
("NP" but on list of U-81-52 #5
commissioners)
11 12-28-81 U-81-52 #7
12 2-3-82 U-81-52 #8- TA 22-8
13 2-5-82 U-81-52 #9 - staving above

("by D.E.S."?)

14 2-11-82 U-81-52 #10- TA-22-8

15 2-11-82 Letter, RE:salarv info.



January 4, 1982

Chairman Carolyn S. Guess

Alaska Public Utilities Commission
1100 MacKay Building

338 Denali Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Chairman Guess: -

As you are aware, my husband was elected to the
position of Mayor of the Municipality of Anchorage
on October 27, 1981, and was formally sworn 1into
office on January 2, 1982. This letter 1is written
to formally advise you of my intention to abstain
from participating 1in decisions on filings by the
utilities owned by the Municipality of Anchorage
which come before the Alaska Public Utilities
Commission, This policy has been 1in effect at
least since my husband®s election and will continue
as long as we remain 1in our respective positions.

Sincerely yours,

Susan M. Knowles
Cointnissioner

———



03-CoLI*

395

crpn crp

/4K £HAMMOND, 00 VERNON

DEFAUTME.AT OF L AW

. POUCH K-STATE CAPITOL
OWCF oF THE ATFORNEF CENERAL i JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

March 6, 1930

Ms. Susan M. Knowles
1319 T * Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Ms. Knowles:

The law does not presume the existence of a con—
flict of interest when spouses occupy different public of—
fices which may from time to time become involved with each
other. Hence, no conflict of interest necessarily results
from your holding office on the Alaska Public Utilities Com—
mission and your husband®s being a member of the legislature
or the mayor of Anchorage.

Conflicts of interest could, of course, arise 1in
specific situations. To the extent that Anchorage utilities
are subject to APUC regulation, and to the extent Anchorage
is also a major customer of utilities which are so regulated,
the mayor of Anchorage may have business before the commis—
sion. Members of the legislature frequently become deeplv
involved in matters pertaining to the administrative regula—
tion of business and industry. Ex parte communications
could cause serious problems. The burden would be on the
two of you to avoid actual conflicts of interest and the ap—
pearance of impropriety.

While marital status alone does not raise a con—
flict of interest, obviously no one can be expected to sit
in judgment on the members of one®s own family. According—
ly, should your husband become mayor of Anchorage, you
should probably disqualify yourself on any matters directiy
affecting the municipality. IT he was elected to the legii. *
lature, he would have to avoid communications on matters be —
fore the commission in which he has an interest as a legis—
lator.

Sincerely yours,

. -1 fcr 4
Avruiu M. Gross

Attachment |
Attorney General

AMG :pj g :RWP
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February 20, 1976

Brecht
APUC member cannot act on any
where his relationships create

of interest.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION,

Attachment 11

matter
conflict

ALASKA
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occasions oi delay. Jt ought not to he forgotten that A
under the existing Confederation two members may, and //

usually do, represent a State; whence it hapﬁens that
Congress, who now are colefy invested with all the powers
of the Union, rarely consists of a greater number of per-
sons than would compose t e intended Senate. If we add

to this that as the enem”en vote by States, and that. m

where there is only . single member present from a
State his vptc is lost, it will jc tify a supposition that
the active voices in the Senate, where the members are
to vote individually, would rarely fall short in nuuibcr of
the active voices in the existing Congress. When, in addi-
tion to these considerations, we take into view the co-
operation of the President, we shall not hesitate to infer
that the people of America would have greater security
against an improper use of die power of making treaties,
under the new Constitution, than they now enjoY un-
der the Confederation. And when we proceed still one
step further and look forward to the probable augmen- *
tation of the Senate, by the erection of new States, we
shall not only perceive ample ground of confidence in the
sufiicicncy of the numbers to whose agency that power
will be intrusted, but we shall probably be led to con-
clude that a body more numerous than the Senate would
be likely to become, would be very little fit for the proper
discharge of the trust. Publius

No. 76: Hamilton

The President is "to nominate, and, by and with die ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, to nppoint ambassadors,
other public ministers and consuls, judges of the Supreme
Court, and all other officers of the United States whose
appointments are not otherwise provided for in the Con-
stitution. But the Congress may by law vest the uppoint
ment of such inferior officers as they think proper in
the President alone, or in tire courts of law, or in the
heads of departments. Tire President shall have ﬁower
to fill up all vacancies which may happen during the re-
cess of the Senate bK grunting commissions which shall
expire at the end of their next session.’

{
|

ms
I

\i

i/

R

No. 76: Hamilton 45’

It has been observed in a former paper "that the true
test of a good government is its aptitude and tendency to
produce a good administration.” If the justness of this
observation be admitted the mode of apﬁointing the
officers of the United States contained in the for.eﬁoing
clauses must, when examined, be allowed to be entitled to
particular commendation. It is not easy to conceive a
mlmn better calculated than this to promote a judicious
choice of men for filling the offices of the Union; and it
will not need proof that on this point must essentially
depend the character of its administration.

It will be agreed on all hands that the power of ap-
pointment, in ordinary cases can be properly modified only
inone of three ways. [t ought either to be vested in a single
man, or in a Seléct assembly of a moderate number, or
in a single man with the concurrence of such an assem-
bly. The exercise of it by the people at large will be
readily admitted to be impracticable; as waiving every
other consideration, it would leave them little time to do
angthlng else. When, therefore, mention is made in the
su sequent_reasonln%s of an assembly or body of men,
what 1s said must be understood to relate to a select
body or assembly, of the description already ?iven. The
people collectively, from their number and from their
dispersed situation, cannot be regulated in their move-
ments by that systematic spirit of cabal and intrigue which
Will be urged as the chief objections to reposing the power
in 1question in a body of men. .

hose who have themselves reflected upon the subject,
or who have attended to the observations mnde in other
parts of ti'rsc papcis in relation to the appointment of
the President will, | Eresume, agree to the position that
there would always ne great .p.rpbabilitf/ of having the
place supplied by a man of abilities, at least respectable.
Premising this, | proceed 'o lay it down us a rule that
one man of discernment !s better fitted to nnulyzc and
estimate the Ecculiur qualities adapted to ﬁarticular of-
fices than a body of men of cquul or perhaps even of
superior discernment,

he sole and undivided responsibility of one man will
naturally beget a livelier sense of duty and a more exact
re?ard to reputation. He will, on this account, feel him-
self under stronger obligations, and more interested to
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investigate with care the qualities requisite to the sta-
tions to be filled, and to prefer with impartiality the per-
sons who may have the fairest pretensions to them. He
will have fewer personal attachments to gratify than a
body of men who may each be supposed to have a>
equal number; and will be so much the less liable to be
misled by the.sentiments of friendship and of affection.
There Is nothing so opt to agitate the passions of man-
kind as personal considerations, whether they relate to
ourselves or to others, who are to be the objects of
our choice or preference. Hence, in every exercise of the
power of appointing to offices by an assembly of men
we must expect to sec a full display of all the private
and party likings and dislikes, partialities and antipathies,
attachments and animosities, which are felt by those who
compose the assembly. The choice which may at an_Y
time happen to be made under such circumstances will
of course be the result cither of a victory gained
by one party over the other, or of a compromise be-
tween the parties. In either case, the intrinsic merit of the
candidate will be too often out of sight. In the first,
the qualifications best adapted to uniting the suffrages of
flic party will be more considered than those which fit the
poison for the station. In die last, the coalition will
commonly turn upon some interested equivalent: *Give
us the man we wish for this office, und you shall have
the one you wish for that." This will be the usual condi-
tion of the bargain. And it will rarely happen that the
advancement of the public service will be the primary ob-
ject cither of partﬁ/ victories or of party negotiations.
The truth of the principles here advanced seems to
have been felt by the most intelligent of those who have
found fault with tiic provision made, in this respect, by
tho convention. They contend that the President ought
solely to Imvc been authorized to mnkc the appointments
under the federal government. But it is easy to show that
every advantage to be expected from such an mr: ngc-
nient would, in substance, be derived from the power of
nomination which is proposed to be conferred upon him;
while several d;sadvantagcs which might attend the ab-
solute power 0t appointment in the hands of that officer
would be avoided. In tho act of nomination, his judg-
ment alone would be exercised; und as it would be his

No. 76: Hamilton' 457

sole duty to point out the man who, with the appro-
bation of the Senate, should rll an office, his responsi-
bl||'[?/ would be as complete as if he were to make the
final appointment. There can, in this view, be no difference
between nominating and appointing. The same motives
which would influence a proper discharge of his duty in
one case would exist in the other. And as no man could
he appointed but on his previous nomination, every man
who might be appointed would be, in fact, his choice.

But his nomination may be overruled: this it certainly
may, yet it can only be to make place for another
nomination by himself. The Ferson ultimately aﬁpomted
must be the object of his preference, though Ber aps not
in the first dcg ;e. It is also not very probable that his
nomination would often be overruled. ITie Senate could
not be templed by the preference they might feel to an-
other to reject the one ﬂroposed; because they could not
assure themselves that the person they might wish would
be brought forward by a second or by any subsequent
nomination. They could not even be certain that a future
nomination would present a candidate in any dcgTee more
acceptable to them; and as their dissent might cast a
kind of stigma upon the individual rejected and might
have the appearance of a reflection upon the judgment
of the Chief Magistrate, it is not likely that their sanction
would often be refused, where there were not special and
strong reasons for the refusal.

To what purpose Uicn require the co-operation of the
Senate? | answer, that the necessity of their concurrence
would have a powerful, thou?h, in general, a silent oper-
ation. It would be an excellent check upon a spirit of
favoritism in the President, und would tend greatly to
prevent the appointment of unfit characters from State
prejudice, from family connection, from personal attach-
ment, or from a view to popularity. And, in addition to
this, it would be an cflicacious source of stability In the
administration,

It will readily be comprehended that a mar. who hnd
himself the sole disposition of offices would be govcu'.cd
much more by his private inclinations and interests than
when he was bound to submit the propriety of his choice
lo the discussion and determination of a different and
independent body, and that body an entire brunch of the
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legislature. The possibility of rejection would be a strong
motive to care in proposm?. The danger to his own repu-
tation, and, in the case of an elective magistrate, to his
political existence, from betraying a spirit of favoritism
or an unbecoming pursuit of popularity to the observa-
tion of a body whose opinion would have great weight in
forming that of the public could not fail to operate as a
barrier to the one and to the other. He would be both
ashamed and afraid to bring forward, for the most dis-
tinguished or lucrative stations, candidates who had no
other merit than that of coming from the same State to
which he particularly belonged, or of being in some way
or other personally allied to him, or of possessing the
necessary insignificance and pliancy to render them the
obsequious instruments of his pleasure.

To tliis reasoning it has “cen objected that the Prcsi-
dent, by the influence of the power of nomination, may
secure the complaisance of the Senate to his views. The
supposition of universal venality in human nature is little
less an error in political reasoning than the sup(s)osmon
of universal rectitude. The institution of delegated power
implies that there is a portion of virtue and honor among
mankind, which may be a reasonable foundation of con-
fid*".e. And experience justifies the theory. It has been
" id to exist in the most corrupt periods of the most
corrupt governments The ventflily ot il:e British House of
Commons has been long ». t_ogm of acci sation against that
body in the country to which they belong, as well as in
this; and it cannot be doubted that the charge is, to a con-
siderable extent, w*li founded. But it is as little to be
doubted that there is always a large proportion of the
body which consist of independent and public-spirited
men who have an_influential weight in tho councils of the
nation. Hence it is (the present reign not executed) that
the sense of that body Is often seen to control the in-
clinations of the monarch, hoth with regard to men i-cd
to measures. Though it might theicfore be allowable
to suppose that the executive might occasionally influence
some Individuals in tiie Senate, yet the supposition that

he cccld in general purchase the integrity of the whole .

body would be forced and improbable. A man disposed
to view human nature as it is, without either flattering
its virtues or exaggerating its vices, will see sufficient

. stability o

No. 77: Hamilton 459

ground of confidence in the probity of the Senate to
rest satisfied, not only that it will he impracticable to
the executive to corrupt or seduce a majority of its
members, but that the necessity of its co-operation
in the business of appointments will be a consider-
able and salutary restraint upon the conduct of that
magistrate. Nor is the integrity of the Senate the only
reliance. The Constitution has provided some important
guards against the danger of executive influence upon
die legislative body. It declares that “No senator or repre-
sentative shall, during the time jor which he was ciecied,
be _aﬁpomted to any civil office” under the United States,
which shall have been created, or the emoluments
whereof shall have been increased, during such time; and
no Ferson holding any office under the United States
shall be a member of either house during his continuance
in office.” Publius

No. 77: Hamilton

. It has been mentioned as one of the advantages to be ex-

pected from the co-operation of the Senate, in the busi-
ness of a;)pomtments, that it would contribute to the
the administration. The consent of that bod
would be necessary to displace as well as to appoint.
change of the Chief Magistrate, therefore, would not oc-
casion so violent or so general a revolution in the officers
of the government as might be expected if he were the
sole disposer of offices. VVlicrc a man in any station had
glven satisfactory evidence of liis JUness for it, n new
President would be restrained from attempting a change
in favor of a person more agreeable to him by the appre-

. hension that a discountenance of the Senate might frus-

trate the attempt, and bring some degree of discredit
upon himself, lliose who can bust estimate the value of
a stci [ administration will be most disposed to prize a
provision which connects the official existence of public
men with the approbation or disapprobation of timt body
which, from the greater permanency of its own compo-
sition, will in all’ probability be less subject to incon-
stancy than any other member of the government.



. - MEMORANDUM ' of Alaska

10

mow

Jack B. Farleigh date: March 8, 1982
Executive Director

FILE NO-

TELEPHONE NO 1

Carolvn s. Guess r.f CujruTi"".ssiOner decision-making

Chairman procedure s

In response to your 1inquiry regarding the Commissioners”
decision-making procedures, to the best of my knowledge and
memory, for the past six years it has beer- as follows:

Tariff Action Meetings

The basis for Commissioner decision-making 1is the utility"s
request and Staff"s written recommendations, amplified, when
necessary, 1in response to Commissioner questions. The votes
in Tariff Action meetings are recorded and public record.

Commission Orders

In regard to decisions on substantive and procedural matters
which result in a Commission Order, the Commissioners”™ role
is similar to that of judges. Our procedure 1is similar to
that of the Alaska Supreme Court. After the hearing panel”s
initial decision conference on the issues 1involved in the
proceeding, a proposed Order 1is drafted by the Commissioner
docket-iiinnnger and circulated, for discussion purposes, to

those nerving on the panel. Based on the comments received,
a final Order 1is then drafted for concurrence with or dissent
by the panel members. A Commissioner, who doe., not agree

with the majority decision can indicate his/her dissent and
provide a statement, 1including the reasons for his/her
decision, if desired. In addition, a Commissioner who
agrees with the result of an Order but disagrees with the
rationale supporting the decision may write a separate

statement indicating his/her views. Unless otherwise noted,
a Commi sion Order is a consensus decision of the hearing
panel. In the event all five Commisioners do not participate

in a decision, it is so noted.

Attached are copies of Orders which have been authored by
Commissioner Knowles, Commissioner Snowdon and myself. It
should be noted that Commissioner Snowden joined the APUC 1in
October 19C1; therefore, her repertoire of authored Orders
is more limited than Susan®s and mine, which spans a six-
year time frame. These Orders address substantive issues
that have been before the Commission during the past six
years and provide a broad range of subject matter that lias
required Commission action.

Enclosures

Attachment 111

(H1 "M O I-k.IC; 7mm)
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SUSAN M. KNOWLES

1319 G Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

(907) 279-6336

EDUCATION: University of Alaska
Anchorage, Alaska
MBA, Finance, 1979

Vassar College
Poughkeepsie, New York
AB, Political Science, 1968

EMPLOYMENT :

October, 1975 to Present:

Commissioner

State of Alaska

Alaska Public Utilities Commission

Anchorage, Alaska

June, 1973 to September, 1975:

Property Investment Finance Manager

David E. Aim and Joe L. Hayes
Borough-City Development, Inc
Campbell Lake Development Co.
Campbell Lake Inc.
Anchorage, Alaska

November, 1970 to September, 1975:

Secretary-Treasurer

Grizzly Burger, Inc.
Anchorage, Alaska

December, 1968 to November, 1970:

Administrative Assistant

Community Enterprise Development
Anchorage, Alaska

Corporation



PROFESSIONAL®"™ ASSOCIATIONS:

Gas Research Institute
Advisory Council (1978 to present)

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
Committee on Gas (1976 to present)

Western Conference of Public Service Commissions
Executive Committee (1980 to present)

President (1979 - 1980)
Vice President (1978 - 1979)
Secretary-Treasurer (1977 - 1978)

PROFESSIONAL SEMINARS:

Electric Utility Rate Design Study
Electric Power Research Institute (May, 1980)

Division of Toll Revenues Course
General Telephone & Electronics (December, 1978)

Seminar on Telephone Cost Allocation Procedures
Ernst & Ernst (July, 1978)

Public Utility Seminar on Corporate Finance
Kidder, Peabody & Co., Incorporated (June, 1978)

Semin©7 §7r Retail Rate Consultants
Department of Agriculture,
Rural Electrification Administration (May, 1977)

Administrative Law Procedure
Graduate Evidence
National College of the Judiciary (March, 1977)

The Annual Regulatory Studies Progranm
National Association of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners (August, 1976)

PERSONAL ;
Date of birth: December 4, 1946
Place of Birth: New York, New York

Marital Status: Married; one daughter



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

T0:

FROM:

Susan M. Knowles DATE: April 6, 1982
Commissioner
FILE NO:
N A .. ] .
/(v V telephone no: Commission Tariff Action and
Jeanne McPherren Order Procedures and Your
Associate Attorney subject. Participation 1in Proceeuings

Pre- and Post-Mayoral Electioi

As the editor of the majority of Commission orders and as an
employee of some longevity with the Commission, 1 offer t\e
following as explanation to William D. Cook, Legal Couns.l,
House Judiciary Committee, with reference to his obvious
misconceptions or misunderstanding of Commission procedures.

Prior to addressing your participation in any of the pro-—
ceedings listed by Mr. Cook in his attachment to a memo—

randum dated March 30, 1982, 1 feel it necessary to respond
to Mr. Cook"™s assumptions of Commissioner participation in a
proceeding before this Commission. On pages 7-8 of his

memorandum to Representative Barnes, Mr. Cook states,
",..LTlhe headings do generally indicate that the matter was
"before® all commissioneis, includina her [Commissioner

Knowles], so | assume she was present at the meeting. She
does appear to have participated at meetings concerning the
Municipality of Anchorage prior to January 1,._.." (Emphasis

supplied). As you testified before the House Judiciary
Committee on April 1, this "assumption”™ is totally erroneous.
As explained in greater detail below, the phrase "Before
Commissioners”™ followed by the names of Commissioners 1is a
listing of the number and names of the Commissioners at the
time of that order®s 1issuance. A Commissioner™s 1involvement
or participation in a proceeding 1is indicated, as shown on
the draft orders provided to Mr. Cook, by a Commissioner"s
writing: yes, OK, no, dissenting, not participating (or its
abbreviation NP), or a line through the blank opposite a
name, in the spaces provided in the "Commission Action”
stamp placed on each draft order. When the order 1is typed
in final, the majority"s decision is indicated by the phrase
"BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION" iocated at. the end of the
order. Those Commissioners who do not participate, dissent,
concur, etc., are indicated beneath that phrase.



Commissioner Knowles
April 6, 1982
Page 2

For example, I refer Mr. Cook to Order No. 9 in Docket

No. U-78-35, dated September 7, 1979, which indicates the
Commission members to be: Commissioners Gordon J. Zerbetz,
Chairman, Marvin E. Weatherly, Carolyn o. ouess, ausan M.
Knowles, and Stuart C. Hall. Subsequent to Chairman Zerbetzl
departure and the appointment of Commissioner Guess as
Chairman, the heading was modified to read: Before Commis—
sioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman, Marvin R. Weatherly,
Susan M. Knowles, and Stuart C. Hall. See Order No. 6,
Docket No. U-80-100, dated September 1. 1981. Following the
assumption of office by Diana E. Snowac. as a Commissioner
on September 28, 1981, the listing was again modified by
adding her name under that of Commissioner Hall. See Order
No. 2, Docket No. U-81-82, dated February 16, 1982. I
understand that U-78-35 (9) and U-81-82(2) have already been
supplied to Mr. Cook. A copy of U-80-100 (6) is attached to
this memorandum.

According to my recollection, this procedure, which was
established in 1975, was instituted to respond to concerns
regarding the quorum of Commissioners participating 1in a
proceeding and to indicate to the public the voting record

of Commissioners. The heading enumerates the appointed
Commissioners; Commissioner participation and voting 1is
listed at the end of the decision. To elucidate, with five

Commissioners empanelled and participating, a majority vote
of three 1is needed; a majority vote of three is also needed
if four Commissioners participate; and a quorum vote of two
is needed if three Commissioners participate. An inquiry to
the Executive Director of the Commission verifying these
procedures would have eliminated any inference 1in the March
30 memo of impropriety on your part.

Turning to your participation in the proceedings 1involving
the utility systems of the Municipality of Anchorage both
subsequent to Mayor Knowles®™ filing for office 1in March,
1981, and his election to office on October 27, 1981, 1
have attached the complete, finalized copies of each letter

and order to which Mr. Cook refers. (I wouDd point out that
the date of a letter or order does not necessarily correspond
to the dates on which the Commissioners sign a draft. These

dates can vary widely due to circulation of the draft among
the Commissioners for signature, final typing, corrections
as necessary, etc., before a final product is sent out.) In



Commissioner Knowles
April 6, 1982
Page 3

view of Mr. Cook"s statement on page 7 of his March 30
memorandum that, "Since he [Tony Knowles] was not yet in
office, it seems clear that no conflict in the accepted
sense could have arisen in the strictest sense; of that
term,” 1 am puzzled by his then listing orders and letters

which were 1issued during tnat period of time. Nonetheless,
as stated, | have attached copies of all items he questions.
Pre-election- Iltems 1-16

As clearly indicated, "Commissioner Susan M. Knowles™ did

not participate in Items 9, 10, 11, 12, and 14 (Docket Nos.
Uu-30-4 (10), et al., U-80-42(3), U-80-100 (5), U-80-42(3-E)
(corrective notice of U-80-42(3)), or U-80-100(6), respectively).

ltems 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 and 13 are procedural only; i.e.,
letters transmitting tariff sheets and requesting additional
information, closing dockets, etc., N.B. Item 3 1is one of
eight form letters sent to municipally owned refuse utilities
throughout the State.

Since the orders issued under Items 4, 5, 15 and 16 instituted
investigations, granted interim rate increases during those
periods of investigation and prior to final determination by
the Commission, and granted extensions for investigative
purposes, these orders are also procedural in nature; i.e.,
none of these orders were determinative or dispositive of

the issues under investigation.

Of the orders listed above, only three are decisions determinative
of issues under consideration; and they are: U-80-4(10),

et. al., U-80-42 (3), and U-80-100(6), Items 9, 10 and 14.

As noted, you did not participate in these decisions.

Post-election- Iltems 17-21

As indicated on the orders attached, "Commissioner Susan M.
Knowles™ did not participate in U-80-8/90(2), U-80-4(Il) et
al., or U-81-46 (2), Items 19, 20 and 21, respectively, nor
in U-81-33(2), Item No. 18, although Mr. Cook does not so
indicate on his list by that item.

Item ]7 was procedural only and responded to questions
raised by Mr. Coyne with response to our letter of June 16
(ltem 3 listed and explained in greater detail above).

With response to questions arising from our tariff action
forms and the statement thereon of "Approved Unanimously,”
I have attached copies of the actual sign-off sheets which



Commissioner Knowles
April 6, 1982

Page 4

indicate, as you testified to the House Judiciary Committee,
that you did not participate in any of the tariff filings
under question. I would also point out that the phrase
"Approved Unanimously”™ means that a majority of those
participating approved the Commission Staff"s recommendation
on a particular filing.

I hope the foregoing information alleviates concerns regarding

your participation in the areas questioned by Mr. Cook.
Please let me know if | can be of further assistance.

Enclosures
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———————————————————————————————————— 10/27/81
(Date)
File Mo. : TA_26_ - 121 Date Filed / / _
Name of Utility Municipal Light & Power
Tariff Recommendation:
1. Publication of notice should be waived...ooooiooieeaao coonn
2. Filing should become effective atend of
45-day statutory notice periodo n / /o e
3. Filing should be allowed to become effective
on 10/ 1 / 81 which 1is less than the 45-day
statutory notice Period..oueoiirimn oot a e aaaacanaaaaann X
4. Filing should be rejected and returned to the
U T N
5. Operation of the filing should be suspended......... ... ....
6. Part of filing should be accepted effective

/ / and part should be suspended....oc.ooiioaes cano.

Reason(s) for the above-indicated recommendation:

Order No. 6 in Docket U-80-100 did not specifically address two
tariff changes requested by ML&P- Modified wording of Rule 6.6
and an increase in charges on Sheet No. 100 for Reconnection
During Regular Business Hours fkom $12.00 to $15.00. Staff"s
testimony does not question these items. | believe them to be
reasonable and recommend approval.

After investigation and review | have determined that the tariff
sheets attached hereto received September 29, 1981, supplemented

by those corrected sheets received October 20, 1981, are in com—
pliance with Order No. 6 1in Docket U-8C-100.

Staff Docket Manager VW -0L V eVLvi-

Signed: Title:

Commission decision re this recommendation:

I Concur I Do Not Concur

Guess
VJea ther ly
Knowlas n/

Hall

Snowden /\ L ,

Special, instructions to Staff:



£ 11/20/31

TARIFF ACTION MEMORANDUM (Dace)

File No.: TA 39- 121 Dace Filed 11 / 12 [/ 81

Nane of Utility MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Tariff Recommendation:

1. Publication of notice should be waived
2. Filing should become effective atend of
45-Jay statutory notice periodon__  / /
3. Filing should be allowed to become effective
on 11 / 1 [/ 81 which 1is less than the 45-day
Statutory notice period.
4. Filing should be rejected and returned to the utility.
Operation of the filing should be suspended
6. Part of filing should be accepted effective

(62}

/7 and part should be suspended
Reason (s) for the above-indicated recommendation: PROPOSED INCREASE
i IO\ j UI\L(1ALUL K DLLKilnbc.;
Surcharge Requested .1948C/KWH .1907C/KWH (-0041$/KWH)
Filing Date 10/12/81 11/12/81
Effective Date - 10/1/81 1171781

Cost of Fuel $1.0155/MCF $1.0155/MCF -0-
Efficiencv # 63.7016KWH/MCF 64.370 3KWH/MCF .6687KWH/MCF
100 KWH/Month Bill

- Dollar Impact $.19 $.19 -0-

- Percentage Impact 2% 2% -0-

500 KWH/Month Bill

- Dollar Impact $.97 $.95 (.$02)

- Perce.\tage Impact 3.631 3.55% (-08%)

Total Monthly Revenue Impact $39,094 $88,072 ($1,022)

Yearly generation (including waste heat) per UD(\/lCF

NO
Information Complete X
Computations Accurate b
COMMENTS:

efficiency (KWH/MCF), increased system efficiency (KW sold/KWH avail-
able) , and increased relative use of purchased power.

Signed: Ou.MXIL mfsOlIdjL- Title: Utility Tariff Analyst
Commission decision re this recommendation:
I Concur I Do Not Concur

Guess _ZD_z/_
(4

Weatherly

Knowles

Hall

Snowdon /h-k



TARIFF ACTION MEMORANDUM

-12/8/81
(Dace)
File No.: TA157 - 120 Date Filed 11/5/781
Name of Utility ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY
Tariff Recommendation:
1. Publication of notice should be waived........ooo.....
2. Filing should become effective at end of
45-day statutory notice period on 12 /21 / 81........ X
3. Filing should be allowed to become effective
on / /

4. Filing should be rejected and returned to the
[0 o T .
5. Operation of the filing should be suspended
6. Part of filing should be accepted effective
/___/ ___ and part should be suspended

Reason(s) for the above-indicated recommendation:

On November 5, 1981, Anchorage Telephone Utility (ATU) filed
a tariff revision (TA157-120) which 1is a proposal to add
rates and charges for Infotron Statistical Multiplex Equipment

to the Private Line Service schedule of ATU"s tariff. This
equipment 1is designed to transmit data from 4 to 32 channels
to a distant point. This is accomplished by compressing the

channels with variable data rates up to 9600 bauds (definition
attached) per second, onto a single line, transmitting thenm
synchronously or asynchronously, and then expanding them

back to appropriate channel ports at the distant point.

The Engineering Section has evaluated tha location life (4
years) and labor times and believes they are within the
range of reasonableness.

(OVER)

Sinned: tlox UTILITY TARIFF ANATA"ST

Commission decision re this recommendation:

I Concur I Do Not Concur
Guess
Weatherly
Knowles
Hall
Af 4
Snowden

Special 1instructions to Staff:



Tariff Recommendation:

1. Publication of notice should be waived

2. Filing should become effective at end of

45-day statutory notice period on / ..
3. Filing should be allowed to become effective for service
is less than the 45-day

on 12/ 1 [/ 31

Statutory notice period.
4. Filing should be rejected and returned to the
Operation of the filing should be suspended

ol

6. Part of filing should be accepted effective

/[

and part should hesuspended

Reason (s) for the above-indicated recommendation:

Surcharge Requested
Filing Date

Effective Date -

Cost of Fuel
Efficiencv

100 KWH/Month Bill
- Dollar Impact

- Percentage Impact

500 KWH/Month Bill
- Dollar Impact

- Percentage Impact
Total Monthly Revenue Impact

m"eyearly generation

Information Complete
Computations Accurate

COMMENTS:

Signed: (MU-ditk>

(including waste

Ldk&-

L19P/C/KWH
11712731
11/1/81

$1.0155/MCF

64.3703KWH/MCF

$.19

2%

$.95

3. 553

$88,072
heat)
Title:

Commission decision re this recommendation:

I Concur

Guess

Weatherly

Knowles

Hall

Snowdon-----————--—— —— —

Special Instructions to Staff:

utility.

PROPOSED
JUUUIUUUIL.

.184 6C/KWH
12710781
1271781

$1.0155/MCF

55.47 99KWH/MCF

$.18

1.89%

$.92
3.44%

$85,463

per"MCF N

X
X

8.1

INCREASE

(.oo0eic/ncF)

-0-

1.1096KWH/MCF

($.01)
(-11%)
($.03)

(.11%)

($2,609)

utility Tariff Analyst

I Do Not Concur



TOPIPT APRTAN MTMORZXIE -

=

11/24/81
(Da ce)
File No.: TA 2 - 12 pate Filed J s 02/81L
Name of Utility anchorage water utility
Tariff Recommendation:
1. Publication of notice should be waived............. ...
2. Filing should become effective at end of
45-day statutory notice period on / /...
3. Filing should be allowed to become effective
on 107 15 /7 8L e XX
4. Filing should be rejected and returned to the
L0 S T
/ %. Operation of the filing should be suspended........... _ZZFFF
Part of filing should be accepted effective
/ / and part should be suspended .. ..ocoooiiiiun coueaann.

Reason(s) for the above-indicated recommendation:
After investigation and review | have determined that the tariff sheets attached
hereto are in compliance with Order No. 1 in Docket U-81-7C.
Except: 1) TA ft on sheets is 23-1i?, Should be 22-122
2) Sheet 50, "connectin®"l should be "connection"”

3) Shcet47, 10.10. Private Fire hydrant Maint. fee -110. should be deleted

Staff Docket Manager / —_—

Resolution of exceptions:
1) & 2) Received verbal permission from AWU (D. Helmick) to make

these changed to the tariff sheets.

3) Verbally requested AWU to resubmit a corrected She t ff47 by Monday,
November 30, 1981.

Signed : z Title: utility Financial Analyst

Commission decision re this recommendation:

1 Concur I Do Not Concur

Guess

Weatherly

Knov/les

Hall

Snowden

Soecial 1instructions to Staff:



TARIFF ACTTOM MEMORANDUM

12/15/31.
(Dace)
File MO. : TA 24 ~ 126 Date Filed 9 / 18/ 31
Name of Utility ANCHORAGE SEWER UTILITY
Tariff Recommendation:
1. Publication of notice should be waived .. ... o . oo oo
2. Filing should become effective at end of
45-day statutory notice period on / o e e
3. Filing should be allowed to become effective
on / /___ which 1is less than the 45-day
statutory notice period . ... oo i i deaae
4. Filing should be rejected and returned to the
I T T
5. Operation of the filing should be suspended...................
6. Part of filing should be accepted effective
/ / and part should be suspended....ccoooiiiies cuoan..
7 Read b el OW oottt X

Reason(s) for the above-indicated recommendation:

On September 18, 1981, Anchorage Sewer Utility (ASH) filed
TA24-126, an amendment to the Sewer Service Agreement between
ASU and the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
(DOTFF) to increase the rates charged DOTPF 13.42?, to comply

with Order No. 6 in Docket U-80-4. In reviewing the amendment
the Commission expressed 1its concern about the ASU agreements
with Fort Richardson and Elmendorf (Military). The Commission®s

letter order of October 27, 1981, required ASU to submit a
written report on the status of the military contracts to

include a schedule detailing any dollar amounts presently over —
due from the military, if applicable.

On November 27, 1981, ASU"s attorney, Pete Argetsinger,
filed a letter in response to the Commission®s letter order.
Staff has reviewed the letter and believes ASU misunderstood
the Commission®s intentions with respect to the overdue amounts.

N (OVER)

Signod : ~le: Utility Tariff Analyst
Commission decision re this recommendation:

I Concur I Do Not Concur

Guess
L

i
/

Weatherly
Knowles

Hall
Snowden

Special instructions to Staff:
3



In.: :.0.: W 41 - 121

bate Filed 1 /12 [/ 82

Name "1 iti'itv MUNICIPAL LIGHT & POWER (ML&P)

Tar itF Eocomnondat inn:

Pub I'icnc inn of not Lee* .should he waived X
Filin" should become effective at end of
45-day statutory notice period on / /
3. Filin:; should "oallowed to become effective
on 1/ 1 /82 which 1is less than the 45-day
Statutory notice period. . ..oiiiiiiiiii i aicaea .
4. Fiiias should berejected and returned to the utility.
5. Operation of the filing should be suspended.
6. Part of filinc, should be accepted effective
/ / and part should be suspended...........
Reason (s) for the above-indicated recommendation PROPOSED INCREASE
PRIOR .SURCHARGE SURCHARGE (DECREASE)
i
Surcharge Requested .184 60/KWH .00171/KWH ( 1090/' /VMM)
Filing Dare 12/10/81 1/12/82
Effective Date - 12/1/81 1/1/82
Cost of Fuel $1.0155/MCF $.8844/MCF ($.1311/MCF)
Efficiencv 65.479 9KWH/MCF 69.5528KWH/MCF 4 _.0729KWH/MCF
LOO KMI/Month Hill
- Dollar Impact $.13 $.0017 ($.17z:2)
- Percentage Imoact 1.891 1 .021 . (1.871)
500 XWH/Month Hill
- Dollar Imn.nct $.92 1$.0085 ($.9115)
- Percentage Impact 3.441 -031 (3.411)
Total Monthly Revenue Impact $85,463 1 $792 1 ($34,671)
OK MO
i
Information Complete X
Conoutations Accurate | X 1

COMMENTS:

The effective date on tariff sheet

SiAnede hjAM Yy Z/")/ } J

Commissiim decision®"re this recommendation:

I Concur
Guess
Weatherly
Knowles
Hall (=
Tr.ov. zon

Sooei.il Instructions to Stall:

101 should be changed to "1982."

Title: Utility Tariiff Analyst

1 Do Mot Concur



TARIFF ACTION! MEMORANDUM

2/2/82
(Dauc}
File No.: u- 81~ 29 Date Filed_6__ /10 /81
U- 81-46
Name of Utility Anchorage Telephone Utility
Tariff Recommendation:
1. Publication of notice should be waived....ooooooiooiiin ...
2. Filing should become effective at end of
45-day statutory notice period on / o e e
3. Filing should be allowed to become effective
on 11/ 18/81 - ) -
i X
4. Filing should be rejected and returned to the
0 T T

5. Operation of the filing should be suspended
6. Part of filing should be accepted effective
/ / and part should be suspended

Reason(s) for the above-indicated recommendation:

Staff recommends the tariff sheets filed on June 10, 1981, as Supple—
ment A, TA135-120, by Anchorage Telephone Utility (ATU) be approved
due to expiration of the suspension period in U-81-29.

As originally filed, TA135-120 was a reguest to add rates for straight
line feature phones for three PBX systems. Comtec, 1Inc., an inter—
connect, protested the filing. In Order No. 1, U-81-29, the Commis—
sion allowed the rates to go into effect on an interim basis and sus—
pended the filing for further investigation for an initial six-month
period not to extend beyond November 11, 198i.

t0"JCr)
Signed: Titlo: utility Tariff Analyst
Commission decision re this recommendation:
I Concur I Do Not Concur
Guess
y
Weatherly
S )
Knowles ’m/ft
Mall
Snowden

Special instructions to Staff:



TARIFF actio:; memorandum

, TeNo.: T\g2 - 121

Name of Utility Municipal Light and Power

Tariff Recommendation:

1. Publication of notice should bo wailved .. ..oouimi i i e cecaaaaaaan X
2. Filing should become effective at end of
45-Jay statutory notice period on / / ,

3. Filing should be allowed to become effective
on 2 / 1 / 52 which is less than the 45-day
Statutory notice period, and a docket of investigation should be opened. X
4 Filins should be rejected and returned to the utility

5. Operation of the filing should be suspended........oiiiiiiirimeannaan.n
6. Fart of filing should be accepted effective
/ / and part should besuspended . ... ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii..
Reason (s) for the above-indicated recommendation: PROPOSED INCREASE
PRIOR SURCHARGE SURCHARGE (DECREASE)
Surcharge Requested .0017C/KWH .0016C/KWH (.-0001C/KWH)
Filing Date 1/12/82 2/10/82
Effective Date - 171782 2/1/82
Cost of Fuel $.8844/MCF $.8844/MCF 1
Efficiencv * 69.5528 70.1191 .5663
100 KWH/Month Bill
- Dollar Impact $.0017 $.0016 ($.0001)
- Percentage Impact -02% -02%
500 KWH/Month Bill $.0085 $.0080 ($.0005)
- Dollar Impact
. .03% .03%

- Percentage Tinpnct

$792 9-759" ($33)
Total Monthly Revenue Impact

* Annual KWH generated (including waste heat) per MCFOK NO
Information Complete X
Computations Accurate X
COMMENTS: See attached memo
Title- Tariff Analyst

Commission decision re this recommendation:

I Concur I Do Not Ccncl

Guess fa

Weatherly
Knowles

Hall

Snowden

ipeci”l Instructions to Staff:



April 6. 1931

J-n reoly refer to: Tar\ ff3
TA132-120

A.c. Pistorius, ierai. Manager
Anchorage Tele® no Utility

GO0 East 38th A* erne

Anchorage/ Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

Enclosed is a validated copy of the tariff sheet filed on
February 6, 1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility. This
filing, designated as TA132-120, has an effective date of
March 27, 1981.

I.i consideration of the manner in which the amount of the
credit for returning telephone sets was derived, the Commission
directs ATU to monitor the appropriateness of J.he $5.00

credit amount and be prepared, at the time of consideration

of a rate relief request, to provide the Commi"sion with

t /idence as to why the credit should be continued or, as
appropriate, modified.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION.
Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Executive Director

JPF



April 2, 1981
In reply refer to: Tariffs
TA132-120
A.C. Pistorius, General Manager
Anchorage Telephone Utility
600 East 38th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Dear Mr. Pistorius:
»

Enclosed is a validated copy of the tariff sheet filed on
February 6, 1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility. This

filing, designated as TA132-120, has an effective date of

March 27, 1981.

In consideration of the manner 1in which the amount of the
credit for returning telephone sets was derived, the Commission
directs ATU to monitor the appropriateness of the $5.00

4, /7 * "V .
credit amount and bj prepared, at the time of a general rate
. VA5 3 ; . . .
examxnation, to provide the Commission with evidence as to

why the credit should be continued or, as appropriate

modified.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION.
Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Executive Director

JBF/ga
Enclosure



April 2, 1981

In reply refer to: Tariffs 4
TA132-120

A.C. Pistorius, General Manager
Anchorage Telephone Utility

600 East 38th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

Enclosed 1is
February 6,

filing, des

a validated copy of the tariff sheet filed on
1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility. This

ignated as TA132-120, has an effective date of

March 27, 1981.

In consideration of the manner 1in which the amount of the

credit for

directs ATU

returning telephone sets was derived, the Commission"®

to monitor the appropriateness of the $5.00

credit amount and be prepared, at the time of .a general rate

*toty-1 i
examination,
rryy-—o

to provide the Commission with evidence as to
' i -rfrn’

[SPETR pp—

why the credit should be continued or, as appropriate,

modified.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION.

JBF/ga
Enclosure

Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Executive Director

°/



May 2B, 1981

In reply refer to: Tariffs

TA138-120
U-80-42
Uu-81-19

A.C. Pistorius, General Manager

Anchorage Telephone Utility

600 East 38th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99503 *

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

The Commission has approved the proposal of Anchorage Telephone
Utility (ATU) to cancel its adopted tariff of the Greater

Anchorage Borough "lelecorninunications Company, 1Inc. (GAB-
TEL), and to apply 1its present Anchorage area tariff to the
areas served under the GAB-TEL tariff. This filing has an

effecti%e date of May 26, 1931.

A list of the validated tariff sheets being returned at thi3
time is attached. As the Staff has discussed with ATU,

the following procedural matters are still required to
complete the application of the /Anchorage area tariff to the
GAB-TEL area. ,

1. The maps and service area descriptions need
certain corrections? additionally, the numbering of some of
the map sheets should be corrected.

2. Sheet 51.01 is not being returned since there
is presently no reason for the sheet.

v
3. Sheet 55.01 should reserve only 55.01.
4. A revised sheet 52, showing the addition of the
GAB-TEL areas to the presently approved sheet, should be

submitted.

5. Sheet 65 is not being returned since this section
contains the proposed ESIS tariff section.



6 ATU should supplement tho dockets concerning

items four and five to make the appropriate revisions to add
the GAD-TEL areas.

The Commission will allow ATU 30 days from the date of this
letter to submit the needed corrections.

In its review of the filing/ the Commission has considered
the problem of designating chanyes to tariff sheets which
already contain material which has not yet been approved.

The Commission believes the "S" designation, specifying
reissued material, should be uU3ed to denote a3 yet unapproved

material which is not the subject of the instant filing. As
ATU did, the "N" designation should continue to be used to
specify the new material added in the instant filing. This

procedure should make clearer what changes are under consideration
at any particular time.

As a part of its consideration of thi3 filing, the Commission
observed that the feasibility study on the provision of
extended area service (EAS) to the former GAB-TEL area stili

has not been filed with the Commission. This report was
originally anticipated in July, 1980. The Commission understands
that ATU is presently analyzing traffic data and expects to
complete the study shortly. Therefore, the Commission

directs that the EAS feasibility study be filed with the
Commission no later than August 1, 1931.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
Very truly yours,
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

/T v /7@ (0. A/iX</.o_.

John B. Farleigh
Executive Director
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A.C. Pistorius, General

Anchorage Telephone

600 East

38th Avenue

l.I .“'l'.
M| I
? May 26* 1981
"= In reply refer to: Tariffs
TA138-120
u-80-42
Uu-81-19
Manager n S/~/8/.

Utility

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr.

The Commission

Utility

Anchorage

TEL) , and to apply

Pistorius:

(ATU) to cancel

has approved the proposal of Anchorage Telephone

its adopted tariff of the Greater

Borough Telecommunications Company, Inc. (GAB-

its present Anchorage area tariff to the

areas served under the GAB-TEL tariff. This filing has an

effective date of May 26, If~Il.

As a part of

observed

its consideration of this filing, the Commission

that the feasibility study on the provision of

extended area service (EAS) to the former GAB-TEL area still
has not been filed with the Commission. This report was
originally anticipated in July, 1930. The Commission understands

that ATU
complete

directs

is presently analyzing traffic data and expects to

tne study shortly. Therefore, the Commission

that the EAS feasibility study be filed with the

Commission no later than August 1, 1981.

A list of the validated tariff sheets being returned at this

time 1is attached. As the Staff has discussed with ATU,

the following procedural

complete

the application

GAB-TEL area.

matters are still required to

of the Anchorage area tariff to the
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMTBSTOW
Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly

Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of

Tariff Revisions, Designated as U-81-29
TA135-120 and TA136-120, by
The MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ORDER NO. 1

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY
for Rates for Straight Line
Feature Telephones

ORDER SUSPENDING TARIFF REVISION AND
GRANTING INTERIM RATES

On March 25, 1981, The MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) filed two tariff
revisions (TA135-120 and TA136-120) to add a nonrecurring
charge of $17.55 and a monthly rate of $2.35 for straight
line feature telephones (wall.and desk models) to the rate
schedules for three PBX systems: the Rolm CBX (Class H),
Rolm SCBX (Class 1), and SL-1 (Class J).

The filings were noticed to the public on April 2,
1981, with a closing date of May 4, 1981, for the submission
of statements 1in support of, or .in opposition to, the pro-—
posed tariff revisions. On May 4, 1981, the Commission
received a protest of the filings from Comtec, Inc.
(Comtec), a company engaged in selling, 1installing, and
maintaining telephone equipment, 1including PBX equipment.

Comtec stated that it appears that the straight
line feature telephone is a standard push button telephone
that can be used in any residential home or with several
other PBX systems 1in ATU"s tariff. Comtec"s protest in—
cluded three specific charges, summarized below.

U-81-29 (1) (5/711/81)
Page 1 of 5
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1. Through two presently tariffed provisions (a
$3.75 monthly rate under "station Charges--all PBX Systems"
on sheet 98; a $1.35 monthly rate for each station under
"Touch Dialing-Switchboard Systems”™ on sheet 119), all
classes of PBX systems presently pay $5.10 a month for this
type telephone. "It appears that either Classes H, I and J
must pay the $5.10 for a station apparatus like all other
classes of PBX service or that the $5.10 a month rate paid
by all other customers of PBX service...be reduced to the
$2.35 charge."™

2. The proposed $2.35 rate is less than the
residential rate. Comtec stated, "A touch tone residential
station apparatus costs $3.50 per month."

3. "Comtec opposes the proposed tariff filing
because the “"straight line feature phone®™ 1is not defined."

In its examination of these filings the Commission
has found the ATU tariff difficult t.o understand. It is
unclear whether certain rates 1in the specific PBX schedules
are in place of, or in addition to, the rates in other more
general schedules.

The Commission observes that some of the rates
discussed by Comtec have been in effect at least since ATU
filed its previous tariff with the Commission in 1970. At
least some of those rates apparently also include some
service 1in addition to the purely instrument rental portion
of the rate. While the Commission has made no final judg-—
ments regarding the validity of Comtec®"s charges, 1t does
appear thai. Comtec has attempted to make a reasonable inter—
pretation of the ATU tariff, certain portions of which are

nclear.

U-81-29 (1)
Page 2 of 5
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The Commission has also learned that the "feature
phone™ is apparently also presently tariffed for one PBX
(Class L) and one key system (System 3). The rates for the
"feature phones™ in those schedules are different from each
other and also vary from the rates proposed in this filing.
Thus, it appears that ATU is charging different sets of
rates for essentially the same telephone set depending on
what PBX or key system the telephone 1is associated with.
Initial analysis indicates that the different rates are due
to differences 1in equipment prices and rate development
factors at the times the telephone sets were tariffed.

ATU1ls filing appears to be technically complete
and to contain standard rate development information.
Moreover, the addition of the equipment to the new PBX
schedules will enable ATU to respond to consumer needs.
Therefore, the Commission believes it would be in the public
interest to allow the filings to go into effect. However,
Comtec has raised legitimate questions regarding the
internal consistency and clarity of ATU"s tariff.

Therefore, the Commission believes it would also be in the
public interest to allow the proposed rates to go into
effect on an interim basis and to suspend the filings for
further investigation. Staff did not recommend the proposed
rates be refundable because the utility 1is in total
compliance with th*. Commission®s previous directives in that
it has used the latest equipment price list and the most
recently approved rate development factors. Therefore,
Staff does not believe that the cost to the utility to
maintain records for refundable purposes 1is warranted. It
appears that the issue before the Commission is how should

U-81-29 (1)
Page 3 of 5
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the variance of rates for essentially the same price of

equipment be accommodated when the reason for the rate

disparity is the use of the most current equipment price and

rate development factors.

In the interest of an efficient handling of this
matter, the Commission believes it would be appropriate to
require ATU to provide an early explanationof, and justifi-
cation for, the appropriate method to be used 1in
synchronising the rates on tariff sheets 48 (Extension
Station Service) and 98 (Station Charges- All PBX Systems)
and those for specific equipment, 1in particular PBX and key
system schedules. ATU should also include a description of
any variations in the service or equipment offered in the
"feature telephones"” tariffed for the various PBX and key
system schedules. The utility was notified of the
Commission®s decision in this macter by telephone on May 11,

1981, and that the written order would be forthcoming.

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1. ATU is a public utility as defined in
AS 42.05.701 and 1is subject to the regulatory jurisdiction
of this Commission.

2. ATU"s filings designated as TA135-120 and
TA136-120 should be allowed to go into effect on an interinm
basis and should also be suspended for further

investigation.

3. ATU should be required to file expeditiously a

report containing the information described in the body of

this Order.

U-81-29(D)
Page 4 of 5
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4.

The Commission Staff should be made a party to

this, oroceeding.

ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

L

The tariff revisions filed by the Municipality

of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility, designated

as TA135-120 and TA136-120,
and suspended for an
beyond November 11,

2.

are approved on an interim basis

initial six-month period not to extend

1981.

Within 30 days of the date of this Order, the

Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility

shall submit to the Commission a report containing the

information described

3.

proceeding.

The Commission Staff

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage,

May, 1901.

(Commissioners Susan M.
in part and dissenting

in the bedy of this Order.

is made a party to this

Alaska, this 11th day of

BY DIRECTION OF HIE COMMISSION

statement Stuart c. HallL,

(SEAL)
fJA
7/a"
= |
V*-— -
"/ -v
U-81-29(1)
Page 5 of 5

Knowles - concurring
in part with separate

not participating)



Susan M. Knowles separate statement:

I fully concur with this Order with the exception of its
waiver of a refund requirement on the interim rates charged
pending the conclusion of the investigation of the proposed
tariff revisions. The standard refund condition should be
maintained in this case given the policy issues on rate
development worksheet pricing and tariff organization which
were raised by Staff in its preliminary analysis. Thus,
further investigation could determine that the utility has
|
complied with a costing procedure which 1is deficient or
otherwise flawed in its results and that the proposed rates
require modification. In addit. on, no showing has been made
that a refund prescription will impose an unreasonable
expense on the utility at the customer levels projected 1in

its tariff advice letters.

Commissioner Susan M. Knowles
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JAY S. HAMMOND, Govemof

1100 MacKny Building

338 Donnll Slroot
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION e St 01
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Pl>0n0 (907) 2766222
June 16 ,1981

Ted Burns, Esq.

Municipal Attorney
Municipality of Anchorage
632 West 6th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Burns:

Re: Certification of Ga bage and Refuse Public Utilities

The enactment of Ch. 136, SLA .1980 (FCCS SB 577) repealed the
language of AS *12 .05 .221 (f) and portions of AS 42.05.711(b)
which exempted garbage and refuse collection and disposal
public utilities operating within municipal boundaries (as they
existed on January 1, 1973) from having to obtain a certificate
of public convenience and necessity for the service area within

these boundaries.

The repeal of this language means that all municipal garbage

and refuse utilities must possess a certificate of public
convenience and necessity for the area served. AS 42.05.221(a),
42.05.701(2)(F), (5)(A). This 1is required even though, as a
municipal utility, under the remaining language .in 42.05.711(b)
or under the new 42.05.711(jJ) (annual gross revenues of ?2200,000
or lens) they may not be subjecl to economic regulation by the
Commission.

Notwithstanding the requirement mentioned above, a municipality
may still be exempted from all or any portion of these statutes
if, on a Commission finding, no legitimate public interest will
be served by requiring compliance. AS 42.051711(d).

Accordingly, we are enclosing with tnis letter the following

documents:
1. Alaska Public Utilities Commission Act

(AS 42.05),

2. Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure;

3. Two copies of the suggested form of
application for a certificate of public
convenience and necessity;

4. Suggested form of historical financial
statements;



>Ted Burns, Esg™™* 2 (. June 2, 1981

5. Suggested form of pro forma financial
statements;

6. Sample of an approved tariff form.

The duplicate application form is furnished for your convenience
to be used primarily as a working draft. The instructional

footnotes are included to assist you in completing your application.

Although the Commission®s regulation”® in 3 AAC 48.090 specify
an original and two copies of each pleading, the Commission has
found that additional copies are needed to facilitate the
processing of an application. The Commission requests that tv "
final typed application be submitted in an original and seven
conformed copies and should not include the instructional
footnotes.

The form itself may be used as the application if you prefer to
do so. In that event, any blanks not otherwise filled in
should be marked "Not Applicable™ or "None™ as appropriate.

The Commission is of the opinion that it would not be unreason—
able to allow a period of 60 days from the date of this notifica-—
tion in which to file the referenced application. If we can be
of assistance in the matter, please do not hesitate to contact
us.
BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Enclosures
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Ted Burns, Esqg.

Municipal Attorney
Municipality of Anchorage
632 West Oth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Dear Mr. Burns:

Re: Certification of Garbage and Refuse Public Utilities

The enactment of Ch. 136, SLA 1980 (FCCS SB 577) repealed the
language of AS 42.05.221(f) and&AS 42.05.711(b) which exempted
garbage and refuse, collection and disposal public utilities
operating within municipal boundaries (as they existed on
January 1, 1973 ) from having to obtain a certifica-e of public
convenience and necessity for the service area within these

boundaries.

The repeal of this language means that all municipal garbage

and refuse utilities must possess a certificate of public
convenience and necessity for the area a fﬂ@S 42.05.221(a),
42.05.701(2)(F), (5)(A). This is required even though, as a
municipal utility, under the remaining language in 42.05.711(b)
or under the new 42 .05.711 (J) (annual gross revenues of $200,000

or less) they may not be subject to economic regulation by the

Commission.
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a )

Tariff Revision, Designated as ) U-81-33
TA139-120, by the MUNICIPALITY OF )

ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELE- )

PHONE UTILITY To Change the

Conditions and Rates for Coin

Telephone Service

ORDER NO. 1

ORDER SUSPENDING OPERATION OF TARIFF REVISION,
INSTITUTING INVESTIGATION, AND ESTABLISHING
DATES FOR PUBLIC HEARIMG AND SUBMISSION
OF PRE-FI LED TESTIMONY
On April 17, 1981, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE

d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) filed a tariff
revision, designated as TA139-120, which proposed changes to
the conditions and rates for coin telephone service. The
utility proposed to

(1) increase the per message rate charges for public

and semi-public coin telephone service from 10C to 20C

per call;

(2) increase the minimum monthly revenue required as a

basis for continuing service at each location;

(3) increase installation charges for semi-public

telephone enclosure/supports;

(4) institute a monthly rate to recover semi-public

coin telephone equipment costs; and

(5) delete present monthly rates for semi-public

telephone enclosure/support equipment costs.

U-81-33(1) (6/1/81)
Page 1 of 6
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ATU currently compensates the premise holder of
public telephone service for furnishina janitorial nr other
services required, such as power for lighting, at the rate
of $2 per mont.” or 12 percent of the local revenue collected,
whichever 1is greater. The utility is requesting that the
compensation be changed to reflect a flat rate of $9 per
month per instrument; this represents the approximate average
commission paid in previous years.

Other charges include a monthly subscriber rate
for semi-public telephone service equal to 50 percent of the
monthly zone rate for regular one-party business 1line service.
In addition to the monthly rate, the subscriber would guarantee
total revenue from the instrument equal to 2.5 times the
regular one-party business line zone rate. The monthly
rates which are currently effective for shelfettes, boothettes,
and booths would be discontinued.

According to the utility, the annual revenue fronm
the currently effective tariff, based on year end 1978
records, was approximately $361,500. Based on the same
level of activity, the new rates and charges will produce
revenue of approximately $767,000 (revenue requirement), an

estimated increase of $405,500. The change in the subscriber

rate for semi-public telephone service would affect approximately

390 customers.
The filing was noticed to the public on April 24,

1981, with a closing date of May 25, 1981, for filing a

statement of views. Two statements were received during
that period, one favoring and one opposing the increase in
1981,

per message rate charges. On May 26, the Alaska

u-61-33(i)
Page 2 of 6
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Consumer Advocacy Program (ACA?) filed comments requesting
the -Commission to reject the proposed permanent tariff
filing for failure to comply with the filing requirements of
3 AAC 48.275 and for failure to meet the interim rate tests
set forth in Alaska Public Utilities Commission v.
Greater Anchorage Area Borough, 534 p. 2d 549, 554, 557-559
(Alaska 1975). ACAP also requested the Commission to
investigate various coin telephone practices of ATU and
requested additional information filings from ATU, including
an updated test year. Also included with ACAP"s comments
was the result of a consumer call-in survey which showed
51 percent of its 116 respondents opposed to the proposed
increase.

The Commission Staff (Staff) recommended to the
Commission that the operation of TA139-120 be suspended to
allow Staff investigation of the utility"s proposals. Staff

also expressed 1its intention to review the rate development

information in view of the most currently available operations

and separations data to determine as accurately as possible

the current costs of coin telephone services. The Staff

also expressed its belief that the extensive filing requirement

of 3 AAC 48.275(a) were burdensome and unnecessary for
satisfactory resolution of this case.

The Commission concurs with Staff and believes the
operation of TA139-120 should be suspended for an initial
six-month period to allow a full Staff investigation of the
proposed tariff revisions. The Commission also believes the
rate development review performed by Staff should be in

light of the most currently available financial data so as

U-81-33(1)
Page 3 of 6
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to determine as accurately a*~ possible the costs of coin
telephone service which c¢”n then be considered in
evaluating ATU"s rate increase request.

The Commission 1is of the opinion that it would be
in the public interest to schedule a formal hearing to
consider the utility"s request. The Commission also believes
it would be conducive to a fair and expeditious disposition
of the proceedings to require the parties tc submit a list
of witnesses in the order of their appearance and to pre-file
written prepared, instead of oral direct, testimony for each
witness so identified. 3 AAC 48.150(fF). The parties will
be specifically precluded from calling witnesses who have
not submitted prepared written testimony. Exceptions may be
granted by the Commission based on an offer of proof that a
witness"s testimony 1is necessary for a complete evidentiary
record. Justification for the omission of the witness from

tho original witness 1list must be provided.

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONChUDES:

1. ATU is a public utility as defined by AS
42.05.701 and 1is subject to the jurisdiction of this
Commission.

2. The operation of the tariff revision,
designated as TA139-120, should be suspended for an initial
six-month period, not to extend beyond December 1, 1901.

3. Staff should be made a party to this
proceeding and should conduct an investigation to determine

the accuracy and reasonableness of the utility"s

U-81-33(1)
Page 4 of 6
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requested tariff revision, 1including a review of the
supporting cost study and the revenue impact of the revision
on new subscribers in light of the most current operations
and separations data available.

4. A public hearing should be scheduled in Anchorage,
Alaska, to consider the proposed tariff revisions to conditions
and rates for coin telephone service requested by ATU.

5. ATU and Staff should be required to pre-file
testimony 1in accordance with 3 AAC 48.150(f). The parties
should also file a list of witnesses in their order of

appearance.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The operation of the tariff revision,
designated as TA139-120, filed by the Municipality of
Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility, 1is suspended
for an initial six-month period, not to extend beyond
December 1, 1981.

2. The Commission Staff is designated as a party
to this proceeding and directed to conduct an investigation
into the reasonableness and propriety of TA139-120 as
outlined in the body of this Order.

3. A public hearing to consider the proposed
tariff revisions to conditions and rates lor coin telephone
service requested by the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a
Anchorage Telephone Utility is scheduled to convene at
9:00 a.m., August 11, 1981, in the Commission®s hearing room,

1100 MacKay building, 338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska.

U-01-33(1)
Page 5 of 6
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4. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage
Telephone Utility shall file by 4:00 p.m., July 10, 198i, a
list of witnesses, in the order of their appearance, and
written prepared testimony for each witness.

5. Commission Staff shall file by 4:00 p.m.,
July 24, 1981, a list of witnesses, in the order of their
appearance, and written prepared testimony for each witness,

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 1st day of
June, 1931.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Marvin R. Weatherly, not participating)

(S E A L)
\
|
U-81-33(1)
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Application by
the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY To Amend 1Its
Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity No. 122 To Extend Its Ser—
vice Area South Along Lake Otis Park
way to O"Malley Road To Include Inde—
pendence Park and Adjacent Lots
ORDER CLOSING DOCKET

Ordering Paragraph No. 2 in Order No. 1 of this
proceeding required the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) to file, within 60 days,
tariff sheets describing the amendments to its authorized
service area granted by the Commission. On May 20, 1981,
AWU complied with this requirement.

The Commission finds that all outstanding pro—
cedural and substantive matters have been disposed of in the
above-captioned proceeding and that there are no costs to be

allocated to the utility. Accordingly, this Docket should

be closed.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, Docket U-80-97
is closed.
DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 17th day of
June, 1981.
BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Marvin R. Weatherly, not participating)
(SEAL)

Uu-80-97, 6/17/81
Page 1 of 1



VI,

JAY S. HAMMOND, Governor

1100 MacKay Building

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 338 Denali Shoct

Anchorago, Alaska 99501
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Phono (207) 27M222

June 22, 1981

In rpply refer to: Tariffs
TA34-121

Thomas R. Stahr, General Manager
Municipal Light & Power

1200 East First Avenue
Anchoragi, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Stahr:

Enclosed are validated copies of tariff sheets filed on
June 10, 1981, by Municipal Light and Power (ML&P). This
filing, designated as rA34-121, has*an effective date of
June 1, 1981.

Although the Commission has approved this Ffiling, it 1is
concerned about the continuing lack of generation by the
waste heat unit. ML&P is directed to include in its next
gas cost rate adjustment filing an explanation of the lack
of reported steam generation and ML&P1ls plans for use of
the waste heat unit.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
Very truly yours,
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

n
John B. Fa"T"leigh® /

Executive Directhbr
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June 19, 1981

In reply refer to: Tariffs
TA34-121
Thomas R. Stahr, General Manager @]

Municipal Light & Power Dcparlment:

Munic-ipali-fy --of Anchorage d/b/a/*

1200 East First Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Stahr:

Enclosed are validated copies of tariff sheets filed on

June 10, 1981, by Municipal Light and Power (ML&P). This

filing, designated as TA34-121, has an effective date of

June 1, 1981.

Although the Commission has approved this filing, it 1is
concerned about the continuino lack of generation by the
waste heat unit. ML&P 1is directed to include 1in 1its next
gas cost rate adjustment filing an explanation of the lack
of reported steam generation and ML&P"s plans for use of

the waste heat unit.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleign
Executive Director
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A %80D
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 09501

ECONORIIC HEVEILOPMENT
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

June 24, 1981

In reply refer to: Tariffs
TA146-120

A. C. Pistorius, General Manager
600 East 38th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

Enclosed is a validated copy of tho tariff shoot filed on
May 18, 1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility (ATU). This
filing, designated as TA146-120, has an effective date of
July 2, 1981.

In its study of this filing, the Commission reviewed a num—
ber of previous filings affecting the Secretarial Answering
Service Schedule and noted that the large TASCOM answering
system, which was the subject of TAOS-i”~0, TAI.11-120, and
TA115-120, 1is not presently tariffed. The Commission urges
ATU to review 1its offerings in the Secretarial Answering
Service Schedule to assure that all offerings arc properly
tariffed.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
Very truly yours,

ATTASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION



June 19, 1981

In reply refer to: Tariffs 7/Va
TA146-120

A. C. Pistorius, General Manager

600 East 38th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

Enclosed is a validated copy of the tariff sheet filed on
May 18, 1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility (ATU). This

filing, designated as TA146-120, has an effective date of

July 2, 1981.

In its study of this filing, the Commission reviewed a num-—
ber of previous filings affecting the Secretarial Answering
Service Schedule and noted that the large TASCOM answering
system, which was the subject of TA97J98-120 ,"fllIl1-120, and
TALII5-120, 1is not presently tariffed. The Commission urges
ATU to review its offerings in the Secretarial Answering Ser

vice”o assure that all offerings are properly tariffed.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

Very truly yours

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Exective Director
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing

of a Tariff Revision, Desig-— U-80-42
nated as TA110-120, by the
MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE ORDER NO. 3

d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY for Rates and Con-—
ditions for Exchange Systenm
Used by Interexchange Ser —
vices

ORDER GRANTING TARIFF REVISION

On April 4, 1900, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) filed TA110-120
proposing rates and conditions for use of the utility" s
exchange system by interexchange services (ESIS).

The ESIS tariff offering provides unlimited local
exchange service to users not located in the utility"s
service area. ESIS will apply to all services that have the

capacity to utilize the local exchange system including, but

not limited to, Foreign Exchange (FX), Common Control Switching

Arrangements (CCSA), Off-Premise Extensions (OPX), Tie Lines
(TL), and authorized MTS/WATS equivalent services provided

by Other Common Carriers (0CC). ESIS will not apply to
services, such as Message Telephone Service, that contribute,
through the settlements process between the long lines
carrier and the local exchange utility, to the financing of

the cost of exchange facilities.

U-80-42(3)-(6/26/31)
Page 1
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On May 8, 1980, ATU filed Supplement "A"™ to
TA110-120 which deaveraged the originally filed ESIS monthly
rate of $160 per exchange system access connection into two
categories to reflect different usage characteristics. The
utility proposed the following monthly charges per exchange

system access connection:

MTS/WATS Equivalent Services (0CC) $350.00

Other Services (FX, CCSA, OPX, TL) 90.00

The higher monthly rate for MTSALATS equivalent
services provided by 0CC"s reflect the higher usage per
access connection projected by ATU. The access charges were

developed based on the same cost allocation methodology used

in ATU"s annual cost separations studies approved under 3 AAC m

48.430. The annual revenue to be realised for the provision
of ESIS 1is anticipated to be $417,000.

A notice of the utility tariff filing was issued
April 16, 1980; a notice of amended utility tariff filing,
reflecting the rates proposed in Supplement "A", was issued
May 14, 1980. Statements objecting to TA110-120 were filed
with the Commission by Atlantic Richfield Company (ARCO),
Alyeska Pipeline Service Company (Alyeska), Exxon Company
U.S.A. (Exxon), and the General Services Administration

(GSA).

On May 19, 1980, the General Services Administration

(GSA), representing the interests of the Executive Agencies
of the United States 1in their capacity as customers of ATU,

submitted comments on the proposed tariff.

U-80-42(3)
Page 2
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GSA raises two specific issues. First is the
question uf Lai.iff administration or application. GSA
believes that there 1is the possibility of ambiguity in the
application of the proposed ESIS tariff and ATU"s current
Alaska Telephone Switching System (ATSS) tariff. Second,
GSA questions the jJurisdiction of this Commission relative
to the application of tariffs of an interstate interexchange
nature. It cites a recent conflict between the New York
Telephone Company and the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) and agrees with what they conclude to be the FCC
position in the dispute.

On June 12, 1981, Alascom, 1Inc. (Alascom), the
long lines carrier for Alaska, filed comments supporting the
principle advanced in the ESIS filing but expressing specific
concerns. They are:

1. The 3,000 minutes of use per line
per month may be understated.

2. Exception 1is taken to the use of a
composite CSR because it is not
standard to the Cost Separations
Manual.

3. TL and OPX services should not be
included.

4. The use of 1977 daca 1is questioned
and use of the most current cost
information advocated.
Due to the complexities of the ESIS filing, Order
No. 1 suspended the permanent operation of TA110-120 and
denied interim approval. The Commission Staff (Staff) was
designated as a party to the proceeding.

Order No. 2 1in the instant proceeding scheduled a

public hearing to be convened at 9:00 a.m., on March 3,

U-Q0-42(3)
Page 3
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1981, in the Commission™ hearing room, 1100 MacKay Building,
336G D.enali Street, Anchorage, Alaska. The Order further
extended the suspension-period for a period ending 45 days
after completion of the public hearing. Upon stipulation of
the parties Commissioner Marvin R. Weatherly acted as the
hearing officer with the provision that two Commissioners
would read the record. The record was received by the
Commission on April 30, 1981, and was read by Commissioners
Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman, and Stuart C. Hall by May 15,
1981. This date 1is designated as the completion of the
public hearing. A certification thc.t the record has been
read by Commissioners Guess and Hall 1is filed in the Docket.

On January 22, 1981, Alyeska Pipeline Company
petitioned the Commission to intervene 1in the instant
proceeding. That petition noted that its representation
included Amerada Hess Pipeline Company, ARCO Pipeline
Company, BP Pipeline Company, MOBIL Alaska Pipeline Company,
Phillips Alaska Pipeline Company, SOHIO Pipeline Company,
and Union Alaska Pipeline Company.

The hearing was convened on March 3, 1981. Finding
no opposition to the Petition for Intervention (Tr., p. 6)
the Commission granted intervor status to Alyeska Pipeline
Service Company (Alyeska), ARCO Alaska, Ire. (ARCO), and
SOIII0 Alaska Petroleum Company (SOHIOQ). Intervention was
granted on a consolidated basis (Tr., p. 1L), and for the
purpose of this Order the parties granted intervention will

be designated Intervenors.

U-80-42(3)
Page 4
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Background - Telephone Industry
Cost Separations Procedures

Telephone systems today are used interchangeably
in providing local exchange,” intrastate and interstate
message toll service.2 Jurisdiction of intrastate communica—
tions rests with the state regulatory commissions, while
interstate authority resides with the FCC. The jurisdictional
separation of the telephone plant may be defined as a series
of methods and principles for dividing the investment,
expenses, revenues, taxes, and reserves, and assigning them
to their respective operations. It should be noted that
while jurisdiction has been the driving force in developing
these procedures, the same procedures have been used 1in
separating intra-jurisdictional plant.

In the early years of telephone industry development,
tho local companies were not compensated for message toll
service. The local exchange rates were based solely on all
the costs associated with the use of local exchange service.
Long distance carrier rates were based only on their costs
of transmission between exchanges. This was known as the
board-Lo-board method of setting rates. In 1930 (prior
to the enactment of the Communications Act of 1934) for
purposes of fixing just and reasonable rates for interstate

and intrastate servies, the U. S. Supreme Court held in a

Telephone Exchange Service means service within a telephone
exchange or within a connected system of telephone exchanges
wi thin the exchange area operated to furnish to subscribers
intercommunicating service of the character ordinarily
furnished by a single exchange and which is covered by the
exchange service charge.

Toll Service means any call to a point outside the local
service area, the income from which 1is credited to toll
revenue, as distinguished from local ar.J inter-zone calls
whose income is credited to exchange revenue.

U-80-42(3)
Page 5
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landmark decision-3 that the rate base and expenses must be
allocated between interstate and intrastate uses. Even with
this high ruling, it took more than a decade of negotiations
and discussion before the FCC was prompted to implement the
high Court®s mandate.

In 1945 the FCC initiated a formal investigation4
review of jurisdictional separations procedures. This
caused American Telephone & Telegraph Co. (ATT) to file
interstate tariffs based on the station-to-station principle
of costing and ratemaking. The station-to-station approach
includes all plant from the originating to the terminating
telephone station, including the intermediary loops and
local switching facilities; 1i.e., all facilities necessary
for the completion of a toil call. This was followed in 1950
by similar tariffs being filed for intrastate toll service,
also on a station-to-station basis. Throughout the 1940°s
to the present Lime, jurisdictional separations methodology
has been under constant review and change - change that for
the most part has allocated more costs to toll service.

The first Separations Manual which established
specific alloc -lion methodology was negotiated by the National
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC), the
FCC and ATT 1in 1947. Its implementation by ATT, however,
was delayed until 1952, some 2? years after the Smith decision,

Since 1947 the Separations Manual has changed due
to social as well as economic pressures and has assumed such
colorful and informal titles (based on location where agree—

ment was reached) as Charleston (1952), Modified Phoenix

(Iﬁng v. Illfnuis Bell Telephone Co., 282 U.S. .133, 149-01
4

FCC Docket 6328.

U-80-42(3)
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(1956), and Denver (1° ; the current Separations Manual,
which is called "uzarx,"™ was adopted in 1971.

The FCC in 19675 pointed to the inexact nature of
the proposed separations process:

However, we recognize that allocation of
costs is not simply "a matter for the
slide rule. It involves judgement on a
myriad of facts. It has no claim to an
exact science. I Colorado Interstate Gas
Company v. Federal Power Commission [FPC],
324 U.S. 581, 589. Thxis, although a
jurisdictional separation must take into
account of and measure the uses to which
common property is put by several services,
it clearly affects the reasonableness or
equitableness of the results produced by
such measurements.

This point was earlier addressed by Justice Brandeis
in speaking 1ior the court in Groesbeck v. Duluth

It is much easier to reject formulas

presented as being misleading than to

find one apparently adequate.

The court also noted in Colorado Interstate Gas v.
FPC, supra:

Under this act the appropriateness of

the formula employed by the Commission

in a given case raises questions of fact

not law.

The appropriateness of the Separations Manual to
the State of Alaska was also addressed in the 1967 decision:
They do not include Alaska and Hawaii by
virtue of their geographic location and
the nature of the facilities required to
serve them, cannot properly be governed

by the separations procedures whi”h are
appropriate for the other States.

5 FCC Dockets 15011 and 16258; 9 FCC 2d, 244

6 Groesbeck v. Duluth, S.S. & A.R. Co., 250 U.S. 607,
614, 61b, 63 L. Fed. 1167, 1172, PUR 1920A 177, 40 S.
Ct. 38 (1919).

7 FCC Dockets 15011 and 16258, supra.

U-80-42(3)
Page 7
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In a Recommended Report and Order of the FCC-NARUC

2
3 Joint Board on Jurisdictional Separations® adopted October 27,
l 1970, Alaska was again excluded from consideration in the
: separations process:
In accordance with the Commission's past
6 decisions regarding jurisdictional
separations, " these procedures are not
T necessarily designed to apply to Alaska
and “Hawaii” in view of the substantially
8 different conditions existing in the
. case of these states.
" The above language was adopted and noted in the
" Ozark Manual adopted by the FCC and approved for nationwide
, use in 1971,
1
13; By August, 1975, the FCC moved to remove this
11 restriction. In a letter to the Alaska Public Utilities
5 Commission then FCC Chairman Richard E. Wiley stated:
16 Accordinglg We approve the use of the
February "1971 edition of the FCC-NARUC
17 Separations Manual for jurisdictional
separations of the operation of RCA
18 Alascom in Alaska.
19 On July 18, 1975, the APUC, through regulation9,

20 adopted the use of the February 1971 edition of the Separations
21j Manual for intrastate separations.

22 The FCC in May, 1977, initiated Docket 21263 to

23 deal with rate integration fo® the srates of Alaska and

24 Hawaii. The docket's prime focus is the formal adoption of

25 a separations process for Alaska and Hawaii. A final Joint

26 Board Order and Recommendation is in the process of being
27

28

29 8 FCC DOCKET 18866, 26 FCC 2d.

30 9 3 AAC 48.430.
31

32

U-80-42(3)
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drafted at this time. There is no indication that the
nationwide Ozark formula will be modified for application to
Alaska.

The 1971 Separations Manual (Ozark) has, thus,
dictated the telephone cost separations methodology for the
State of Alaska since mid-1975.

Since the adoption of Ozark, the allocation process
has developed minor confrontations but has for the most part
served the telephone industry and regulators well. ATT,
Alascom and the other large independent telephone companies
in providing services such as MTS and WATS10 have heen able
to apply the manual in designating that portion of local
exchange service expenses to be borne by MTS and WATS services

Until recent years toll service has been provided
solely by the telephone common carriers. The Execunetll
decision has created a new entity in the field known as the
Other Common Carrier (OCC). These are hasically telecommuni-
cations entities created to provide a form of substitution
to the traditional toll network. The Separations Manual, so
exhaustively developed since the Smith decision, has no
provision to compensate local exchange companies for the use
of their exchange facilities by the OCC's in the origination
and termination of the OCC toll substitution traffic — the
Execunet decision mandates that interconnection be made but

WATS (Wide, Area Telephone Service) - A special direct

distance dialing service which allows a subscriber to make
Interstate callS at fixed volume rates.

11 MCl Telecommunications Corp. v. FCC, 561 F.2d 365 (D.C
Cir. 1977), . cert, denied, 434 U.S. 1040 41978); MCI
Telecommunications Corp. v. FCC, 580 F.2d 590 (D.C. Cir.),
cert, denied, 439 U.S. 980 (1978).

U-80-42(3)
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it is also clear that such interconnection deprives the
connecting exchange company of toll revenues and allows the
use of the exchange facilities without proper compensation.

In April, 1979, at the prompting of the FCC, ATT
and other telephone companies, together with the major OCC's,
established a temporary plan to compensate local exchange
companies for the use of their facilities. The agreement
was accomplished under the auspices of the FCC and has
become known as ENFIA (Exchange Network Facilities Agreement).
The FCC has termed the agreement a form of "rough justice"
in that it has met tho ir.jnediate need for a formula for
compensation. It must be noted, however, that the ENFIA
formula is applicable only to the OCC interconnection problem,

With the advent of competition and the mandate of
Execunet, telephone exchange companies became more acutely
aware of toll revenue diversion and quickly identified FX
and CCSA“? as suspect. FX and CCSA are private line services
that have been treated differently from other service offerings.
The costs associated with these private line services are
assigned wholly to the interstate revenue requirement. The

Y2 FX servite provides a subscriber with a-private line
connecting his _phene with a telephone exchange not located
in his area. Example;, A FX subscriber in Anchorage is
connected by private line to the Juneau exchange. “The
subscriber would receive two bills, one for his private line
and the other for the charge assessed for local exchange
service in Juneau. CCSA (Common Control Switching Arran?_e-
ment) is a private line system that links the various offices
of a company to each otheT through switches on the subscribers
premises. These private line citcuits are for the exclusive
use of the CCSA subscriber.

U-80-42@3)
Page 10
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»costs, however, associated with the local exchange accessed

by such services are assigned wholly to the intrastate
revenue requirement. The FCC in regards to FX and CCSA has
stated:

... 1t appears that the Separations
Manual might require either change or
interpretdtion to effectuate any such
[separations cham};e for FX/CCSA]. Since
the Manual is part of our rules,

some form of rulemaking or interpretjve
proceeding would appear necessary. We
Intend . to stud)( the existing compensation
mechanism for local telephone companies
whose facilities are used in connection
with the ‘other services' discussed in
the agreement [including FX/CCSA]... in
the future we will be able to determine
whether [the ENFIA approach should be
applied], and under what procedures, any
c%ngdes should be made (Emphasis

a .

The FCC has ventured forth with a tentative plan**
but no firm time frame for implementation has been proposed.
The plan was summarized as follows:

Basically, the plan prescribes access
charges for four cate?ones of interstate
service (MTS/WATS, FXICCSA access,

private line and OCC-ENFIA) that will
determine the amounts interchange carriers
will pay for the use of exchange plant

%o (f)frlgmate and terminate intérstate

ra

The FCC further stated that the present
separations procedures would be used on an interim basis.

‘MCI Telecommunications V. C sug as C|ted on [)
Brief for Resg dents New York Tel .
F.2d 1059 (19°0).
14 MTS and WATS Market Structure, Second SuEéJIementaI
Notice of Ingu ry and Proposed Rulemaklng
(April 16, 1980
U-80-42(3)
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ATU
ATU pre-filed testimony and presented the following witnesses:

A. J. Moreland (T-1) - ATU, Manager of Engineering
and Construction

Ms. Nancy Heller (T-2) - Ernst and Whinney

M. D. Campbell (T-3) - Ernst and Whi ‘ey

A. C. Pistorius (T-4) - ATU, General Manager

Wj <ness Moreland set forth the range of services
that would fall under the ESIS tariff and the reason for the
filing at this time.

Witness Heller presented the general approach used
in developing the ESIS rates and the basic assumptions that
were made in the rate development.

Witness Campbell explained the 1977 Cost Separations
Study and its wuse in developing the ESIS rates and the
modifications to the study that were necessary in order to
develop the ESIS rate.

Witness Pistorius covered the factors that caused
the utility to develop the ESIS tariff and further explained
the recovery of costs associated with providing access from
interexchange services that use the exchange facilities of
ATU.

The case in chief of the utility argues that
historically certain services that have gained access to
ATU's local exchange facilities have caused costs to be
incurred and that these costs have not been recovered through
the cost separations procedures applied to MTS/WATS services.
Additionally, by the nature of the access arrangements, such
toll revenues have been diverted. The utility stated that

XXeX "™ x>\ X V.o V, \\ XA " XX\x- " xx\ vWwv-x im\ v. v.vrx\
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1 a more significant cost to the utility which has been
abt>ui.beu through ... !s general revenue requirement. With

3 the advent of OCC operations, such as Southern Pacific

4 Communications Company and its request before the FCC to

5 provide service to Alaska, ATU was prompted to reevaluate

6 its tariffs and define the costs associated with access by
I interexchange services.

8 The utility costing approach is to apply the

9 methodology accepted by this Commission and the FCC as set
10 forth in the Separations Manual of 1971, making certain
11 assumptions in the application of that methodology. The
12 utility used its last Alascom accepted separations
131 study of 1977 and its private line inventory of 1978 in
141 developing the basis of its study (T-2, p. 3). The original
15| ESIS tariff filing provided a single monthly rate of $160
s for all access arrangements.  Upon further consideration by
17 the utility, it became apparent that such services should be
10 costed on a usage basis; i.e., those who use the local
19 exchange facility more should pay a higher rate. Due to an
20 inability to obtain ESIS usage data, the utility had to make
certain assumptions. In the case of the OCC's, the utility
22 used the figure of 3,000 minutes of use supplied by the
23~ 0CC's and accepted during ENFIA negotiations by ATT, the
24~ 0CC's and the FCC. For the other ESIS offeiings, ATU used
25  the figure of 1.096 minutes of use. This is the average

21

26 usage per main station in the Anchorage area, the utility

27 Dbelieves this is a valid and representative usage amount.

28 Using these assumptions the utility applied the data to the
29 number of channels gathered from its inventory and established
30 an assumed usage for the ESIS service (T-2, p. 3).

31

32

U-80-42(3)
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The utility developed two revenue requirements in
the rate development process for ESIS. The first revenue
requirement is for all ESIS services and the second is a
revenue for all MTS/WATS equivalent services (OCC). The OCC
revenue requirement was then subtracted from the total ESIS
revenue requirement, resulting in a residual revenue require-
ment that is spread to the other ESIS offerings; i.e., FX
OPX and TL (Exhibits NH-2, 3, 4).

Further, in developing the ESIS rates the utility
treated ESIS, because of comparability, in a manner similar
to the costing methodology used for interexchange services
(T-3, p. 4). The primary factors used in the allocation
process are: Subscriber line usage (SLU); weighted dial
equipment minutes (weighted DEM); subscriber plant factor
(SPF); and traffic unit apportionraent (TUA). (Exhibit MC-3)
Certain modifications were made to the factors after dis-
cussion with the Staff consultants.

In developing the ESIS rates, the utility used the
ATU cost study for 1977. Witness Campbell stated that the
ESIS rates should not be adjusted as more current cost
studies become available but should be treated the same as
other tariff offerings and reviewed at the time ATU files a
general rate increase request or when other conditions
relative to these services change (T-3, p. 6).

STAFF

The Staff pre-filed testimony and nresented the

following witnesses:

\}I<Villtiam J. Warinner (T-5)-Troupe, Kehoe, Whiteaker &
en

Clint Frederick (T-6)-Troupe, Kehoe, Whiteaker & Kent

U-80-42(3)
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Witness Warriner reviewed the cost development
methodology provided by the utility in support of 4V~ 5§85
filing. Witness Frederick presented rates which he believed
the Commission should use in granting approval of the ESIS
filing. He also presented certain policy questions which he
believed the Commission should address. He further recommended
that the ESIS rates be on an inception basis and suggested
that they also be interim. *

The Staff position and analysis is supportive of
the ESIS development concept but differs with the utility as
to the basis for the rates. The Staff recommends that the
ESIS rates be separated into intrastate and interstate
jurisdictional rates. This approach calls for the allocation
of access charges using a 1.84 interstate and 1.13 intrastate
composite station rate (CSR) ratios as a part of the subscriber
plant factor (SPF). This approach, according to the Staff,
will reflect the relative distribution of expenses and
investment attributable to ESIS relative to MTS/WATS. The
Staff does, however, present a composite rate approach
(WJW-AL) and a summary of the ESIS revenue requirement under
this composite method (WJW-C1). The difference in the
utility composite rates and those of the Staff is in the
application of a different CSR for OCC and FX, OPX, TL with
a resultant difference in the factors used in developing an
ESIS revenue requirement.

Due to uncertainty regarding usage factors and the
aged costina information provided by ATU, Staff advocated
interim refundable rates for the ESIS services.

U-80-42(3)
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INTERVENORS
The Int.prvpnnrq pre-filed testimony and presented
the following witnesses:

Richard Barton (T-7) - ARCO (adopted testimon
pre-filed by Paul Odors/

Dennis 0‘Day (T-8) - SOHIO
William J. Benton (T-9) - Alyeska
Witness Barton summarized the comminications

activities of ARCO and found that it is inappropriate for
ATU to apply an ESIS tariff to CPX and Tie Line facilities
that terminate only at the premises of the customer and not
He also stated that the
application of the ESIS tariff would result in discrimination

the exchange facilities of ATU.
between interstate and local customers of ATU. Barton took
exception to the utility's representation that the ESIS
rates are based on conservative estimates and termed such
estimates as nothing more tnan "unsubstantiated assumptions."
Witness O'Day diagrammed the SOHIO system as it
relates to ATU.
relative to usage and testified that the utility is being

He took exception to some of ATU's assumptions

adequately compensated by virtue of SOHIO's trunking requirement
that maintains a P.0L availability on the ATU provided

trunks. 0O'Day further stated that they could not determine
to their satisfaction where the "alleged" $417,000 revenue
requirement came from or how it was established.

Witness Benton described the private telephone
system of Alyeska and noted that the area that transverscs
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline is not served by a public telephone
system. Benton's testimony presents the view that the
proposed tariff is merely a rate increase as a result of

existing facilities and is not a new service offering.

U-80-42(3)
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Alyeska, in considering the ESIS tariff nothing more than a
rate.increase. finds no jnstifirat-inn for the increase and
the tariff discriminatory.

The basic theme of the Intervenorsl presentation is
that the ESIS filing is not a new tariff offering, except
possibly as it relates to of the OCC's, but merely a rate
increase to services that the intervening companies have
enjoyed for many years; i.e., FX, OPX, and TL. The Intervenors
believe the revenue requirements to serve their facilities
have been met through rate development which is manifested
in current tariffs and the approval of the ESIS tariff would
in effect amount to double-dipping by doub] tariffing the
same service. They further contend that OPX and TL services
are in-house communications and do not use ATU equipment.

Discussion

A fundamental question tha4 must be addressed is
whether the ESIS tariff covers servic s that are in some
manner substituting for or diverting oOIll revenues from the
utility and whether this toll diversion creates a revenue
requirement for the utility that is not being met through
its current tariff,

In the instance of the OCC systems of interconnection
with local exchanges, there is no question that toll diversion
exist’ There is nationwide recognition of this fact as
evidenced by the FCC action in the ENFIA proceedings. There
Is no evidence in this proceeding that would lead this
Commission to the conclusion that an interconnection with an
OCC in Anchorage would deviate from the experience and
history of such interconnections in other jurisdictions in

U-80-42(3)
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our nation. To the contrary, the record before the Commission
clearly demonstrates that the utility can expect a revenue
impact from OCC interconnection and that it is prudent for
ATU ho anticipate this occurrence by filing a tariff that
will cover the revenue requirement associated with the birth
of OCC interconnection in Anchorage, Alaska.

In the minds of some, the question of toll diversion
and a revenue requirement associated with that diversion is
not as clear or pronounced in the case of FX, OPX and TL
services. The Staff and ATU agree that the application of
the ESIS tariff is appropriate for these services, while the
Intervenors reject this concept.

Again, the basic question is whether these services
are or can be used as a toll substitute, thus denying revenues
to the utility. Counsel for the Intervenors admits that
this is possible (Tr., p. 21). Witness Barton admits that
OPX lines serving Kenai and Fairbanks can gain access to the
ATU exchange (Tr., p. 318) and also admits that tie-line
services to the Prudhoe Bay area are being used for personal
telephone calls and by-passing the toll network (Tr., p. 320).
Witness O'Day granted that possibly 10 percent of the people
in his company have access to the Tie Lines for personal use
(Tr., p. 332) and that it is a matter of economic trade-off
of whether a caller would use a t.ie line or the exchange
facility at Deadhorsv.-. 0'Day also acknowledged the question
of toll diversion (Tr., p. 330).

The record in this proceeding clearly supports the
conclusion that toll diversion exists for FX, OPX, and TL.
There is also support for an additional revenue requirement
for these services and that the utility is not being compensated

U-80-42(3)
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for costs incurred in providing services outside and beyond
the normal trunking tariffed rate. The Intervennrs have
provided no evidence that the assumptions or costing methodology
of utility or Staff are erroneously based. In fact, Intervenor
witness Benton in Exhibit WJB-2 indicates a measured 1,188
off-net calls which results (using a holding time of 4.3 minutes
per call) of an average of 1,009 minutes of use per channel.
This compares favorably with the 1,096 minutes of use assumed
by ATU in its ESIS rate development for FX, OPX, and TL.
The fact that a service does not schematically directly
interface with an ATU exchange does not eliminate the indirect
use of such services to by-pass MTS circuits. The Commission
must conclude that the ESIS tariff properly identifies and
establishes costs associated with the use of FX, OPX, and TL
services. The Intervenors have failed to discredit or raise
substantial questions as to the validity of the ESIS tariff,
The fact that the Intervenors make use of substantial private
line telecommunications does not abrogate their responsibility
to assume their fair share of costs associated with their
access tothe ATU exchange facility. As evidenced by the
record in this proceeding, this utility and all local exchange
utilities within the State of Alaska must be mindful of tho
changing times of the telephone industry and the pressures
that are coming to bear on their local exchange rates. The
Commission is very much aware of the national scenario which
IS causing enormous economic pressures on local exchange
utilities. These pressures may be vented through tariffs,
such as ESIS, that gives identity to latent areas cf cost.
Thequestion of jurisdiction of this Commission to
deal with the ESIS tariff has been raised by GSA and the

U-80-42(3)
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Intervenors. New York Telephone v. FCCM has been cited as
the leading case on the issue of the jurisdiction of this
Commission to grant approval of the ESIS tariff. *

The only parallel between the New York case and
the instant proceeding is the services of FX/CCSA. The U.S.
Court of Appeals ruled that through the action of the New
York Public Service Commission, a discriminatory rate involving
interstate services was established and the court upheld the
FCC order that prevented the New York PSC from requiring
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discriminatory tariffs by New York Telephone Company. The

court stated:

In the final analysis, as at first,
blush, this case is really an adminis
trative jurisdictional dispute, with NYT
and interstate FX and CCSA users to some
extent caught in the middle. Upholdin
the FCC order, we force NYT to go back
to the state for a new tariff that is
consistent with the FCCIs March 12

order, as the telephone companies have

don- in California and Missouri cases

Of course, NYT mag Instead file a new

tariff _with the FCC, but the future

Joint Board proceedings on all separa-

tion. procedures may delay approval for

at least a year. To0 hold” otherwise in

this case v/ould permit the PSC to export
intrastate telephone costs .to intersfate

users until separations procedures have

been revised and all interests accom-

modated. In the words of a dissenting

PSC member, "[u]niformity in ?rocedures

used to allocate costs among the many

%ur|sd|ct|ons Involved 1s vital," in
airness. to tquPhone compan¥ and rate-
ayer alike. NYPSC 27463, at 6 (Larkin,
omm'r dissenting). The FCC appears to

be seeking such "Separations" uniformity

in an orderly way, used successfully foT

more than thjrty "years, which saves

state and ?ijate_part|es alike con-

siderable litigation exeense. The PSC

order abrogated by the FCC order which

we affirm Tnould do just about the opposite.

15 New York Tel. Co. v. F.C.C., 631 F.2d 1059 (1980)

U-80-42(3)
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2 In the instant case the substantial evidence on

3  the record supports the conclusion that ATU's ESIS filing is
4 consistent with the separations procedures approved by this

5  Commission and the FCC. The single pointed variation, which
6  Will be discussed below, is the use of a composite CSR in

7 developing the SPF.

g| No challenge has been made to the methodology

91 employed by the utility or the Staff. Based on this evidence
10; the Commission finds that there is no undue discrimination

11 ¢ and the procedures employed by the utility and Staff are

12.] consistent with the findings of the court in the New York

13 ] Telephone Company case.

14 i|' Having established that ATU's ESIS tariff is proper-
151 1y before the Commission and the methodology used to establish
16! rates for the proposed services is nondiscriminatory, the

17 question is which rate development approach is more appropriate
18 and on target with the decision in the New York Telephone

19 Company case. The utility states the composite CSR approach
20 is the only viable method at this time while Staff argues

1 for a separated interstate and intrastate rate approach.

22 In the ideal world where the universe *ould include
23 total usage information availability to the utility, the

24 Staff approach would merit serious consideration. Unfortu-
nately, the utility is giving birth to a concept in an

§ .26, imperfect environment. While the Intervenors acknowledge
?38?3 asv%\lz/f' the availability of some traffic information, the scope and
;:elgnfzg28| applicability of the information available leads the Commis-
};3??10%/929: sion to the conclusion that this approach would be specula-
%ﬁé? 301 tive at best, with the high potential of being subjective;
o 32

[
=}
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i.e., being supplied by the consumer of the service in
question. Clearly, the utility and the Commission would
require some form of verification; however, there is no
evidence that such verification is possible. The Commission
is aware that with changing technology the entire question
of usage sensitive pricing will be a future consideration of
this body as well as the utility.

Even if the Commission could accept the separated
approach at this time, this would mandate the filing of an
interstate tariff with the FCC, and as noted by the court in
the New York Telephone Company decision, this would result
in a considerable delay. Such a delay ,s not required
through the adoption of the composite CSR approach. [If at
some point in time the FCC mandates the separated approach
to the ESIS type services offered by a local exchange utility,
and there is a Federal/State procedure that protects the
intrastate jurisdiction, this Commission would of course
reexamine the issue. The Staff has presented no compelling
reason for separation at this time. Such an approach would
be counterproductive and not in the public interest today.

On April 9, 1981, the Intervenors filed a Motion
for Filing of an Otherwise Unauthorized Document. The
document filed is the FCC News Release of March 13, 1981,
dealing with the action of the FCC in CC Docket No. 81-161.
Docket 81-161 deals with the tariff filing of the Hawaiian
Telephone Company (HTC) relating to local exchange involving
interstate access. The Commission will accept this document
as part of the record in this proceeding but will note that
the full order noted in the News Release is available to the
Commission in its FCC file. The Commission can find no

U-80-42(3)
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substance to the HTC tariff filing that would lead to a
different conclusion in the instant proceeding. The fact
that HTC selected the FCC as its regulatory forum does not
negate the approach selected by ATU. In addition, this
Commission is not privy to the possible intrastate regulatory
or statutory constraints that may have led HTC to file with
the FCC.

As previously stated, the main difference in the
rate development approach advocated by the Staff and the
Utility is the CSR. The utility used a composite CSR for
FX, OPX, and TL and the interstate CSR for OCC. The Staff
uses the same CSR for all ESIS services in developing its
modified composite rate. The Staff maintains that the ATU
method gives a preferential rate to the non-ESIS customers.
The Commission agrees with the Staff position at this stage
of developing the ESIS rates. Until such time as the utility
has developed an operating history under the ESIS tariff and
a national regulatory master scheme is established, it would
be in the public interest to establish rates that carry no
stigma of rate preference. The Commission will accept the
Staff-modified composite rate as noted in schedule WIW A-I.

Tin: Commission believes the Stall late development accurately
represents the ESIS revenue requirement. The Staff total

ESIS revenue requirement cf $372,854 results in the following
rates;

Foreign Exchange $ 99
Off Premise Extension § 99
Tie Lines $ 99

Other Common Carrier $265

U-80-42(3)
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While the utility cost study and Staff review give
the Commission confidence in the proposed rates, there is
the lingering question of the rates being based on aged
data. It is somewhat ironic that Alascom would raise this
point as there are indications that Alascom may be a part of
the problem or at least a contributor co the delay in gaining
current cost information. In consideration of this problem,
the Commission will consider the ESIS rates to be inception
rates. The utility will be required to file annually,
beginning July 1, 1982, cost information in support of its
ESIS rates. No adjustment in tariff rates will be required
if the cost studies shov; a variation of less than 15 percent.
Alascom is being requested, informally at this time, to
review its procedures for cost studies and settlements with
local exchange utilities with the goal of shortening the
time period for approval. This problem extends beyond the
instant proceeding and may call for more direct action by
the Commission in a separate proceeding.

The Staff and Intervenors have argued that the
ESIS tariff be granted on a refundable basis. The unique
natuie of the tariff and the aged data, it is argued, support
their position. The Commission cannot concur with this
There is no evidence that would lead the Commis-
sion to the conclusion that the costs associated with ESIS

will be reduced by virtue of new cost data.

position,

To the contrary,
the evidence on the record shows a most conservative approach
which could lead to the conclusion that new data could

result in higher rates. Interim rates are designed to

protect the consumer and not the utility from possible

U-80-42(3)
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overcharge. There is no evidence to imply that this possi-

bility exists in the instant proceeding. The Commission
mandate that the rates are inception rates will adequately
protect the utility and the consumer by forcing an annual

review of them.

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1. ATU is a public utility as defined in AS
42.05.701 and subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the
Commission,

2. The cost separations study in support of
tariff revision designated TA110-120 is consistent with the
Separations Manual, February 1971 edition, and adopted by
the Commission under 3 AAC 48.430.

3. The Commission has authority to grant approval
of exchange access rates proposed in tariff revision desig-
nated TA110-120.

4. Toll diversion is being experienced by ATU
through access of the ATU exchange facilities by subscribers
to FX, OPX, and TL services.

5. ATU will experience toll revenue diversion
with the interconnection of OCC companies.

6. Toll revenue diversion constitutes an additional

cost to the utility and an unfair burden to the general rate
payer of the utility.

7. The rate development methodology, with the ex-
ception of the CSR ratio used, is reasonable and results in
rates that are nondiscriminatory,

8. ATU should use the composite CSR ratio advocated
by Staff,

9. The ESIS tariff rates should be inception
rates with provision for annual review,

U-80-42(3)
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10. The ESIS tariff rates should be nonrefundable.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The tariff revision designated as TA110-120 by
the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/e Anchorage Telephone
Utility is approved subject to the conditions set out in tha
body of this Order.

2. The rates established under TA110-120 are
approved as follows:

Foreign Exchange $ 99
Off Premise Extension § 99
Tie Line $ 99

Other Common Carrier  $265

3. The rates established under TA110-120 are
inception rates.

4. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage
Telephone Utility shall file annually cost information in
support of the rates approved under TA110-120. No tariff
revision will be required if as aresult of the ccst infor-
mationthe rate variation is less than thpercent.

5. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage
Telephone Utility shall file revised tariff sheets consistent
with this Order within 30 days of the date of this Order.
Each tariff sheet efCected shall clearly note that the rates
are "INCEPTION RATES SUBJECT TO ANNUAL REVIEW."

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 26th day of
June, 1981.

_ BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles, not participati j)

(S EAL)
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STATE OF ALASKA
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTTT.TTims COMIt" "N

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman

Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

U-80-42

ERRATA NOTICE
ORDER NO. 3

ORDER GRANTING TARIFF REVISION
(Issued June 26, 1981)

Page 10, line 10-1/2:
state Access".
line 30: Add "CCSA § 99",

line 13:

Page 23,

Page 26,
ments

%J%D [JJD EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska this 8th day of July,

.. BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION =
(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles, noc participating.)

(S EAL)

o>/

U-80-42(3-E)-(7/8/81)
| ige 1 of 3

Delete "Agreement" and Insert "for Inter-

Add "Commog (9390"ntr0| Switching Arrange-
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
% an M. Knowles

Us
tuart C. Hall

In _the Matter of the F_|I|ng[ 0f

a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-100
TA26-121, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d7/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT & ORDER NO. 5
POWER DEPARTMENT for an Interim

and Permanent Rate Increase

ORDER EXTENDING SUSPENSION PERIOD

On May 18, 1981, the Commission issued a Bench
Order in this proceeding granting the MUNICIPALITY OF .ANCHORAGE
d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT & POWER DEPARTMENT (ML&P) an across-the-
board increase of 28.06 percent-to its existing recurring
permanent rates for billings on or after June 1, 1981. The
Commission indicated that that action was taken prior to
issuance of its formal order setting forth its findings of
fact and conclusions of faw in order to accommodate the then
pending $14 million bond sale by ML&P. In view of the
workload of the Commission at this time and the varied
issues involved in this proceeding, the Commission finds
that the suspension period for TA26-121 must be extended in
order for all the issues to be adequately addressed. The
interests of the utility and of the consumer are protected
by virtue of the 28.06 percent increase granted in the
May 18, 1981, Bench Order.

U-80-100¢(5) 6/30/81
Page 1 of 2
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ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, the operation
of the tariff revision, designated as TA26-121," filed by
the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal Light & Power
Department is further suspended until September 1, 1981,
with the exception of that portion of the tariff addressing
permanent rates for recurring charges which were increased
by 28.06 percent effective June 1, 1981.

[%ATJED ANDgEgFlFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 30th day

of June, 1

.. BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION. =
(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles, not participating)

(SEA L)
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STATE OF ALASKA
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman

Marvin R. Weatherly
susan M_ Knowles

Stuart C. Hall
In the Matter of the F|I|n% of a
Special Contract Between the U-78-85
MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
MUNICIPAL LIGHT O POWER DEPARTMENT ORDER NO. 6
and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
d/b/a FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINI-
STRATION

ORDER CLOSING DOCKET
The Commission finds that all outstanding procedural
and substantive matters have been disposed of in the above-
captioned proceeding and there arc no allocable costs under
AS 42.05.651 and 3AAC 48.150(n)-(L). Accordingly, this
Docket should be closed.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, Docket J-78-85 is
closed.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 21st day of
July, 1981,

. BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION =
(Commissioner Stuart C. Hall, not participating)

(SEAL)

.
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners:

Carolyn S. Guess,

Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles

- Ftuart C. Hall
In the Matter of the Filing of
a Tari ff Revision, DeS|anated as U-80-100
26 121 ba/ the MUNICIPALITY OF
NCHORAGE d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT &
POWER DEPARTMENT for an Interim ORDER NO.
and Permanent Rate Increase

tariff

cent ($3,807,225 in additional revenues).

ORDER AFFIRMING BENCH ORDER GRANTING

On October 24,
d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT & POWER DEPARTMENT (ML&P) filed a

revision,

designated as TA2G-121,

1980,

6

Chairman

requesting across-
the-board interim and permanent rate increases of 22 31 per-

tiling requested that the utility be allowed to:

1.

Further,

the

use a 1.406 proforma debt service coverage*ratio

the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE

which is based on maximum future debt service coverage;

2.

charges and Tariff Rule 7.13.
42, 43 and 100);

3.

Tariff Sheet No.

1980, with a closing date of November 28,
filing of statements in support of,

implement a $15 connection charge when permanent
rate relief is granted.

and

The connection charge reflects
changes in the currently effective schedule of fees and

delete Rule 7.4 Primary Metering Discount,

43),

(ML&P Tariff Sheets 29,

(ML&P

The filing was noticed to the public on October 31,

U-80-100¢s )

Page 1
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for the

1930,
or in opposition to,

/
<8liHuAss if-

the
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proposed tariff revision. The Commission received letters
from Messrs. Carmen Smith and J. P. Burrell opposing the
increase and expressing general dissatisfaction with the
utility's operations. A third response was filed by the
Coalition for Economic Justice requesting that the increase
be denied unless a lifeline rate was incorporated into the
overall rate structure.

Order No. 1, issued December 30, 1980, suspended
the operation of TA26-121 for an initial six-month period
ending June 30, 1981, to allow the Commission Staff (Staff)
an opportunity to adequately investigate the tariff revision
request. That Order also granted ML&P an interim refundable
rate increase of 23.07 percent and required the utility to
file by February 15 1981, a permanent revenue requirement
based on a 1980 test year, in accordance with the filing
requirements of 3 AAC 48.275. This requirement was based on
the fact that an across-the-board increase of only 3.46 per-
cent was supportable by the utility's initial filing.
However, Staff had access to operating results for the
ten-month period ending October 31, 1980, and determined
that the 1979 test year filing was not representative of
ML&P's actual financial position, staff's observation was
that an increase of substantially more than 3.46 percent
would be needed in order for the utility to avoid default on
its bond covenants. Order No. 1 also designated the Staff
as a party to this proceeding.

The supplemental filing, received on February 17,
1981, requested a permanent rate increase of 29.56 percent
plus a roll-in of an 11.27C/MCF increase in the base price
of natural gas. The filing also requested the addition of a
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Fuel Oil Cost Rate Adjustment (FOCRA) to its tariff and the
revision of its gas cost rate adjustment clause (GCRA) to
reflect a base cost of gas at 88.31C/MCF.

The supplemental filing was noticed to the public
on March5, 1981. .Although no letters of protest were
received regarding the filing supplement, on March 31, 1981,

the Alaska Consumer Advocacy Program (ACAP) filed a Petition
To Intervene in this proceeding. In its petition ACAP
stated, among other things, that it was a State-funded
project designed to represent consumer interests before

State regulatory commissions and that ACAP's interests could
only be protectea by being allowed intervention in this
proceeding since none of the existing parties "strictly
advocate the consumer interest." ACAP Petition, p. 1.

Order No. 2, dated March 20, 1981, scheduled a
public hearing in this proceeding on April 23, 1981, in the
Commission's hearing room. Order No. 2 also established the
schedule for the submission of witness lists and written
testimony by the utility and Staff. That schedule was
subsequently modified by Order No. 4 to allow ML& to late
file the testimony of Mr. Walter Filkin, anexpert on the
tax-free municipal revenue bond market, and to concurrently
grant an extension of time to Staff to prepare testimony
with respect to Filkin's testimony.

With regard to ACAP's Petition To Intervene, the
Commission in Order No. 3, issued April 1, 1981, stated
that:

The ACAP Petition To Intervene |

ne
that is demanded by 3 AAC 48.1

the standard set out in U-77-1
Therefore, the Commission rejected t

prejudice.

a
10
6
he

petition without

U-80-100(6)
Page 3 r*
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On April 21, 198/1, ACAP filed Formal Written

Comments regarding th%/p?oposed tariff revision. ACAP cited
eight areas ofconcgm with regard to TA26-121. It was
ACAp,s contention that:
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1. Residential consumers pay a disproportionately
higher share of increased consumption costs than do
industrial and commercial us°rs, and this would he
exacerbated by the proposed rate increase. Therefore,
the Conunission should institute a rate redesign pro-
ceeding addressing ML&P's electric rates;

2. ML&PIs equity pay out under Municipal Ordinance
AQ-94-76-A is unfair and unreasonable because it places
an unreasonable and excessive burden on ML&P's capital
structure. Therefore, the commission should eliminate
or substantially reduce the equity pay out;

3. ML& should not be allowed to modify to 60/40 the
hypothetical debt/equity ratio of 70/30 established in
U-76-11. ACAP asserted that the 70/30 ratio is more
realistic and does not place an undue burden on rate-
payers, "

4. The cost of diesel fuel to ML& is relatively
small, and the FOCRA should not be implemented at this
time;

5. Tariff Rule 7.12, Change of Occupancy, is vague
and should be modified to define "reasonable notice" to
the utility. ACAP recommended use of a 24-hour notice
requirement as reasonable notice;

6.  ML&P's revenue calculations do not include tax
savings as contemplated by Senate Bill 125. ACAP
asserted that these savings should result in a lower
revenue requirement;

U-80-100(6)
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7. ML&P's "Other Interest Expense" has increased
.substantially and should be carefully examined; and
3. The amount ofML&P's uncollectible accounts has
also increased, and the reasons therefor should be
examined,

The Commission convened in public hearing at
9:00 a.m., April 28, 1981, in the ommission's office for
the purpose of taking testimoru regarding ML&P's proposed
tariff revision, TA26-121. The hearing also continued on
April 30 and May 1, 1981, The hearing was conducted before
Commissioner Marvin R. Weatherly, serving as Presiding
Officer; Commissioners Crv'ivn Guess, Chairman; and
Stuart 'C. Hall.

ML&P was represented by its attorney Roger M
Kemppel and presented the following company witnesses:
Richard 0. Fry, Financial Services Manager, ML&P; Thomas R.
Stahr, General Manager, ML&P;, Max Foster, Revenue Require-
ments Supervisor, ML&P; John Parisena, Audit Manager, Arthur
Young & Company; arid Walter W. Filkin cf Van Kampen, Filkin
& Merrit, Inc., investment bankers.

Staff was represented by its counseJ, C. Barclay
Jones, Assistant Attorney General, and presented as witnesses:
Carolyn L. Evans, Utility Financial Analyst vir; and Robert J.
Barber, Utilities Engineer II1,

Also attending the hearing were several of the
utility's consumers, members of the medic., and ACAP, repre-
sented by itsattorney and director, Deborah Lee Williams.

On May s, 1981, ACAP filed Post-Hearing Written
Comments which requested, among other things, that the Com-
mission grant ML& an increase of not more than 24.24 per-
cent,

U-80-100(6)
Page 5
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On May 18, 1981, the Commission issued a Bench
Order in this proceeding acknowledging the necessity for
priority action in establishing permanent rates for ML&P
before June 1, 1981, in order for the utility to be able to
sell a $§14 million bond issue. The Bench Ordec “anted the
utility an across-the-board 28.06 percent increase to its
existing recurring permanent rates, effective for billings
rendered on or after June 1,1981. The Bench Order also
notified the parties that the Commis on would subsequently
issue a formal order setting forth its findings of fact anc.
conclusions of law regarding the 28.06 percent permanent
rate increase,

Because of the pressing workload of the Commission,
Order No. 5 extended the suspension period in this proceeding
until September 1, 1981,

REVENUE REQUIREMENT

During the hearing ML& amended its request for a
permanent rate increase to reflect a decrease in operating
expenses as a result of HCSSB 125, sec. 2 Ch 6 SLA 1981.
The revised revenue requirement, $24,013,357 for the test
year ended December 31, 1980, was supported by Staff. In
its post hearing comments ACAP proposed a reduction in the
utility's revenue requirement to decrease depreciation
expense and the return on rate base.
Operating Expenses

Under cross-examination, Staff witness Evans
responded to questions raised by ACAP in its Formal Written
Comments. The categories of operating expenses targeted by
ACAP as questionable because of their percentage increase
over 1979 costs were examined by Evans during the Staff's
audit. The Commission is satisfied by Staff response that
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the increases in transmission, administrative and general s
and.uncollectible account expenses are substantiated and
reasonable.  In addition, the Commission agrees that the
request of ML& to reflect a base price of gas at 88.31<:/MCF
for the 1980 test year conforms to Commission policy.
Depreciation

In the utility's filing, the asset lives of the
Steam Production Plant and Account 392, General Plant, were
not in compliance with Commission Order No. 10 in U-76-11.
In his pre-filed testimony, Staff witness Barber recommended
that the Commission affirm its decision in that Docket which
provided for the use of the inid-point of the IRS depreciation
guidelines for all plant categories except Account 343, gas
turbines, absent a depreciation study. Because Staff believed
the amount of its proposed adjustment to depreciation expense
would not have a material effect on the utility's revenue
requirement, Staff recommended that future proceedings should
reflect the depreciation lives established by U-76-11(10).

The utility defended its proposed asset life of
the Steam Production Plant through testimony of General
Manager Stahr. He testified that because the steam plant
and gas turbine are operated togecher, i.e., absent the gas
turbine the steam plant does not function, a uniform life
for both is reasonable. Stahr did acknowledge that the
steam pxant. has a longer life than the gas turbine. When
questioned about replacing the gas turbine and thereby
continuing the usefulness of the steam plant, he stated that
in consideration of the Fuel Use Act and the uncertainty of
available natural gas supplies in 15-16 years, there is no
guarantee that a replacement gas-fired unit would be purchased.
In Stahr's judgment, when the gas turbine is retired, the
steam plant will not be useful.

U-80-100¢(6)
Page 7
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During cross-examination Staff did agree that the
operation of [ steam plant depends on the existence of the
gas turbine. The steam plant was not included on the depreci-
ation schedule in U-76-11; and there has been no depreciation
study performed on either of these units. Therefore, Staff,

in compliance with the previous Commission decision, recommended

a useful life of 28 years as opposed to 16 2/3 years proposed
by ML&P.

The effect of Staff's proposal to adjust the
depreciation [ife of the steam plant represents approxi-
mately 1 perce\t of the revenue requirement. The Commission
concurs that forthe purpose of this proceeding no adjust-
ment to the revenue requirement is warranted. However, the
issue of theappropriate life for the steam plant requires
resolution.  The Commission is persuaded, at this time, that
the utility's argument in support of a uniform life for the
steam plant and the gas turbine is reasonable. Since the
Commission accepted a shorter life for the gas turbines in
U-76-11 because they are used as base load rather than for
peaking, it follows that' the shorter life for the Steam
Production Plant Account is consistent. It may be, con-
sidering the testimony of Stahr regarding the dilemma facing
the utility in maintaining continuing property records of
its generation plant, that a depreciation study should be
undertaken. The Commission is hesitant to order a study at
this time because of the financial position of the utility.
it will reserve the right to do so i.i the future, however,
and to adjust the lives of the gas turbines and steam plant
accordingly.

Rate of Return

The utility presented two witnesses, Frye and

Foster, to support its request that a hypothetical capital
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structure of 60 percent debt and 40 percent equity be granted
in this proceeding. The utility test year capital structure
of 7.0446 percent debt and 15 percent equity, allowed in
U-79-13, results in a weighted cost of capital of 10.2267 per-
cent. The utility, testified that an appropriate rate of
return must be determined by ML&P's ability to attract new
debt capital. It contended that its requested return would
allow ML&P to cell $14 million of revenue bonds which is
required to finance the immediate construction needs of the
utility. Without revenue from the bond sale the utility
testified that the planned construction could not proceed.
General Manager Stahr testified that the proposed
improvements are in three areas; transmission, distribution
and general plant. The transmission improvements, he stated,
are to increase reliability and'reduce line loss. The major
distribution improvements are needed to gradually retire the
distribution voltage in the older area of town, i.e., the
downtown business area, in order to serve the larger com-
mercial buildings planned in the area defined as bounded by
Third Avenue to the north, Sixth Avenue to the south, Gambell
Street to the east, and L Street to the west. In addition,
the airport area will also receive distribution improvements.
Stahr testified that major expenditures for main generating
units were not proposed at this time; however, both generati.on-
related expenditures and monies for the engineering required
to determine the utility's next peaking unit would emanate
from the proposed bond sale. Stahr stated that the priori-
ties of the ML& customers lie has talked to are reliability
of service and undergrounding of the distribution system.
He conceded that the consumers want good electric service at
the lowest possible cost bur paramount in their mind is
reliable service; and he testified he believes they are

U-00-100¢(6)
Page 9



COMMISSION

UTILITIES

PUBLIC

ALASKA
1100 MacKay

Stree

- 33S Denali

Building

99501
276-6222

Alaska

Phone

Anchorage,

10
11
12
13
14
15
10
17

10

O WO WO PO PO PO PO PO PO PO PO PO [ NG T
NN —m O O oo N oo o1 WO Y o o

willing to pay for it. In his pro-filed testimony, Stahr
discussed the past decisions of ML& to hold rates down at
the expense oi building equity. Today, however, the utility
has found that while attractive in the short run, this
philosophy can be financially disastrous and must be changed.
His testimony supported that of financial witnesses Foster
and Frye that the downward equity spiral of ML& since 1976
must be reversed.

ML&P has suffered equity attrition in every year
except 1978 for the last five years. According to witness
Foster, ML&P's equity capital was 21.1 percent in .1976 and
during the tes:t year it was 10.6 percent. Foster recalled
that in Docket U-79-13, the last permanent rate request of
ML&P, the return requested and granted was derived after
determining the debt service coverage required to sell
additional revenue bonds and noted the similarity to the
instant proceeding. Foster noted that because the rate base
Is considerably larger than that in 1978, the utility lias
requested the same return on equity (15 percent) allowed in
U-76-11.

Frye's pre-filed testimony provided historic and
future calculations of debt service coverage which supported
the utility's contention that in order to market its $14 million
bond issue, a permanent rate increase in the magnitude of
the utility's request was "badly needed." Frye also indicated
his concern about the deterioration of ML&P's equity ratio
during the last five years and the need for ML& to increase
its DSC in order to keep its Baa bond rating. Foster as
well as Filkin discussed the relationship between the interest
rate to be paid on a bond issue and the bond rating of the
utility. Both argued that a higher bond rating is more
beneficial to the consumer because the resultant interest
rate is generally lower.
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In her pre-filed testimony, Staff witness Evans
testified that the application of any return ¢ equity to a
municipal entity is a misconstruction of the theory behind
fair and reasonable rates. Therefore, the Staff supported
ML&P's revenue requirement based on the necessary debt
service coverage required to improve and stabilize the
debt/equity ratio of ML&P. Under cross-examination, as well
as in her pre-filed testimony, Evans presented a very thought-
ful, articulate analysis to support Staff's position. Since
ML&P's financing is primarily dependent on its ability to
attract debt at the lowest possible interest rate, its rate
of return should be based on the demands of debt financing.
As a municipal utility the equity of ML& is provided through
retained earnings. Therefore, in the traditional sense,

ML& does not have to attract equity capital nor be concerned
with withdrawal of present equity by stockholders. Thus,
Evans stated, "any argument based on a return on equity to
ML&P is academic--.it is not relevent to the actual situation."
Staff believes its method of determining a reasonable return
to be more appropriate to ML&P's situation.

In discussing its proposed alternative to the
traditional rate of return calculation, Staff testified that
ML& must be able to meet all the requirements of its current
bond covenants and maintain financial stability in order to
sell additional revenue bonds. This does, according to
Staff, present two problems that should be addressed. One,
in order to provide revenue sufficient for DSC in advance of
a bond sale, rates must be raised before ML& becomes liahle
for the debt service. Thus, a 1.25 DSC on proforma debt
must be used to establish the revenue requirement. Two,
this results in the current ratepayers providing monies for
not only plant under construction but also before construction

U-80-100¢(6)
Page 11
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of new plant has begun. Staff observed that the general
policy of the Commission, in the traditional rate of return
scenario, has been to disallow a return on construction work
in progress. In spite of these problems, Staff believes
that debt service coverage is the appropriate basis for
determining ML&P's revenue requirement,

|t its approach to the appropriate return for ML&P
is accepted, Staff believes there should be a control mechanism
to ensure that the debt incurred by the utility is reasonable
and required. Staff recommended that a review of ML&P's
construction practices be performed by a Staff consultant to
determine that the construction planning procedures and
decisions of the utility do not allow for unnecessary or
cost ineffective expenditures of monies.

Because Staff believes it is necessary to rebuild
ML&P's equity, it recommended a DSC of 1.48 which supports
Staff

recommended that ML& bhe required to capitalize interest on

the utility's revenue requirement. In addition,
its current and future construction because it would pos-
itively affect the equity position of the utility and because '
it reduces the amount- of interest expensed, which in turn
reduces the revenue requirement; this practiceg\Nould benefit
current ratepayers without affecting future ratepayers
However, Staff noted this recommendation and its support
assumes rates based strictly on DSC. A reversion to trad-
itional ratemaking standards, i.e., return on rate base,
would mean that capitalization of interest would seriously
Staff testified that in October,
1979, the Financial Accounting Standards Board issued its
Statement No. 34 which made capitalization of interest a

generally accepted accounting principle.

affect rates. In addition,
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Staffalso recommended tha;aa restriction of
dividends paid to the Municipality of Anchorage be placed
upon ML& until it achieves an 80/20 debt/equity ratio.
Staff prepared a proforma effect of its recommended rate
increase on retained earnings after one year if ML&P's
interest was capitalized and no dividend accrued to the old
city service area. The result, according to Evans, would be
an anticipated debt/equity ratio of 88/12.

Two of Staff's recommendations, a construction
practices review and a restriction on dividend pay out,
evoked response from the utility under cross-i lamination and
In its closing statement. General Manager Stahr stated that
he believed the Staff recommendation for a "limited management
audit of construction practices" was unnecessary because it
Is duplicative of the review and analysis required to receive
an independent engineer's certification, a prerequisite
before prospective bonds can be sold. A certified profes-
sional engineer must attest to the need for, and the costs
associated with, the projected facilities. Stahr testified
that the utility was willing to provide any available docu-
mentation the Staff would require in order to satisfy itself
that a prospective bond sale was in the public interest and
necessary to provide reliable service to the utility's
service area. In addition, testimony was received that a
lengthy review process both internal to the utility and
within the municipal administration addresses the need for
the proposed construction. In addition, the Advisory
Committee of the utility as well as the Borough Assembly
must approve a prospective bond sale.

Staff Engineer Barber was questioned regarding the
need for a review of construction practices of the utility
from a technical standpoint. He indicated that, in his

U-80-100(6)
Page 13
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opinion, neither unnecessary facilities nor unreasonable
costs were associated with the proposed bond sale. As an
engineer, he stated he would accept the opinion of the
independent professional engineer who certified that con-
struction is needed and well-planned. Barber testified he
was never denied access to any information of the utility.
In conjunction with Docket U-71-16, In the Matter of Elimin-
ating Undesirable Duplication of Facilities and Competition
between the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal Light
and Power Department and Chugach Electric Association, Inc.,
he has had occasion to review the ML&P system and feels that
its records are generally complete. Further, he stated that
the Staff consultants in U-71-16 have received cooperation
from the utility.

In its formal Written Comments and in its testimony
during the proceeding, ACAP supported a return based on a
hypothetical capital structure of 70/30 in accordance with
U-76-11. It acknowledged the need to have sufficient debt
service coverage for the forthcoming bond sale; however, its
calculations of that coverage included income which both
Staff and the utility disallowed in calculating the DSC
required.  ACAP did not support the Staff's recommendation
for a limited review of the construction practices as it
believed it would not accomplish Staff's intent.

By granting the utility's revised revenue require-
ment, either ratemaking methodology presented in this pro-
ceeding would substantiate the results. It can be argued
that a hypothetical capital structure of 60/40 with a rate
of return on equity at 15 percent will yield the same revenue
requirement as a debt service coverage of 1.48 on the antici-
pated future bond sales of the utility.
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At this point in time the Commission is'rpevrsuaded,
for a number of reasons, that the approach taken by Staff
which establishes debt service coverage to attract new debt
and improves the utility's equity position is logical and
reasonable. The Commission believes that the utility must
maintain or improve its current bond rating in order to
attract debt at the lowest possible interest rate and that
revenues in excess of the 1.25 bond covenant requirements
will assist the utility in stabilizing and improving its
equity position. The Commission would reiterate today what
it stated in U-76-11(10), p. 6

The continued, financial liability and stability of ML&P
is of overriding concern to this® Commission.

By accepting the DSC approach in the instant
proceeding, the Commission is not foreclosing the more
traditional rate of return approach to ratemaking in the
future, should circumstances warrant. There could be a
point in time when facilities could be financed, in part,
through retained earnings, and an examination of the actual
capital structure and return on equity at that time might be
appropriate. The Commission lias the discretion to allow DSC
for future bond coverage requirements as established by the
Alaska Supreme Court in Alaska Public Utilities Commission v.
Municipality of Anchorage, 555 P.2d 262 (Alaska, 1976).

The Commission believes the exercise of its discretion in
this proceeding is in the public interest. The Commission
will not unequivocally, however, bind itself to the DSC
approach for future proceedings: what is optimum today could
be less than optimal tomorrow depending on the financial
marketplace, the capital structure and other circumstances

relevant to ML&P. The Commission finds it helpful in approving

the DSC approach to use the traditiona rate of return
methodology as a check and balance.

Uu-80-100(6)
Page 15
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In approving the DSC approach in this proceeding
and because of subsequent events that have transpired since
the issuance of its Bench Order, there is a matter of concern
that must be addressed; and that is, v/hen should rates
established, in part, on DSC of future bond sales go into
effect. In this instance, the rates went into effect on
June 1, 1981, the deadline ML&P's management testified was
necessary in order for it to market the proposed bonds. On
June 6, 1981, the Commission received a letter from Financial
Services Manager Frye which stated in part:

Unfortupately right at this time the bond
market 1s so bad” (we estimate we would have
to pay in excess of 12 percent interest

today) that we are proceeding to arrange
intefim short term financing” with the Munic-
ipality of Anchorage.

We are preparing for the bond sale and as
soon as market conditions improve to a
satisfactory interest rate we will be
ready to go to sale.

|f the Municipal Bond Market should con-
tinue to be adverse for several months
there are two other alternates which we
could look at. One would be to market
short term bond anticipation notes and

the other would be to split the $14,000,000
bond sale into two sales with hopefully che
second sale being made in better market
conditions.

The Commission has received no additional communi-
cation from the utility indicating whether or not the bonds
have been sold and at what interest rate or which of the
other alternatives available to ML& has been pursued,
absent a bond sale. In addition the Commission hecame aware
on June 17, 1981, that the Municipality of Anchorage had
applied for direct loan assistance under thi Coastal Energy
Impact Program (CEIP) for transmission, distribution and
service plant projects of ML&P. The revenue requirement
approved by the Commission in this proceeding assumes a

10 percent interest rate on the prospective $14 million bond
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sale. The Commission must require documentation indicating
what- interest rate is being paid on what amount of funds

from what source in order to determine whether the utility
is recovering more through its rates than its expenses. In
addition, an explanation of whether the CEIP loan application
is in addition to or a replacement for the proposed bond
revenues is required. All relevant data including estimated
time frame for a de rsion on the foan application and antici-
pated interest ratr should be provided. This information
should be provided to the Commission as soon as possible and
not later than two weeks from the date of this Order.

in the next proceeding of this utility involving a
request for a general rate increase in order to market
prospective bonds, the Staff and the utility should address
what mechanism should be established to ensure that rates
based on a prospective bond sale are not prematurely put
into effect.

The Commission would observe that ML&P's last two
requests for permanent rate relief have not been timely
filed in light of the requirement of the utility to have in
effect permanent rates before proposed revenue bonds can be
sold. In both instances, the Commission received and re-
sponded to requests for expedited consideration. The Commis-
sion is concerned that this practice not become a habit in
light of its continuously pressing workload and its respons-
ibility to give equitable consideration to matters concerning
all utilities under its jurisdiction. Therefore, it will
expect that any future permanent rate requests required
prior to a prospective revenue bond sale will take into
account the six-month statutory time frame provided for
Staff audit, analysis and Commission decision.

U-80-100¢(6)
Page 17
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In accepting the DSC approach, the Commission must
decide whether the recommendation of the accounting Staff to
require a management practices review relative to construction
practices should be instituted. From a theoretical perspective
one could immediately answer affirmatively because utility
C—sumers are paying rates that include interest on bonds,
the proceeds of which are not represented by plant that is
used and useful at the time the rates are approved. AS
42.05.441. It can certainly be argued that protection from
unnecessary or duplicative expenditures is warranted. The
question that arises is, would a review such as that contem-
plated by the accounting Staff accomplish the contemplated
result. If the investigation is focused properly and if the
practices and personnel subject to review remain constant
subsequent to the investigation, one might agree that this
review could accomplish its goal.

From a practical perspective, however, one could
argue this type of management review is not necessary, is an
unnecessary expenditure of funds and may not accomplish its
intended results. A review at one particular point in time
will not provide the assurance that the public will be
protected from unjustified construction practices, proce-
dures or expenses. To continuously monitor ML&P's construe-
tion practices andprocedures is impractical from a time and
financial standpoint. In this proceeding there is no "red
flag" or other indicator that either the bond sale of 1979
or t“e one scheduled for June, 1981, is unnecessary or
ill-conceived. An extensive review process of the utility's
future construction plans has been,undertaken because of the
requirement that it attract capital from the sale of revenue
bonds. A professional enameer has certified that the
revenues from the proposed bond sale are needed to build
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necessary facilities; from a tecnnical standpoint there has
been no question of the integrity of the utility's system.

The Commission is persuaded that it is not nec-
essary at this time to require a review of the utility's
construction practices and procedures. The Commission
acknowledges and understands the rationale of the accounting
Staff because of its advocacy of permanent rates which
include pre-construction and construction work in progress.
The Commission does believe, however, that the Staff and the
utility should explore possible alternatives to a formal
review of construction practices to provide the checks and
balances, from a practical standpoint, that the DSC approach
implies" is desirable. This could take the form of involving
the Staff in the documentation and planning for future bond
sales; itcould include the certified professional engineer's
report inthe utility's filings before the Commission; it
could provide to the Commission the minutes of the ML&P
advisory committee's deliberation on the necessity for
future bond sales and it could provide an independent review
of the utility's construction practices and procedures,
initiated by the utility and submitted to the Commission
prior to the next bond sale. Because tne Commission does
not accept the Staff recommendation in the instant pro-
ceeding does not necessarily mean that this sam™ position
will prevail in the future. What triggers confidence today
in ML& can be undone tommorrow, and this Commission will
continue to react when the occasion demands in order to
protect the ratepayers of a utility and the public interest.

DIVIDEND PAY OUT

Since the Charter of the Municipality of Anchorage

bne mnrvITh4 fn 4077 fiKp, Pawweor-inn, iy 4., GEpfl .

become quite familiar with its provisions regarding the

Uu-80-100¢(6)
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obligation of the municipal utilities to reimburse the old
City of Anchorage service area because of the financial
investment made by the former City in the respective municipal
utilities. Discussion of the effect of the requirements of
the Charter to pay out the net profits from the operation of
ML&P for the benefit of the former City of Anchorage service
area for a period of five years after ratification of the
Charter has been addressed in Dockets U-76-11 and U-79-13.
Underlying previous Commission action with respect to the
obligation of ML& to the former City of Anchorage service
area was the Commission's concern to improve the financial
While a

It has not bheen achieved.

health of ML& by increasing its equity position,
highly desirable goal, in reality,
As a result of the accumulated pay out of dividends by ML&P
over the last five years, the equity position of the utility
has deteriorated and its financial health has worsened.

In response to inquiries from the hearing panel
ML& provided Exhibit 3 (appended as Attachment 1 to this
Order) which documented the history of the cash dividend pay
outs to the old City service area by ML& since 1976. Under
cross-examination and in its closing statement, the utility
acknowledged that it and the municipal administration could
support a rationale that the dividend obligation of the
utility under the Charter has been St,cisfied. In addition,
ACAP urged the Commission to rule that the dividend obliga-
tion of the utility to the old City service area had been
satisfied thereby giving the utility the opportunity to
improve its equity position.

The Commission believes that the intent of the
Charter has been satisfied with respect to the dividend
obligation of ML& as substantiated by the record of divi-
dend payments to the former City service area by the utility
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_over the past five years. This determination, together with

the revenue requirement affirmed in this Order, should
assist the utility, barring any unforeseen circumstances, to
reverse its attrition of earnings and to begin to improve
its equity position immediately. The Commission will require
that ML&P report its actual capital structure and percentage
of change from the previous year to the Commission at the
time it files its annual report.
OTHER TARIFF CHANGES

The Staff concurred with the utility's request to
delete Rule 7.4 Primary Metering Discount. This is a house-
keeping item, and the Commission will approve the utility's
request.

In its review of the utility's request to implement
a $15 connection charge, the Staff concurred that the proposed
charge is reasonable in light of current labor rates and
practices of other utilities. Staff and ML& agreed that a
further revision to Rule 7.13 should be made to clarify the
utility's actual intent regarding agreements between it and
the owners of rental property. The Commission will accept
the revision that is stated o Staff witness Barber's pre-
filed testimony, pages 5 and 6.

FUEL OIL COST RATE ADJUSTMENT

In its supplemental filing of February, 1981, ML&P
requested the Commission to approve a fuel oil cost rate
adjustment (FOCRA) to its tariff. The Commission in Doc-
ket U-75-21(6) denied the request of ML& to allow a fuel .
cost adjustment clause in its tariff which included diesel
fuel.The Commission's reasoning was that the cost of fuel
should bea significant portion of a utility's operating
expenses before a fuel cost adjustment clause is approved,
and it was not a significant portion of ML&P's operating
expenses at that time.

U-80-100(G)
Page 21
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The utility,
the situation facing ML&P today has changed dramatically
since t-he issuance of Order No. £ in 8-75-21. ML&P alleges
that the cost of diesel has substantially increased; that

in the instant filing, argues that

the delivery of natural gas to ML& was curtailed in December
of 1980; that curtailment could happen in the future; and
because these conditions have a significant effect on the
operating expenses of the utility, the establishment of an
FOCRA is warranted. The utility also testified that diesel
fuel was used during the year to test its backup generation.
However, ML& could not quantify the expense associated with
this procedure or how often its diesel-fired generators were
tested. Utility witness Foster in his pre-filed testimony
indicated that the methodology proposed by ML& to establish
an FOCRA would have to bo modified if the Commission accepted
the request of Alaska Gas and Service Company (AGAS) to
revise its gas flow through clause. The Commission, subse-
quent to the hearing in the instant proceeding, has accepted
the AGAS request.

Both the Staff and ACAP opposed the inclusion of
an FOCRA in ML&P's tariff,
for its opposition:

Staff gave the following reasons

1. There is no indication that ML&P's source of gas
supply is not as adequate as it has been in prior
years;

2. ML& and AGAS have signed a new contract which
provides that the military customers will be curtailed
hefore ML&P:

3. In the event of curtailment of significant duration
to effect the utility's revenues, ML& could request
that it be allowed to amortize the extraordinary diesel
fuel expense; and
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4. Staff did not believe the diesel expense during the
o« test year was significant because it was .00098 percent
of the revenue requirement.

In its closing statement, ML& argued that the use
of an FOCRA should, be allowed by the Commission. However, in
the event the Commission denied this request, the utility
proposed that, in conjunction with Staff, an acceptable
TOCRA clause be developed with a provision that in the event
of curtailment, the clause would go into effect within
twenty-four hours after the Commission was apprised that the
utility had been forced to burn diesel fuel.

The Commission acknowledges that the price of
diesel'fuel has increased substantially since 1976. However,
the evidence in this proceeding does not indicate that the
use of diesel fuel is a substantial expense to the utility
or that the probabilicy of curtailment is any greater today
than five years ago. Therefore, the Commission will deny
without prejudice the utility's request to institute an
FOCRA.

INTERCONNECTION

The issue of reserve capacity was discussed by the
utility's manager. Tn response to concerns expressed by
public witness Carmen Smith, Stahr indicated that at this
time ML& has more reserve margin than would be absolutely
required and originally planned for because of the price of
generating units. In response to questions from the hearing
panel, Stahr testified that, in his opinion, if Chugach
Electric Association, Inc. (CEA), and ML& were "fully
interconnected" and all the appropriate agreements existed,
there would be 70 megawatts of additional capacity available
to the consumers of these utilities. Stahr testified that
“...by interconnecting the utilities, having...proper operating

U-80-100(6)
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agreements for the buying and selling...[of] power, for
sharing of reserves, [it] will free up or make available, a
lot of additional generating capacity so you could postpone
investments--these major investments in large units" (Tr.,
p. 26).  An integrated system, according to Stahr, could
get by with 20 to 30 percent reserve margin. At the present
time, each utility operating independently must provide
enough reserve capacity to maintain service in the event its
largest unit is down. In response to the question regarding
estimated savings to both CEA and ML&P, Stahr responded that
he believed savings could be at least $.1,000,000 annually to
each utility and could approach $2,000,000 a year depending
on the price paid for natural gas. When asked if he believed
the interconnection of CEA and ML& was in the public interest
and should be ordered by the Commission, Stahr responded
that if "it is not now, we are rapidly approaching the time
that it will be in the public interest." (Tr., p. 46)

Stahr also noted that a study currently underway
by the Alaska Power Authority (APA) indicated that a Fairbanks/
Anchorage transmission'tie, in addition to the interconnection
of both Anchorage based electric utilities, would provide
enough reserve capacity in the railbclt area that no additional
generation units would he required until 1990. Although
Stahr did not endorse the APA study, he testified that it
supported the principle that interconnection would defer
major investments by CEA and ML&P.

In responding to questions by the hearing panel
regarding interconnection, Staff witness Barber indicated
that Staff believed interconnection would be in the public
interest and that the work being done by the Commission's
consultants in U-71-16 did form the basis for Commission

investigation and subsequent action in this matter.
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Based on the evidence in this proceeding the
Commission believes there is prima facia evidence that the
full interconnection of CEA and ML& would be in the public
interest. Therefore, it wil] open a docket of investigation
in a subsequent order to examine what procedures should be
established by both utilities and the Commission in order to
effect full interconnection as soon as possible.

CONTINUING PROPERTY RECORDS

In his pre-filed testimony, Staff witness Barber
discussed the progress of ML&P in maintaining continuing
property records (CPR's) in compliance with AS 42.05.461.
While acknowledging that a computerized property records
system'for ML&P's tra smission and distribution line equip-
ment is close to being operational, Barber noted that the
utility is obligated to have CPft's for its generation and
general plant. Staff recommended that the Commission require
ML&P to develop complete property records, permitting the
utility to determine its own schedule with the provision
that complete property records be placed in effect prior to
the utility s request for another general rate increase.

General Manager Stahr testified "it was antici-
pated that :he computerized CPR system will be operational
by July 1, 1981, and that the other records will probably
take a month or two to complete after the distribution and
transmission CPR system is operational. Stahr testified
that the utility was concerned about the type of system to
be used for its generation records indicating that the
various parts of gas turbines have different lives. These
components are not a minor part of the generation plant,
according to Stahr, who indicated that a set of hlades for
one of the turbines may be $200,000-$300,000.



1 The Commission will continue to articulate its
2 requirement that ML& develop complete continuing property
3 records. Tt recogni7®<? the dilemma cf the utility regarding
4 the appropriate system to be used for its generating plant
5  The Commission would recommend that the utility seek assist-
6 ance and advice from Staff, if necessary, in order to fully
7 comply with AS 42.05.461. The Commission concurs that
8  ML&PIs CPR system should be completely operational prior to
9 another request for a general rate increase.
10 RATE DESIGN
11 In Staff's pre-filed testimony, Evans recommended
12 that ML&P be required to file by October 31, 1981, a cost-of-
13 service study based on its 1980 test year revenue requirement.
14 Staff also agreed to an extension of that deadline should
15 similar filings be required under the Public Utility Regula-
16 tory Policies Act (PURPA).
17 During cross-examination utility witness Foster
18  indicated that the earliest a cost-of-service study could be
19 completed was three months from the date of this Order.
20 Acknowledging that ML& was subject to the jurisdictional
21 requirement of PURPA, Foster stated that the utility wished
22 to avoid providing two cost-of-service studies and could
. 23 comply with the PURPA ratemaking requirements within a
24 six-month time frame.
? °- ACAP, m its written formal comments and during
?E@ﬁ testimony, expressed concern about ML&P's existing rate
En«yfﬂZ? design. ACAP provided consumption and revenue documentation

E for the last five years. This historical information indi-

> n1% cated that residential customers have paid proportionately

% é cT A 0 . . . . .
@r ar more f°r increased consumption than commercial-industria

<§o 31 customers. ACAP, therefore, requested a rate redesign

<y 32 proceeding to assure just, reasonable and non-discriminatory

U-80-100¢(6)
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rates for all ML& customers. ACAP testified that it would
support the utility's request for a longer time frame in
nrder to comply with the PURPA xciLemaking requirements and
to have the Commission consider marginal cost pricing.

The Commission agrees that theissue of whether or
not the residential consumer of ML& is bearing more than
the costs to provide its service should be thoroughly examined
in the forthcoming cost-of-service study. An additional
concern is what effect construction underway in ML&P's
service area and that contemplated in 1982 to provide service
to large commercial power customers will have on a cost-of-
service study based on a 1980 test year. The dilemma is
that the approved revenue requirement in this proceeding
includes debt service coverage for 1981 and 1982 plant
construction. Yet, there is no'actual consumption or demand
data for those customers. Therefore, how accurately will
the traditional cost-of-service allocation methodologies
reflect ML&P's current customer composition.

In addition, the Commission isrequired to consider
the appropriateness of six ratemaking standards and lifeline

rates under Title 1 of PURPA, more fully described in U-00-20(I).

The Commission agrees that the public interest
would best be served by the timely filing of one cost-of-
service study which addresses the concerns articulated above
and the considerations mandated by PURPA. To that end, the
Commission believes that in order to evaluate the options
available to it, ML& should be required to file within
45 days from the date of this Order response to the following:

1.Would proforma adjustments to ML&P's rate
base, which reflects the use of the $14 million revenue
bonds for plant under construction, provide a method to
reflect the change in composition of customer consumption
and demand in the imminent cost-of-service study.

U-80-100¢(6)
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2. The methodology that ML& would propose to be
the most appropriate for the resulting cost-of-service study
in light of:

a.  The assumption that there may be significant

change in customer distribution as a result of the

substantial commercial construction in 1981 and

1982; and

b.  the Title 1 requirements of PURPA as they

relate to cost of service.

3. The costs associated with and the earliest
dates of completion for (2) above; and the costs associated
with full compliance of consideration of Title 1 ratemaking
standards and lifeline, including both a marginal cost and
embedded cost approach to rate design.

4. The load information readily available or
retrievable (within 30 days) which could assist the Ccmmis-
sion m its assessment ol the data base available for cost-
of-service studies.

5. The availability and valicity of the historical
data gathered from customers of Schedule 14, Experimental
Time-of-Day; and the utility's plan to expand or modify this
service offering.

The Commission will require Staff to file comments
and recommendations on the above information within 30 days
after its receipt by the Commission,

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1, The Bench Order granted on May 18, 1981,
establishing an across-the-board 28.06 percent increase to
the utility's existing recurring permanant rates should be
affirmed. See Attachment 2.

U-80-100(6)
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2. The operating expenses, including depreci-
atioh, and specifically those questioned in the comments of
ACAF are found tc be reasonable.

3. The base price of gas should be 88.31C/MCF for
the test year 1980.

4. The Commission will allow a uniform life for
both the steam plant and the gas turbine, reserving the
right to adjust the lives of those plants at the time a
depreciationstudy is filed and approved by the Commission.

5. The Commission will accept the debt service
coverage approach recommended by Staff to establish the
revenue requirement in this proceeding and will approve a
1.48 DSC on the anticipated $14 million bond sale of the
utility.

6.ML& should provide to the Commission no later
than two weeks from the date of this Order, documentation
indicating whether or not the prospective bond sale lias
taken place; the amount of interest being paid and the
effective date of the sale. In the event the sale has not
taken place, the utility should provide documentation
indicating what interest rate is being paid on what amount
of funds being used to finance the construction projects
that were to be financed from tho prospective bond sale. An
explanation of the CEIP loan application, as articulated in
the body of this Order, should a]so be provided.

7. At the time the utility files its next permanent

rate request, the utility and the Staff should address what
mechanism, if any, should be established to ensure chat
rates based on a prospective bond sale are not prematurely
put into effect.

8. The dividend obligation of ML& to the former
City service area has been satisfied. No further obligation

U-80-100(6)
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of ML&P to the former City service area is required under
Section 19.14(a) of the Charter of the Municipality of
Anchorage.

9. ML& should report its actual capital struc-
ture and the percentage of change from the previous year to
the Commission at the time it files its annual report.

10.  ML& should be allowed to delete Rule 7.4
Primary Metering Discount.

11, ML& should revise its Rule 7.13 in accord-
ance with the pre-filed testimony of Staff witness Barber,
pages 5 and 6.

12, The Commission will deny ML&P's request to
institute an FOCRA without prejudice to the refiling of an
adjustment clause similar to the one proposed by its counsel
during the utility's closing argument.

13. There is evidence in this proceeding that the
full interconnection of ML& and CEA would be in the public
interest. Therefore, the Commission, in a subsequent order,
will open a docket of investigation to examine what procedure
should be established by both utilities and the Commission
in order to accomplish this desirable goal.

14, ML& should be required to develop complete
continuing property records prior to its request for another
general rate increase. Staff should be available in order
to assist the utility to filly comply with AS 42.05.461,

15.  ML&P should be required to file one cost-of-
service study to comply with the mandate of Title 1 of PURPA
and the possible significant change in customer composition
in ML&P's service area.

16.  In order for the Commission to determine the
optimum approach to the forthcoming cost-of-service study,

U-80-100(6)
Page 30
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ML&P should provide the information delineated in the body
of this Order within 45 days of the date of this Order.

17, The Staff should provide comments and recon

mendations on the information required in Finding 17 within
30 days after receipt by the Commission.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The Bench Order issu'd on May 18, 1981, 1is
affirmed.,

2. The tariff revis” Jnated as TA26-121,
filed by the Municipality of An”hoiage d/b/a Municipal Light
and Power Department, as supplemented on February 17, 1981,
is approved subject to the modifications and ratemaking
methodology set forth in this Order.

3. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal
Light and Power Department shall file with the Commission on
or before October 1, 1981, amended tariff sheets which
reflect a 35.06 percent across-the-board increase to its
recurring rates which includes a roll-in of the utility's
purchased gasflow  through of 11.27C'/MCF which was in effect
at thetime of  theutility's filing.

4, The base price of gas for thetest year 1980
shall be 88.31C/MCF,

5. A revenue requirement of $24,294,089 as more
fully articulated in the body of this Order is approved.

6. A uniform life for tho steam plant and the
gas turbine shall be approved subject to possible change
when a depreciation study is filed and approved by the
Commission.

1. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal
Light and Power Department shall provide to the Commission

U-80-]00(6)
Page 31
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within two weeks from the date of this Order documentation
regarding its proposed bond sale which had been scheduled
for June 1, 1901, and its Coastal Energy impact Program loan
application as more fully discussed in the body of this
Order,

8. The dividend pay out by the Municipality of
Anchorage d/b/a Municipal Light and Power Department is
satisfied.

9. At the time it files its annual report with
the Commission, Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal
Light and Power Department shall report its actual capital
structure and the percent of change from the previous year.

10.  The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal
Light and Power Department shall delete Rule 7.4 Primary
Metering Discount.

11, The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal
Light and Power Department is granted a revision to its Rule
7.13 as articulated in the body of this Order.

12.  The request of the Municipality of Anchorage
d/b/a Municipal Light"and Power Department to institute a
fuel oil cost rate adjustment is denied without prejudice.

13. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal
Light and Power Department shall develop complete continuing
property records prior to its request for another general
rate increase.

14, The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Municipal
Light and Power Department shall provide within 45 days of
the date of this Order the required cost-of-service study
information detailed in the body of this Order.

U-80-100(6)
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"15. Within 30 days after receipt by the Commission,
the Commission Staff shall provide comments and recommendations
on the information provided under Ordering Paragraph 14.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska this 1st day of
September, 1981,

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Stuart C. Hall, concurrmg In Part and dissenting
in part; Commissioner Susan M. Knowles, participating)

J



MUNICIPAL LIGHT & POWKR

Not Profits Cash Dividend

Payouts

1976 $1,271,458

1617 11330:86 > A

1979 LR 248, L

Sub Total $4,555,918 52 , =x3 317

1980 1§11 1.034) 330,032

Total $2,244.834 $2.374 1.9

ATTACHMENT 1
Order Mo. 6, U-80-100
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A SCHEDULE 1
MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE A

MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER
SCHEDULE OF REVENUE DEFICIENCY
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1980

Revenue Requirement (Schedule 2) (2) $24,294 039
ﬁ&éual Operating Revenues 13,045,678

Fuel Surcharge Revenue Adjustment (1) 596,632

Pro Forma Connection Charge Revenue 108.795
Adjusted Operating Revenues 18,751,105
Revenue Deficiency S 5,542,984
Required Percent Revenue Increase 29.56%

(1) Adjustment to Annuallze Fuel Sureharge Revenue

Base fuel cost increased from 77.04d to 88.31f
during the year. The normalizing adjustment
(Schedule SY to cost of gas reflécts these
increases. This filing anticipates the roll

in of the now base gas cost rate, therefore,

a revenue annualizing adjustment is required
to reflect it.

11.271 Increase x 7,849,600 incf $ 384,650
Less the calculated recovery of hase

cost increases collected ‘through

GCRA and included in operating

revenues 288 013
Fuel Surcharge Revenue Adjustment $§ 596,632

Subsequent Change for 1981 State Legislation Affecting MUSA

(2) Revenue Requirement $24,294,089
Decrease Operating Expense 271,238
Decrease Return on Rate Base 3,494

. Revised Revenue Requirement 24,013,357
Adjusted Operating Revenues 18,751,105
Revenue Deficiency $ 5,262,252

Required Percent Revenue Increase 28-06%



STATE OF ALASKA
thf atacva pVBITC UT!L! ppc COMMmr iwi

Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman

Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of

a Tariff Revision, Designated as

TA26-121, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT & BENCH ORDER
POWER DEPARTMENT for an Interim

and Permanent Rate Increase

The Commission, having considered the need for
immediate response 1in the above referenced docket 1issues
this Bench Order to document the Commission®s action prior
to issuance of a formal order setting forth the Commission

findings of fact and conclusions of law.

THE COMMISSION ORDERS THAT
The MUNICIPALITY of ANCHORAGE d/b/a/ MUNICIPAL
LIGHT AND POWER DEPARTMENT 1is granted an aero the-board
existing recurring permanent rate
on or after June 1, 1081

DATED at Anchorage, Alaska, this 10th day of May, 1081

Commissioner

loner
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STATE OF ALASKA
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Deswnated as U-81-19
TA129-120, by the MUNICIPALITY

OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE ORDER NO. 2
TELEPHONE UTILITY To Revise Line

Extlen_3|on and Unusual Construction

olicies

ORDER EXTENDING SUSPENSION PERIOD

Order No. 1 in this proceeding dated April 13, 1981,
suspended the operation of a tariff revision, designated as
TA129-120, filed by the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHOR-
AGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) for an initial six-month period not
to extend beyond October 6, 1981, and instituted an investigat-
lon into the reasonableness and propriety of the revision.

On October 5, 1981, the Commission received a letter
from ATU stating that "Pursuant to discussions between utility
and Commission Staff, it is agreed to extend the time period for
this particular filing by sixty (60) days."

Because it appears that the Commission Staff and ATU
are engaged in meaningful discussion which may lead to a satis-
factory resolution of the issues in this proceeding, the Commis-
sion believes that the public interest would best bhe served by
extending the suspension of TA129-120 for an additional 60 dAys.

J ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, the operation

of the tariff revision, designated as TA129-120, filed by the

U-81-19(2) (10/6/81)
Page 1 of 2
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Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility

Is suspended for an additional 60-day period not to

beyond December 7, 1981,
DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska this 6th day of

October,

(SEAL)

1981.

U-81-~19(2)
Page 2 of 2

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

extend
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-76-66
TA8-122, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER ORDER NO. 9

UTILITY for a General Rate Increase

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-78
TA22-122, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER ORDER NO. 1

UTILITY for an Interim and Per —
manent Rate Increase

ORDER SUSPENDING OPERATION OF TARIFF REVISION;
GRANTING INTERIM RATE INCREASE; CLOSING DOCKET
U-76-66 AND ALLOCATING COSTS
On September 2, 1981, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) filed a tariff revii .on,
designated as TA22-122, requesting interim and permanent
rate increases of 15 percent and 22.95 percent, respectively.
The utility proposed that the rate increases be applied
across-the-board to all recurring monthly cnarges for water
sales. In addition, the rate increases would be applied to
all non-recurring charges except deposits and initial fees for
connection, permits and inspection. AWU has also requested
that the private fire hydrant maintenance fee be deleted, 1its
elimination having been overlooked in TA21-122.
The Commission Staff (Staff) has reviewed the
filing and has determined that it meets the requirements of
3 AAC 48.270 and 3 AAC 48.275(a). AWU has requested a

waiver of 3 AAC 48.275(a)(8) since information relating to

income taxes 1is inapplicable to a municipally owned utility.

U-76-66 (9), U-81-78 (1) (10-29-81)
Page 1 of 8
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The filing was noticed on September 9, 1981, with
a clo.sing date of October 7, 1981, for the submission of
statements 1in support of, or in opposition to, the proposed
tariff revision. No responses have been received by the
commission.

Interim Rate Increase

The Commission notes that different standards
apply to assessing requests for interim as distinguished
from requests for permanent rate relief. Under AS 42.05.421(d),
"One who 1initiates a change in existing tariffs shall bear
the burden to prove the reasonableness of the change.” Where
an interim rate increase is requested, the Alaska Supreme
Court has ordered this Commission to grant relief provided

the utility demonstrates:

1. That existing rates are confiscatorily
low;
2. That those low rates will remain in ex"fect

for an unreasonably long period of time;

3. That without an interimrate increase, it
will suffer irreparable harm;

4. That the public can be adequately protected
in the event the interim increase is ulti—
mately determined to be excessive in amount;
and

5. That the magnitude of the utility"s request
is not "frivolous or obviously without merit."”

Alaska Public Utilities Commission v. Greater Anchorage Area
Borough, 534 P.2d 549, 554, 557-559 (Alaska 1975); quoted
with approval in United States v. RCA Alaska Communications,
Inc., 597 P.2d 489 (Alaska 1978).

Under the GAAB decision, a utility does not have
to advance the same detailed proof which is required for a
permanent rate increase or tariff change in order to secure
interim relief. The uti."ity does not even have to demonstrate

that it will probably succeed in all aspects of its proof at

U-76-66(9), U-81-78(1)

Page 2 of 8 |3



=00
270222

QTS

ep, Negp 8290

Sty o

< s

OCCO=8

Ot gy Seilrg m 888 @osTr b=

AL N SHRLT) EEXEPTISS IQ° 8808

10
11
12
13
14
18
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
26
26

27

31

32

the time of the permanent rate increase decision. See,

A. J- Industries, 1Inc. v. Alaska Public Service Commission, 470

P.2d 537, 540 (Alaska 1970). The Supreme Court has merely
required the utility to show that its existing rates are inade—

quate and that the "balance of hardships™ tips in its favor.

A. J. Industries, supra at 540; GAAB, supra at 557.

The Alaska Supreme Court has never defined the pre—
cise point at which a utility"s rates fall into the prohibited
zone of confiscation. However, where the utility is being
operated at a loss, the Court has expressly found those rates
to be clearly confiscatory and has ordered this Commission to
grant interim rate 1increases. GAAB, supra n. 26, at 550.

In the instant case, the utility"s 1980 audited
financial statements, as adjusted for known and measurable
changes, show a net loss of $487,586 (Net operating income
after pro forma adjustments per filing Schedule 3 of $705,026
long-term debt interest expense of $1,193,412). Therefore, the
utility has made a prima facie showing that its existing rates
are confiscatorily low. Thus, the first element of the
five-part GAAB test has been satisfied.

The Staff has indicated that it requires the oppor—
tunity to audit AWU"s accounts and records, to investigate the
reasonableness and propriety of AWU"s proposed overall
22.95 percent rate increase, and to examine a detailed analysis
of costs allocated to/from other municipal entities, 1including
the sewer utility, before making a recommendation concerning
the utility"s request for a permanent rate increase. Therefore,
the Staff recommended suspension of the permanent rate 1increase
for an initial period not to exceed six months. The GAAB
decision has held that even if confiscatorily low rates are 1in
etfect for as short an intervcil as the statutory suspension

period, it constitutes an unreasonable length of time and 1is

U-76-66(9), U-81-78(1)
Page 3 of 8
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sufficient to justify interim rate relief. The second element
of the GAAB test has thus been established.

In Alaska it has been repeatedly held that a utility
may not bill its subscribers retroactively either upon receiving
approval to increase its rates or to recoup past losses.
A. J. Industries, supra at 541; GAAB, supra at 554. Accordingly,
every Alaska Supreme Court decision on point unanimously states
that the denial of interim relief v/ill cause the utility to
suffer irreparable harm as a matter of law when the other four
elements have been shown to exist. Thus, the third element has
teen met.

The courts in Alaska have recognized the refund
condition attached to interim rate increases as the cornerstone
to adequately protect the public against payment of excessive
rates. The Staff recommends that the utility be required to
refund any excess revenues collected under the interim rate

increase if, after investigation, it is determined that that

amount is greater than the permanent increase ultimately granted e«

in this proceeding. Thus, de facto the fourth element of the
GAAB test has been satisfied.
Finally, the utility"s request must not be "frivolous

or obviously without merit.” The Commission believes this

requirement is satisfied if the magnitude of the interim increase

is reasonable and not excessive in light of all the facts and
circumstances prevailing at the time of the request. AWU has
requested a 15 percent interim rate increase in the amount of
$849,798. The Staff calculated a deficiency of $1,058,591
based on rate of return methodology and of $1,124,974 based on
the debt service coverage (DSC) methodology (1.25 DSC required
on revenue bonds). The utility"s requested increase results in
a rate of return of 7.53 percent and use of 1.14. No adjust—
ments of operating expenses or rate base were made by Staff

for purposes of calculating the interim revenue deficiency.

U-76-66(9), U-81-78(1)
Page 4 of 8
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Staff, after completion of its analysis of TA22-122,
reconpended that AWU be granted a 15 percent refundable interim
rate increase applicable on an across-the-board basis to recur—
ring charges and certain non-recurring charges currently 1in
effect for billings rendered on or after October 16, 1981.

Staff concurred with AWU that some nonrecurring service charges
are impacted by increased operating expenses, e.g., labor, and,
therefore, should be subject to the 15 percent increase.

The Commission agrees with Staff"s recommendation and
concludes that an interim rate increase of 15 percent is appro—
priate under the Alaska Supreme Court"s decision in GAAB,
supra; A. J. Industries, supra; and RCA Alascom, supra. The
utility was telephcnically notified of the Commission®s decision
on October 12, 1981.

The Commission may at its discretion require an
escrow account or bond to assure the availability of refund
monies.

AS 42.05.421(c). In exercising its discretionary

powers not to require AWU o escrow funds or to post a bond,
the Commission, 1in concurrence with Staff"s recommendation,
will require the utility to refund any revenue gained from the
interim rate increase which exceeds the revenue which would
have been derived during the same period at the level of per—
manent rates ultimately granted in this proceeding.
Closure of Docket U-76-66

In Docket U-76-66, bulk water sale special contracts
with Central Alaska Utilities, 1Inc., ana Romig Park Improvement
Co., |Inc., are outstanding. The bulk water sale contracts will
be subsumed under Docket U-81-78. Since there are no further
substantive or procedural issues to be resolved in Docket
U-76-66 and there are no costs to be allocated, Docket U-76-66

should be closed.

U-76-66(9), U-81-78(1)
Page 5 of 8
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As a condition of acceptance of TA21-122, a request
to eliminate Schedule E - Private Fire Protection, AW was
ordered to file a cost-of-service study by June 1, 1961. In a
letter dated May 22, 1981, AWU indicated its intent to file a
new revenue requirement study by September 1, 1981. AWU
indicated that it would be appropriate for the cost-of-service
study to be based on the new revenue requirement study.

The Commission concurs with AWU that the cost-of-
servicestudy should be based on the permanent revenue require—
ment established in this proceeding. Therefore, the cost-of-
service study condition attached to approval of TA21-.122 will
be subsumed under Docket U-81-78.

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1. AWU 1is a public utility as defined in AS
42.05.701 and is subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of this
Commission.

2. AWU"s request for permanent rate relief should be
suspended for an initial six-month period, not to extend beyond
April 16, 1982, pending full investigation of the proposed rate
increase.

3. AWU has demonstrated a revenue deficiency of

$849,790 and should be granted a refundable interim rate increase

of 15 percent to be coterminous with Commission consideration
of the permanen- rate request. The 1increase should be applied
across-the-board to the currently effective tariffed rates for
recurring charges for water sales and for non-recurring charges
excluding deposits and initial fees for connection, permits and
inspection.

4. AWU should be allowed to drop the private hydrant

maintenance fee.

U-76-66(9), U-81-78(1)
Page 6 of 8
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5. AWU should not be required to establish an escrow

account or post abond. The public will be protected by

requiring the utility to refund any excess revenues collected.

6. Inasmuch as special contract issues of Docket
U-76-66 are to betransferred to and subsumed in this Docket; no
further substantive or procedural issues remain to be considered

or resolved in that proceeding; there are no costs to be allo—

cated under AS 42.05.651, and Docket U-76-66 should be closed.

7. The cost-of-service study condition attached to

approval of TA21-122 should be transferred to and subsumed

under Docket U-81-78.
8. Staff should be made a party to this proceeding.
ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The operation of the tariff revision, designated

as TA22-122, filed by the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a

Anchorage Water Utility, 1is suspended for an initial six-month

period not to extend beyond April 16, 1982.

2. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage

Water Utility 1is granted an interim rate increase of 15 percent,

fully refundable and coterminous with Commission consideration

of the permanent rate request. The 1increase 1is applicable on

an across-the-board basis to currently tariffed rates for
recurring charges for water sales and for non-recurring charges

excluding deposits and fees for initial connections, permits

and inspection, upon bills rendered on or after October 16,

1981.

3. The private hydrant maintenance fee, Rule 10.10

of Tariff Sheet No. 47 shall be deleted.

4. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage

Water Utility shall maintain records cf each customer paying

the interim rate increase. The utility shall be required to

U-76-66(9),
Page 7 of 8
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refund any revenues collected under the interim rate increase
in excess of revenues which would have been derived during the ]
same period if the permanent rate increase ultimately granted
in this proceeding had been in effect. IT the rates which the
Commission subsequently allows on a permanent basis are greater
than rates allowed on an interim basis, the resultant revenue
deficiency may not be collected by the Municipality of Anchorage
d/b/a Anchorage Water Utility.

5. By November 15, 1981, the Municipality of
Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Water Utility shall file amended tariff
sheets reflecting the interim rate increase approved by this
Order.

6. An investigation is instituted into the reason—
ableness and propriety of the subject tariff filing.

7. The outstanding issues in Docket U-76-66 and
TA21-122 are subsumed in Docket U-81-78.

8. Docket U-76-66 1is closed.

9. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage
Water Utility shall file a cost-of-service study, with the
deadline for its submission to be established by a subsequent
order of the Commission. I

10. The Commission Staff is made a party to this
proceeding.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska this 29th day of
October, 1981.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

(SEAL)

U-76-66(9), U-81-78(1)
t'age 8 of 8
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 330 Donall Sloot

Anchors, Alaska 30501
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
. Phono (907) 276-6222

November 5, 1981

Mr. John W. Coyne

Assistant Municipal Attorney
Municipality of Anchorage
Pouch 6-650

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Coyne:

RE: The Application of the Municipality of Anchorage
For a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity to Operate as a Public Utility
Furnishing Garbage, Refuse and Trash
Collection and Disposal Service

With recognition of the fact that Staff agreed that responses J
to questions 3, 4 and .10 could be omitted and the request

for exemption by the Municipality of Anchorage, a review of

the above referenced application discloses that the application
is deficient or otherwise incomplete in the following respects:

(1) The 560.00 application fee required by AS 42.05.661 and
noted in instructional footnote 2 of the application
has not been paid.

(2) The service area description, Exhibit E, 1is not set
forth in township, range and section designations as
requested in instructional footnote 3 of the application.

(3) The proposed tariff included with the application is
not set forth in the format approved by the Commission,
as required by 3 AAC 48.200, 3 AAC 48.430 and as noted
in instructional footnote 13 of the application.

In order that noticing of the application can be made and to
avoid any further unnecessary delay in the processing of the
application, you are requested to immediately remit the
statutory $50.00 application fee and not later than November 20,
1981, file a service area description set forth in the

township, range and section format for the arcjuS in which

the utility services are provided.



“November 5, 1981/
, Page 2 1

Pending its initial consideration whether to grant the
requested exemption from economic regulation, the Commission
will not require that the format of the proposed tariff be
corrected or that a response to question 14 of the application
be filed. However, the Municipality of Anchorage 1is placed

on notice that correction of the tariff format and the

filing of a response to question 14 of the application as

well as the filing of other supplemental information may be
required prior to any final decision of the Commission
regarding the requested exemption or certification application.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
xecutive Director
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uuiiii w« v*oyns
Assistant Municipal Attorney
Municipality of Anchorage
mPouch 6-650
Anchorage,

Ala]”~sW 99502

Dear Mr. Coyne:

RE: The Application of the Municipality of Anchorage
For a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity to Operate as a Public Utility
Furnishing Garbage, Refuse and Trash
Collection and Disposal Service

With recognition of the fact that Staff agreed that responses

to questions 3, 4 and 10 ,could be omitted and the request

lwtU

for exemption., a review of Lne aboveyifferenced application
a v 1, Y)y&divtTrh

discloses that the application :s fAii-cudstfor otherwise

incomplete in the following respects:

(1) The $50.00 application fee required by AS 42.05.661 and

noted in instructional footnote 2 of the application

has not been paid.

The service area description, Exhibit E, is not set

@

forth in township, range and section designations as

requested in instructional footnote 3 of the application.

r*

included with the application 1is

(3 The proposed tariff

not set forth in the format approved by the Commission®,

fl
as required by 3*AC 4 8 2 AAC 48. 430 and as noted

in instructional footnote 13 of the application.

In order that noticing of the application can be made and to
avoid any further unnecessary delay in the processing of the

application, you are requested to immediately remit the
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA. PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-33

TA139-120, by the MUNICIPALITY

OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE ORDER NO. 2

TELEPHONE UTILITY To Change the
Conditions and Rates for Coin
Telephone Service

ORDER EXTENDING SUSPENSION PERIOD AND
REQUIRING SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

OQue to the workload and out-of-state commitments of

the hearing panel in this proceeding and the desire by the

full Commission to address the social issue raised by the
utility"s request to increase the rates for public and semi-
public telephone service from 10C to 20C per call, the Com-

mission will extend the suspension period in this Docket until

March 1, 1982.

li* addition, the Commission requests the utility to

respond to the following questions:

1. Is it technically feasible to limit a coin tele-

phone call in the utility"s service area to three or five

minutes? What would be the cost of imposing that limitation?

2. Do the utility"s coin telephones presently operate
on a "Dial Tone First" basis? IT not, 1is it technically feasible
to convert the utility"s coin telephones to operate on that
basis so that users can reach the operator or 911 without the
requirement of the deposit of coins? What would be the time-

table and cost of that conversion?

U-81-33(2)
Page 1 of 2
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ORDER
IHE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The operation of the tariff revision, designated
as TA139-120, filed by the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a
Anchorage Telephone Utility is suspendedfor an additional
90-day period not to extend beyond March 1, 1982.

2. By January 15, 1982, the Municipality of Anchor-
age d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility shall Tile the following
information with the Commission:

a. Is it technically feasible to limit a coin tele-
phone call in the utility"s service area to three or fTive
minutes? What would be the cost of imposing that Ilimitation?

b. Do the utility"s coin telephones presently operate
on a "Dial Tone First"” basis? If not, is it technically feasible
to convert the utility"s coin telephones to operate on that
basis? What would be the timetable and cost of that conversion?

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 1st day of
December, 1981.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioners Stuart C. Hall, concurring in result, and
Susan M. Knowles and Diana E. Snowden, not participating)

(SEAL)
e ( /
* re
.
U-81-33(2)

Page 2 of 2
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman

Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of an

Application for Amendment of Cer — U-80-8
tificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity No. 120 by the MUNICI — ORDER NO. 2

PALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY To
Include Elmendorf Air Force Base
in Its Service Area

In the Matter of an Amendment to

Certificate of Public Convenience U-80-90
and Necessity No. 19 held by
MATANUSKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION ORDER NO. 2

INC., To Delete Elmendorf Air
Force Base from Its Service Area

ORDER ESTABLISHING DATES FOR PUBLIC
HEARING AND SUBMISSION OF PRE-FILED

TESTIMONY

On February 29, 1980, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) filed with the Commission
an application for an amendment® of Certificate of Public Conven—
ience and Necessity No. 120 to include Elmendorf Air Force Base
(EAFB) in 1its authorized service area.

On November 13, 1930, the Commission, after noticing the
application and reviewing the filing, 1issued Orders No. 1 in the
above-captioned proceedings which 1in part: granted an amendment
to the certificate of ATU to include that portion of EAFB that was
not within the service area of MATANUSKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION,
INC. (MTA); granted a temporary amendment to the certificate of
ATU tc 1include that portion of EAFB that was within the service

area of MTA; and indicated a public hearing would be scheduled in

U-80-8 (2?, U-80-90 (2) (1.2-14-81)
Page 1 of 3
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accordance with AS 42.05.271 to determine if the public conven-
ience and necessity requires MTAls certificate No. 19 to be modi-
fied toexcluue dmrd rrorn ics service urea, and if so, whether the
servicearea of ATU should be enlarged to include this area. ATU
will have the burden of proving that MTA"s certificate should be
modified to satisfy the requirements of the public convenience and
necessity. ATU will also bear the burden of proof that it is fit,
willing and able to provide local exchange service to EAFB on a
permanent basis. MTA willbe required to present testimony rele-
vant to these issues and 1its intentionof providing service 1in

this area of EAFB.

The Commission believes it would be conducive to a fair
and expeditious disposition of the proceedings to require ATU and
MTA to each submit a list of witnesses in the order of their
appearance and to pre-file written prepared, 1instead of oral
direct, testimony in accordance with 3 AAC 43.150(f). ATU and MTA
will bespecifically precluded from colling witnesses who have not
submitted prepared writtentestimony. Exceptions may be granted
by the Commission based onan offer of proof that a witness"'s
testimony 1is necessary for a complete evidentiary record. Justi -
fication for the omission of the witness from the original witness
list must be provided.

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1. A public hearing should be scheduled 1in these

ceedings 1in Anchorage, Alaska, at which time ATU will be required

to show that the public convenience and necessity require that

area and that it is fit, willing and able to provide local ex-

2. ATU and MTA should be required to pre-file testimony

nesses in the order of their appearance.
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ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. A pUDiic hearing snati De neld at 9:00 a.m. on
January 26, 1982, at the Commission®s offices, 1100 MacKay Build-
i-ng, 338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska. At the hearing, the
Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility shall
bear the burden of proving that the Certificate of Public Conven-
lence and Necessity No. 19 of Matanuska Telephone Association,
Inc., should be modified to exclude the service area within the
boundaries of Elmendorf Air Force Base to meet the requirements of
the public convenience and necessity. The Municipality of
Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility shall also bear the
burden of proving that it is fit, willing and able to have per-
manent operating authority within the boundaries of Elmendorf Air
Force Base.

2. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Tele-
phore Utility shall file by <1:00 p.m., January 19, 1932, a list of
witnesses in the order of their appearance and written prepared
testimony for each witness.

3. Matanuska Telephone Association, 1Inc., shall file by
4:00 p.m., January 19, 1982, a list of witnesses in the order of
their appearance and written prepared testimony for each witness
relevant to the issues contained 1in Ordering Paragraph 1 and its
plans for providing service 1in this portion of 1its service area.

DATED and Effective at Anchorage, Alaska, this 14th day of
December, 1981.

BY DIRECTION OF TtlF. COMMISSION
(Commissioners Marvin R. Weatherly and Susan M. Knowles,
not participating)

-/

CEAL g
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has not yet been completed on the final Staff report. The Staff
believes it is in the public interest that such a comprehensive
and analytical report be submitted.

DATED this 15th day of December, 1981.

WILSON CONDON
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By €6.0 t-hxih ~ ~He QoYX
Elisabeth H. Ross
Assistant Attorney General
Alaska Public Utilities
Commission Staff

ORDER

The Staff shall have until January 15, 1982 for the

filing of its report on the Girdwood-Alyeska first normalized year

of operation revenue requirement study.
DATED AND EFFECTIVE this £%5 day of December, 1981, at Anchorage, Alaska.

Commissioner”

Th*&Orde*f is”"dergnied”"Order Nol «=13 /in Docket JJ-80-4 .and .\
O.g y >V
Order:No . " "V"dn "Docket _i17'81-36<H

(SEAL)

ov™-=tt
#

* ».. .

U-80-4, U-81-36
Page 2 of 2
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners:
Marvin R.
Susan M.
Stuart C.
Diana E.

In tne Matter of the Filing of a
Tariff Revision, Designated as
TA148-12C, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/o/"-. ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY To Change the Rate Structure
for v.he Provision of Basic Telephone
Instruments

(W N T ) S

Carolyn S.

Guess,
Weatherly
Knowles

Hall
Snowden

U-81-46

ORDER NO. 2

ORDER EXTENDING SUSPENSION PERIOD

and Incorporating

STRAIGHT LINE FEATURE

On June 16, 1981,

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) filed a tariff revision,

nated as TA148-120, requesting a change

ture to separate billing charges between service access

telephone instruments.

recent Federal Communications Commission

ATU"s present tariff provides for basic

or residence service which

instrument at no additional charge.

assessed tor eacn extension connected to t.e

In TA148-120,

proposed to charge tho customer for each

main 1instrument) provided by the utility.
elimination of extension service charges and
result

charges for instruments would

revenue.
The filing was noticed on June 24,

date of July 23, 1981,

U-81-46(2) (1/28/82)

Page 1 of 4

investigation

in rates and

An additional

of

(FCC) actions.

local

charge

Chairman

the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a

desig—

rate struc-—

lines and

ATU stated that this was necessitated by

business

includes the Tfirst or main telephone

is

\oca\ sevvioe,

ATU proposed to eliminate the extension charge,

but

instrument (including the

ATU asserted that

implementation of

in virtually no net change

1981,

for the submission of statements

in

with a closing

in support

A\
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of, or 1in opposition to, the proposed tariff revision. No public
response was received.

On July 30, 1981, the Commission 1issued Order No. 1 1in
this Docket which suspended TA148-120 for an initial six-month
period and required ATU to file 1its permanent revenue requirement
in accordance with 3 AAC 48.275(a) and a concurrent unbundling of
rates by November 1, 1981. The Commission found that it could not
evaluate the reasonableness or fairness of ATU"s proposed rates
without this required information.

On November 4, 1981, ATU, through 1its attorney, submit—
ted a letter of response to "various Staff and Commission concerns
resulting from ATU®"s filing in Docket U-81-46 and ATU"s attempts
to satisfy those concerns.™ In this letter ATU attempted to
provide a number of reasons why the Commission should accept the
unbundling proposed 1in TA148-120, and should set work sessions
with ATU to establish appropriate methodology for the performance
cf a cost-of-service study. ATU averred that due to the multitude
of recent developments in the industry relating to FCC rulings,
toll settlements, new tariffs, etc., a meaningful cost-of-service
study cannot be performed without some guidance from the Commis—
sion. As an alternative, ATU suggested scheduling a public hear—
ing at which ATU and Staff could present testimony concerning t
filing.

The Commission 1is of the opinion that such a hearing is
not appropriate at this time. The Commission wishes to reaffirm
its position as set forth in Order No. 1 that the material filed
with TA148-120 is insufficient " letermine the reasonableness of
the rates proposed. Although implementation of the pronosed rates
will not result in a net increase in revenues to ATU, it does
constitute a rate increase because customers will now be charged

for an individual service that has previously been part of the
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total monthly recurring charge - i.e., use of the main instrument.
The Commission reiterates the necessity for a filing 1in accordance
with 3 AAC 48.275(a) and a concurrent unbundling of rates prior to
implementation®iof TA148-120. However, the Commission concurs with
ATU that it is essential that some guidance be given 1in order to
make that filing as meaningful and cost effective as possible. To
this end, the Commission intends to issue at. some time in the
future a General Order providing guidelines concerning the method-
ology and information that must be submitted as a part of the
tariff revision which requests unbundled rates. Therefore, the
Commission believes it appropriate to extend the suspension period
of TA148-120 until the Commission is able to provide this guidance
to ATU.

Also, on November 5, 1981, the Staff filed a motion
requesting the Commission to consolidate the investigation of the
straight line feature telephone rates (U-81-29) with this proceed-
ing. ATU stated it did not oppose the motion. The Commission had
granted 1interim approval to rates for straight line feature tele-
phones for the Rolm CBX, Rolm SCBX, and the SC-1 and suspended the
filing for further investigation. Comtec, Inc., a company engaged
in selliig, installing, and maintaining telephone equipment, had
filed a protest to the tariff revision request, but had never
filed for intervention 1in the formal 1investigation proceeding.

The Commission observes that the suspension period in
U-81-29 <xpired November 11, 1981. However, the rate 1investiga-
tion of the instrument group targeted in U-81-29 1is one small
subset of the investigation required and is incorporated 1in
U-81-46, and it is the Commission®s intention to investigate the
straight line feature telephone rates into this proceeding.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS,®" That, the operation of

the tariff revision, designated as TA148-120, filed by the
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Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a AnchorageTelephone Utility
further, suspended

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage,
January, 1982.

(SEAL)
X I M.
U-81-46(2)

Page 4 of 4

/

until August 1, 1982.

Alaska, this 20th day of

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles,

not participating)

is
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STATE OF ALASKA
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners:

In the Matter of the Investigation
into the Availability of Natural
Gas to ALASKA GAS AND SERVICE
COMPANY and Establishing a Proce—
dure for Interrupting Natural Gas
Service Power Plants as May be
Required by Capacity or Deliver-
ability Constraints and for Equi—
table Sharing of the Costs of
Alternate Fuels

ORDER APPROVING PROCEDURES FOR

Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden
U-81-82
ORDER NO. 2

INTERRUPTION OF SERVICE AND

ESTABLISHING METHODOLOGY FOR ALLOCATING COSTS
RESULTING FROM INTERRUPTIONS OF SERVICE

In response to concerns expressed by ALASKA GAS AND

SERVICE COMPANY (AGAS) and 1its large power,

ers, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

interruptible custom—

DEPARTMENT (ML&P), CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC.

the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (Military),

(CEA), and

representing Elmendorf

Air Force Base and Fort Richardson Military Reservation, the

Commission opened this docket of investigation

gas supply situation in the Anchorage Bowl,

ruption of natural gas service to the power plant customers,

cost-alloeation methodologies associated with those service

ruptions.

The above-named parties notified the Commission,

orally and 1in writing, that AGAS was Tfacing a potentially

Background

procedures for

into the natural

both

guate supply of natural gas during the 1981-82 winter season,

situation arising not only from a higher winter heating demand

placed upon the AG/AS system but also from a contract dispute

mJ

inter—

and

inter—

inade-
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between AGAS and the State of Alaska, Department of Revenue,

i

regarding the price of royalty gas which AGAS normally purchases
Lo meet cold weather demands.
1 Order No. 1, 1issued November 3, 1981, which instituted
nthis proceeding, also scheduled a public hearing on November 9,
ﬁ1981, during wnich the following issues were addressed through

oral testimony:

1. Should AGAS be required to take royalty
gas at any price; and, if so, how should
the costs be recovered?

How should the costs of interruptions be
computed?

3. Once the costs are computed, how should
they be passed on?

The Commission also requested the parties to submit briefs of
their statements prior to the hearing in order to expedite the
proceeding. Briefs were submitted by the parties, with the excep
Iition of CEA, on November G, 1981.
The Commission convened the public hearing at 1:30 p.m.

November 9, 1981, in the Commission®s hearing Loom. The hearing
was conducted before Commissioners Marvin R. Weatherly, Stuart C.
Hall, and Diana E. Snowden, with Commissioner Weatherly serving a
Presiding Officer.

|
The parties were represented as follows: AGAS by Dale

:
I’Teel, President, and Bill Hickman, Vico President and Treasurer;
ML&P by Thomas R. Stahr, General Manager, and Roger R. Kcmppel,

Attorney; CEA by its counsel William J. Moran, and Thomas S.
Kolasinski, Manager of Power Production; and the Military by
Lieut. Colonel Harold A. Froehle, Director of Facilities & Engi—
neering, U.S. Army, Ft. Richardson; Lieut. Colonel Theodore R.
Kinney, USAF, Chief, Operations Branch, 21st Civil Engineering
Squadron, Elmendorf A _.F. Base; Capt. Diane E. Savage, U.S. Army,

Staff Judge Advocate, Fort Richardson, as Counsel; and David a.
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Slenkamp, Chief of Utilities, Ft. Richardson. Also present were
Carolyn Evans, Utility Financial Analyst 11l on the Staff of the
Commission, and Assistant Attorney General, Elisabeth Ross, both
of whom served 1in an advisory capacity to the Commission in this
proceeding.

Stipulation By Parties on Order of Interruption

Prior to the hearing, AGAS submitted a Stipulation
requesting Commission approval of a proposed sequence of natural
gas interruptions among the large power customers, delineated in
Exhibit A thereto. Tne Stipulation also sought Commission devel-
opment of a cost-allocation methodology for alternate fuel ex-
penses incurred during gas curtailments. While not necessarily
opposing the Stipulation, Thomas Stahr of ML&P offered an alter-
native to tho AGAS proposal in his comments submitted prior to the
hearing:

Interruption of industrial customers should

also be considered to conserve alternate fuels

for residential and commercial use. In addi —

tion to reducing fuel use for electric genera—

tion, the ensuing shutdown of industrial

processes could make considerable amounts of

process gas available. Certainly this would

have to be done with discretion to avoid

interrupting the flow of materials critical to

other areas of the state. It is possible that

a voluntary curtailment plan with partial

redirection of feed stock gas to the utility

(gas and electric) sector could be arranged as

this would be more rational than total inter-

ruption of 1industrial electric service.
(Stahr letter to APUC, dated October 15, 1901,

pp. 2-3.)

At the hearing, Commissioner Weatherly requested Tformal
comment regarding any problems inherent in the schedule of inter-
ruptions prepared by AGAS in its Stipulation. All parties were 1in
agreement that natural gas interruptions were ineluctable at some
point in time during the 1981-02 winter season. (The Commission
notes that, subsequent to the November 9, 1981, hearing, but prior
to the 1issuance of this Order, 1interruptions caused by extreme

cold weather and heavy heating demand did, 1in fact, occur.)
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At no time during the hearing did any of the parties
dispute either the need for or the substantive content of AGAS"s

proposed schedule of interruptions.'1

However, the Military ™
concurrence was conditioned on the fact that they be reimbursed
for expenses incurred during periods of interruption, since with—
out a cost-sharing methodology, the Military would be penalized
with "...the entire brunt of the curtailments."” (Tr., p- 8.)

None of the other parties presented further comment on the Stipu—
lation, nor did ML&P pursue the alternative approaches suggested
in its October 15, 1981, Iletter to the Commission.

The 1interrupt]bio customers all utilize natural gas 1in
pnv."ei plants but hove varying capabilities to operate utilizing
alternate fuels. All parties agree that the short-term use of
alternate fuels will entail substantial additional costs over the
short-term cost of natural gas. Except for differences in cost-
sharing approaches, all parties concur that it 1is in the public
interest that interruptions in the natural gas supplied to..these
customers occur 1in a specific order to minimize the inconvenience
and cost of alternative fuel usage to the community as a whole. In
its review of the proposed Stipulation and its attachments,
written comments of the parties, and tho oral testimony presented
at the hearing, the Commission finds that the urgency of the
curtailment problem, the need for prompt agreement by all parties
to this proceeding, and the insufficient time available to explore
and perhaps implement an alternative curtailment procedure, col—
lectively dictate that the Commission accept the proposed proce—

dure for interruptions as a short-term plan for dealing with

"As a point of clarification, CEA requested that Exhibit A to
the Stipulation, Schedule for Planned Interruptions, be modified
to assure that Chugach is afforded the flexibility to determine
which of its power plants (i.e., Bernice Lake or International
Station) should be the Tfirst to be interrupted and/or restored.
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natural gas interruptions in 1981-82. The Commission also finds
reasonable the request by CEA to clarify the need for flexibility

intended in the schedule of interruption. Recognizing that the

m predetermined sequence of interruption is rot precisely mandated
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in the schedule, it is the intent of the Commission that the
schedule incorporate sufficient flexibility to allow AGAS and each
interrupted party the option to select the most cost efficient
alternative available at the time that each interruption occurs.
Therefore, the Commission adopts for use by the parties to this
proceeding the schedule of interruptions submitted by AGAS. A
copy of the schedule is attached to this Order as Appendix A.
Royalty Gas Purchases: Obligation to Serve

One of three 1issues outlined in Order No. 1 of this
Docket questioned whether AGAS should be required to purchase
royalty gas at any price because of the peak supply shortage this
winter. While this single subject dominated much of the .stimony
at the hearing and 1in the briefs, the 1issue of mandated royalty
gas purchases by AGAS appears moot as of the date of issuance of
this Order because of more recent developments.

In a letter dated December 30, 1981, AGAS informed the
Commission and other parties to this proceeding that it is now
purchasing royalty gas for peaking purposes:

Concurrently, the management of AGAS madea decision to
minimize the take of royalty gas and the financial
impact thereof by taking the royalty only when required
to meet system demands in excess of other supplies. Of
import in this decision was the failure of Phillips to
move to force AGAS to take all the royalty (see page 4
of their letter dated July 17, 1981). We believe the
State will resist efforts to force AGAS to take all the
gas since the State believes it can charge a higher
wellhead price to Phillips. We further believe (but
cannot be certain) that Phillips will not force such

demand since it could result in cancellation of our
royalty contract and then Phillips would be obligated to

, take all the royalty c/as. (Hickman Jletter, dated Decem-

ber 30, 1981, pp. 2-3.)
Although this change in events obviates the immediate need for any

action on the part of the Commission, the Commission finds that in

U-81-82
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view of the tenuous nature of the above-described understanding,
any shift in position by Phillips Petroleum, the State of Alaska,
or AGAS could bring the problem full circle before the Commission,
Furthermore, the broader question of a utility"s obligation to
serve 1its customers 1is of such sufficient concern to the puolic
interest that the Commission believes the subject should be re-
viewed in this Order. For these reasons, the questiun of the
obligation to serve as it relates to the purchase of royalty gas
shall Dbe discussed infra.

In his pre-filed testimony, AGAS"s President, Dale Teel,
forcefully urged that it would not be in the public interest for
the Commission to require the purchase of royalty gas at any price
for the following reasons:

1. The price exacted by the State will impact all
future gas contract negotiations with producers.

2. The pricing policy presently imposed by the State

goes far beyond uhe Section 105 (of the Natural Gas

Policy Act) regulated prices they are asking for

the royalty today (approximately $2.90/MCF).

3. The price requested by the State 1is in excess of

fair market value, at wellhead, of gas in the Cook

Inlet Area. (Direct (Pre-filed®™ Testimony of Teel,

undated, pp. 2-3.)

In response to questioning by the Commission, Teel
explained that AGAS had originally purchased royalty gas under the
assumption that i1t would be the lowest priced gas available. Yet
as the cost of royalty gas escalated each year by virtue of the
State contractual agreement, AGAS decided that royalty gas should
be used more for peak demand purposes. AGAS also stated that
royalty gas, priced higher than other sources, should be purchased
to provide comfortable safety arid reliability margins during
periods of heavy gas use and to extend the life of the lower-
priced Kenai gas reserves and not, 1in the main, to prevent inter—
ruption of the power customers. However, AGAS suggested that

since the interruptible or "non-firm"™ customers have benefitted

more from royalty gas purchases than other customers, the

U-81-82
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interruptible customers should bear the costs of interruption.
Other reasons for this position were based on what AGAS termed as
regulatory principles, legal considerations, and the equitable
treatment of all 1ts customers.

The final AGAS argument against mandatory royalty gas
purchases was the contractual requirement in existence at the time
of the November hearing which apparently obligated AGAS to pur-
chase royalty gas year-round and not just for peaking purposes.
Dill Hickman of AGAS estimated the annual cost of year-round
royalty gas purchases to be $6 million, yet the cost of relying
upon the Tfuel sv/itching capabilities of the interruptible power
customers (based upor an assumed 1981-82 winter interruption
scenario) was projected at $465,000. In sum, it was the position
of AGAS that an order by this Commission forcing the year-round
purchase of royalty gas would result in unnecessary and greater
cumulative expenses to all of its customers when contrasted with
the option of curtailing 1its "non-firm™ customers who had recourse
to alternate fuels.

In its Brief of Issues, ML&P requested that Order No. 1
be modified to delete from page 2, lines 5-6, of Order No. 1 the
phrase, "to meet its interruptible customers®™ cold weather
demands."™ ML&P pointed out that royalty gas purchases are physi-
cally commingled with all other AGAS purchases and should not be
designated as a product or service destined only for interruptible
customers. Contrary to the AGAS position, ML&P argued that roy-

alty gas is used ...to a much gLeater extent to meet the peaking

demands of thenonpower customers.”™ ML&P expanded this position
ina letter tothe Comir-"ssion as follows:

Tke prime beneficiary of curtailment are [sic] the
customers that are not curtailed. The curtailment
problem 1is exacerbated by the extremely high demand of
customers using gas for space heating during cold
weather. Their paying for the curtailment costs through
the gas cost flow through mechanism would be a form of
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peak load pricing which would tend to properly represent
the true cost of providing the firm service they
require. (Stahr letter to APUC, dated October 15, 1981,
P. 2.)

ML&P further opined that the decision to refuse acquisi-
tion of adequate deliverability or capacity to meet reasonably
anticipated requirements should not be left to corporate decision
makers because the public interest would clearly be in mcted by
such a decision. ML&P admitted that while royalty gas could be
priced so high that using alternative fuels would be the best

option, orice issues do not abrogate the duty to obtain
adequate supplies.” (ML&P Brief, p. 4.) It was ML&P"s contention
that any refusal to take royalty gas could be an irrevocable
decision, since the State might then commit tho royalty gas to
other purposes and, as a consequence, the real cost of alternative
energy supplies might over time be much higher. ML&P averred that
AGAS should be required to take tho royalty gas at tho $2.90 rate
offered by the State with the costs rolled in through the flow
through mechanism. Finally, ML&P emphasized that the AGAS rate
structure must be redesigned subsequent to a cost-of-service study
to properly address the entire interruptible rate class problem.

In its comments, the Military stated that AGAS should
not be required to take royalty gas at any price solely t;0 satisfy
the seasonal needs of the interruptible customers and urged Com-
mission support for AGAS®"s attempt to secure State royalty gas as
a seasonal supplement. According to the Military, costs incurred
by the interruptible customers 1in converting to alternate fuels
during curtailment should be passed on as if the alternate fuels
had been purchased from potential suppliers of natural gas.

In addressing the generic 1issue of the obligation to
serve, this Commission finds that the fundamental duty of a public
utility to serve the public exists independent of any statute

regulating the manner 1in which a utility conducts its business.
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The obligation is imposed upon a company because it is organised
to transact business affected with the public interest and because
the company has held itself out to the public as being fit, will-
ing and able to serve all its customers. It should be evident,
therefore, that under common law, and bystatute 1in this State,
AGAS is obligated to provide adequate, efficient and safe service
to the customers in its service area. (Southwest Gas Corp. V.
Nevada P.S.C., 474 P.2d 379 (1970) and AS 42.05.291(a).)

The Commission also finds, however, that the obligation
to provide adequate service has meaning only in reference to the
demands of the public, the cost of the service, and the financial
condition of the company offering the service. (P.e General Tele-
phone Co. of Ca., 80 PUR 3d 2 (Ca. P.U.C., 1969).) Based on the
record 1in the proceeding and the testimony and evidence of the
parties, the Commission finds that as of the date of the hearing,
the price of royalty gas offered to AGAS was too high and the
terms under which the gas was to be taken were not economical when
compared with the short-term alternative energy sources available.
Thus, 1in this 1instance, AGAS should not have been required to
purchase year-round royalty gas when the conversion to alternative
fuel supplies would result in a net economic gaii to the Anchorage
community. Furthermore, it 1is consistent with the testimony and
evidence on the record that the costs of any royalty gas pure!™ _t,es
which are actually made by AGAS should be flowed through to all
AGAS customers on an even cents-per-Mcf basis as provided by
tariff.

In so finding, the Commission agrees that AGAS does
indeed, as propounded by ML&P, have "... a contractual and public
utility responsibility to acquire gas supplies adequate to serve
the needs of all its customers." (Stahr letter to APUC, dated

October 15, 1981, p. 1.) While this obligation 1is not absolute if

U-81-82
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the supply cannot reasonably be obtained, the Commission further
orders that AGAS should aggressively continue its efforts to
resolve remaining disputes regarding the purchase of royalty gas,
diligently sec.: other long-term sources of supply, and develop a
plan encouraging voluntary conservation apposite to periods of
peak demand.

In rendering this decision, the Commission emphasizes

that 1i1ts judgment 1is based solely upon the facts and circumstances

.surrounding the 1981-82 winter season. Moreover, the Commission

intends to fully 1investigate AGAS"s efforts to obtain sufficient
long-term commitments of natural gas in the upcoming AGAS perman-
cnt rate case (Docket U-81-101), which will be scheduled for
public hearing later this year.

Tariffed Rates for Interruptibility:
Allocation of Interruption Costs

A central 1issue in the testimony of AGAS emphasized
that, while royalty gas purchases would alleviate a portion of the
peak demand problem, interruptions should still be anticipa{éa by
the large power customers. According to Hickman, royalty gas
purchases could account for only one-third to one-half of th--
projected 1981-82 natural gas shortage during periods of peak
winter demand. With no evidence presented which contradicted
AGAS"s figures in this instance, tho Commission finds the issue of
interruptibility and the calculation of associated costs
(irrespective of royalty gas purchases) to be of primary impor-
tance 1in determining the allocation of costs to the parties.

AGAS averred that its present tariff and rat; design had
Been addressed in testimony presented by many different experts
during 1its last permanent rate case, and all had recognized that

interruptible customers would boar the costs of interruption.

Moreover, 1in authorizing the present rate structure, AGAS

U-81-82
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contended that the Commission had recognized the risks of inter-
ruption. According to AGAS, "In subsequent years, each interrup-
ted customer paid his costs of interruption without question or
complaint.” (Direct (Pre-filed) Testimony of Teel, undated, p.
57)

AGAS asserted that now, however, these customers are
requesting«theComn.;'sion to require the firm customers to share
the costs of interruption- without benefit of a cost-of-service
study. AGAS declared that this proceeding is not the forum in
which to consider rate redesign or the reallocation of the costs
of interruption, but, rather, such issues should be examined 1in a
future AGAS rate design proceeding. AGAS also maintained that
construction projects completed since its last rate case had
further benefitted interruptible customers more than firm custom-
crs-

When questioned as to the number and cause of prior

interruptions, AGAS disclosed that the winter of 1980 was the

first year AGAS interrupted service because of insufficient gas
supply. Although AGAS interrupted service on occasions prior to
1900, these interruptions were a result of mechanical breakdowns.

In summary, AGAS distinguished between what it con-
sidered firm customers and 1its interruptible customers. AGAS
purported that it must provide natural gas supplies sufficient to
meet the demands of firm customers only. Interruptible customers
arG subject to curtailment and have enjoyed reduced rates to
compensate for this. Accordingly, AGAS proposed that any addi-
tional costs incurrednduriﬁg an interruption should be the sole
responsibility of the interrupted parties. AGAS did, however,
believe that a cost-sharing arrangement among interruptible cus-
tomers was necessary because the schedule of interruptions pro-
vided for in the Stipulation could not logically distribute the

hours of interruption evenly.

U-81-82
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The position of ML&P regarding the purpose of the AGAS

Tinterruptible tariff rate diverged markedly from AGAS®s perception

of the tariff"s history. According to ML&P, the "... differential

between final rates and the results of the cost-of-service study

is so minor that the entire difference since the date of the order
[U-75-95(16)] was just about eliminated by the short natural gas
curtailment experienced by ML&P during last winter®"s peak season."”
(Kemppel letter to APUC, dated October 21, 1981, p. 3.) Thus,
ML&P reasoned that it should be treated, 1in effect, as a "quasi—
firm™ customer.

In addition, ML&P countered that firm customers have
received advantageous rates over “non-firm"™ customers because of
the inclusion of interruptible customers in AGAS"s load factor.
ML&P thus recommended that AGAS in essence "purchase" alternative
fuel by reimbursing the interruptible customers for all costs in
excess of the price of natural gas. These costs would be flowed
through by AGAS to all customers via the purchased gas adjustment.
CEA concurred with this recommendation. Finally, the Military
also indicated that there was merit to the ML&P proposal, which
would require AGAS to flow through all interruption costs to its
customers. The Military acknowledged that such a proposal might
be less costly to themselves than perhaps their own proposal.

The major point of difference between AGAS®"s and ML&P's
view of the situation appeared to originate from different con—
cepts of AGAS®"s responsibility to provide service to the interrup—
tible customers. AGAS suggested that these customers can be
curtailed at the discretion of AGAS, and concommitantly, any costs
the interruptible customers 1incur while curtailed should be borne
by them. Conversely, ML&P countered that AGAS, arguably, has an
absolute responsibility to provide sufficient natural gas to serve

all its customers. Therefore, 1f AGAS did not provide the

U-81-82
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service, ML&P reasoned that AGAS should bear the 1incremental costs
that customers 1incur hy utilizing alternate fuel sources.

The traditional resolution to this dispute would involve
a review of AGAS"s tariff. All customers are currently served
under Tariff Sheet No. 30, Rates for Power Plant Service, which
states 1in part: "The power plants named above are subject to
varying interruptions of service by terms of the respective con—
tracts or letter agreements.™ Thus, i1t is clear that AGAS®s
tariff allows interruption of these customers but 1is not explicit
with regard to whether the tariff rates were designed to reflect
the impact of interruptibility. Moreover, it appears that such
interruptions were not intended to be extensive; the discussion
surrounding the Commission®s approval of AGAS"s rate design 1in the
previous rate case clearly indicates that some consideration was
given to interruptibility when rates were net.

Although AGAS 1is correct in its contention that inter—
ruptibility was a determination in the establishment of final
rates in Docket U-75-95, the record is equally clear that the
scope and likelihood of interruptions (and associated costs)
contemplated during AGAS"s last rate case were not of the magni-
tudo now suggested hy AGAS 1in 1981:

Perhaps the more 1important determination relative

to designing rates is an assessment of the likely degree
rather than the certainty of interruption. The evidence
in this proceeding indicates that while capacity inter—
ruptions are anticipated, they will be limited in number
and duration. First, the power contracts under discus—
sion appear to reflect the perceived outside limits on
interruptions, ten hours a month or five days a year.
Second, questions can certainly be raised about the
preparedness of the power plants for interruptions up to

contract limits not to mention beyond. Third, many of
the terms and conditions governing interruptions are

AGAS"s current assessment of the problem was described by
Teel in his letter of September 15, 1981: "Specifically, we
expect that there will be relatively frequent and extended periods-
this winter [1981-1982] when the total demand on us for natural
gas will exceed the supply available...."



COMMISSION

UTILITIES

PUBLIC

ALASKA

1100

Street.

- 338 Denali

Building

MacKay

99501

Alaska

Anchorage,

276-6222

Phone

10
11
12
13
14
15
15
17
18
19
20

21

22.

23

24
25

26
27
28
29
30

31
32

unclear or unknown. Thus, 11t would appear that the load
duration curve of the utility mandates some flexibility
to interrupt but that this sanction will be invoked
infrequently at best. The utility has stated that the
power plants as a large and steady source of revenues
are the basic flywheel of the utility"s operations.

(Tr. XIX-1244.) The 1impression that is conveyed 1is that
AGAS will make every reasonable effort to serve the
power plants on as continuous a basis as possible.
Capacity will be 1increased to meet demand but there will
be intermittent periods where interruptions will proba—
bly be necessary. At those points where system demand
exceeds system capacity, interruptions could be antici—
pated .

The question then turns to what consideration 1is
appropriate in rates for transitional periods of inter—
ruption. .. .No analysis of cost and cost-benefit trade-
offs were prepared or presented by the parties to quan—
tify the amount. As a result, the Commission has no
basis for a precise determination and is left to con—
sider interruptibility as an additional subjective
factor 1in the rate design. (U-75-95(16) , pp. 57-58.)

1 In rendering 1its decision regarding the appropriate
allocation of interruption costs, the Commission believes that the
rate design effected 1in Docket U-75-95 was based upon circurn-
stances which have since changed radically. Consequently, the
Commission finds that it would be unfair to the interruptible
customers to bear the full burden of extensive curtailments when
such were not contemplated 1in the ratemaking or 1in the contracts
themselves. Therefore, it appears that the question now revolLves
around the frequency or duration of curtailments to which AGAS may
submit interruptible customers without violation of its tariff.

To determine tho factual context of this 1issue, it is

necessaryto refer to the contracts referenced in the final order

IPerhaps the most significant change in circumstance! is the
fact that AGAS 1in 1975 was confronted with a capacity shortage,
whereas 1in 1982 the testimony on the record is that the shortage
is one caused by an inadequate supply of natural gas. The Commis—
sion recognizes and acknowledges the difference between a capacity
and supply shortage but absent a cost-of-service study and a
complete record on both the capacity and supply issues, the Com-
mission will treat the terms synonymously for the sole purpose of
arriving at an interim short-term solution in this proceeding.

The Commission will, however, examine AGAS"s system capacity and
natural gas supply contracts 1in Docket U-81-101.

U-81-82
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of Docket U-75-95(16). The contracts in existence with M&P and
CEA at that time specifically referred to interruption periods not
in excess of 10 cumulative hours per month, but provided that AGAS
might accumulate and implement such periods not to exceed 120
hours during any 12 consecutive months. It is the Commission™s
opinion that these limits represented the best information avail-
able as to the degree of interruption intended by AGAS"s tariff
and the degree to which rates were subjectively adjusted 1in the
previous rate proceeding.”

Regrettably, the Commission finds 1itself required to
allocate costs at this time without benefit of a cost-of-service
study or a thorough analysis of the future supply of natural gas
in the Anchorage bowl area. This information would provide the
most technically accurate basis for a decision. Absent such data,
the decision of tnis Commission will, of necessity, be a less than
perfect solution. However, the Commission does believe that a
judgment, based on AGAS"s tariff and the testimony and evidence
submitted during AGAS®"s last rate case, provides a reasonable
starting point for a temporary and short-term resolution to the
allocation of interruption costs until such time as AGAS®"s new
rate redesign 1is approved.

Cognizant of the above but in the absence of recent
data,the Commission believes that tho most reasonable foundation
for the allocation of interruption costs is to begin where the
last rate design left off, 1i.e., to allow AGAS only the outside

limit of interruption hours provided for in tho then existing

4The Commission recognizes that each of the contracts in
existence during the last AGAS rate proceeding contained inter—
ruption clauses which varied somewhat on issues such as oil cost
reimbursement, base price of natural gas, accumulating periods of
interruption, etc. However, the fundamental concept which allowed
AG/AS to interrupt up to 10 hours per month appeared consistently
in each of the contracts.
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contracts. More specifically, the Commission finds that all costs
of alternate fuel usage up to those contract limits should be
borne by the interruptible customers. The Commission further
believes that since interruptions 1in excess of these limits were
not foreseen or agreed to by the interruptible customers, any
costs in excess of the cost of natural gas which these customers
incur due to curtailment of natural gas supply beyond the maximum
limits should be reimbursed by all AGAS customers. Since these
costs represent an operating expense to AGAS, the Commission must
assume that AGAS considers this the least-cost alternative to the
purchase of additional gas supplies. Therefore, such expenses are
of benefit to all customers and should be paid by all, 1including
interruptible customers.
Computation of Costs of Interruption

In determining the methodology for computing interrup—
tion costs, the Commission reviewed all of the plans submitted by
the parties. The AGAS plan recommended that the cost of alternate
fuels used during curtailment be borne by only the interruptible
customers and their subscribers. The ML&P plan called for the
curtailment costs to be flowed through to all AGAS customers via
its gas flowthrough clause.5 ML&P also affirmed 1its previous
statement that curtailment costs should only consider actual
extraordinary expenses associated with the interruption and not
include costs which would be incurred in any case. According to
ML&P®"s Brief of Issues, p. 5, "normal and accepted cost accounting
and regulatory treatment should be used” 1in computing the costs of
royalty gas and curtailment, w""ich then should be passed on to all

gas customers on a flat Mcf basis. Pending a cost-of-service

U-81-82
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study and restructuring of AGAS"s rates, ML&P believed that the
curtailment compensation plan it nreviously submitted should
suffice to prevent any gross inequities arising from interruption
of service.

In addressing 1its version of the allocation plan, the
Military"s greatest concern was that Military power plant custom-
ers should be fully compensated for all expenses, in excess of
their fair share, 1incurred as a result of conversion of their
power plants to oil or coal during curtailment periods. The
Military proposed an alternative cost formula for consideration at
the hearing. It was the Military®"s contention that since the
anticipated increase in curtailment was due to AGAS"s decision not
to purchase royalty gas, costs associated with the curtailment
should be considered equivalent gas costs. To the extent that
Miliary power plants yield their share of gas during curtailment,
AGAS should credit Military accounts accordingly. Also, the other
power, plant customers should be billed at a rate reflective of
the costs of tho Military®s use of alternate fuel, thereby freeing
up its share of the natural gas supply.

Finally, as an alternative approach, the Military con—
curred h ML&P®"s rationale that curtailment costs should be
flowed through to all AGAS customers. The Military also requested
that the AGAS formula be modified to reflect replacement costs of
alternate fuels as opposed to book value or historical costs and
took exception to the ML&P proposal which called for reimbursement
of expenses 1incurred only durino curtailment. The Military re-
guested that expenses associated with fire prevention and main—
taining coal standby equipment also be reimbursed.

CEA supported ML&P"s proposed cost-sharing arrangement
but "strongly"” urged that replacement costs be used in calculating

alternate fuel costs.
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The Commission notes that all parties agree that a
cemucjin order of #¥ritcLrupt-on 1~ icd A~ ip p tri rPLlr>imT o
the 1inconvenience and cost of the use of alternate fuel sources to
the community as a whole. Furthermore, all parties basically
agree that some method for cost sharing 1is necessary to compensate
those most frequently interrupted. While some parties believe
that all costs should be borne by AGAS, their proposals would
result in a cost flowthrough to all customers, 1including inter—
ruptible, proportional to usage. Therefore, the Commission
assumes that there 1is no objection to the principle of sharing the
costs that the Commission has determined must be borne bythe
interruptible customers, 1i.e., those costs incurred up tothe
limit of 10 hours per month or 120 hours per year. It isapparent
that such sharing makes the established order of interruption
reasonable because it compensates the party that is always the
first to be interrupted. Without such compensation, repeated
curtailment of a single customer could constitute undue discrimi—
nation.

Because costs are to be pooled and allocated on a pro—
portional basis to the interruptible customers, the Commission
believes it is also appropriate that periods of interruption
during which customers must bear their own cost should also be
pooled. Thus, AGAS would begin to bear costs of interruption only
when 1interruptions were so extensive as to match the equivalent of
10 hours per month for all customers, accumulating 1if unused over
a 12-month period, to a maximum of 120 hours for all customers.

It is unlikely, however, that interruptions will occur
to all customers at once. Furthermore, AGAS could conceivably

decide that it 1is unnecessary to fully interrupt a particular

customer. In such 1instances, the duration of interruption should t
be prorated based on the degree of interruption. Therefore,
U-81-82
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i.nterruptions should be translated into equivalent hours of inter-
ruptiori, 1i.e., the proportion of curtailed fuel in BTU"s to the
total that could at a maximum be cu. cailea, multiplied by the
period of curtailment.

In order to accomplish this allocation of costs between
AGAS and its interruptible customers, the Commission believes that
all customers should maintain reports for each curtailment period,

detailing the following information:

1. Time and duration of each interruption in gas
service;
2. Total BTU"s utilized from gas and from alternate

fuel sources during the time 1in which any single
customer is interrupted; and

3. Additional costs incurred for each interruption.

At the end of each 1interruption period, the actual BTU"s
of alternate fuel used, divided by toal BTU"s for all customers
from all interruptible sources, represents the degree of curtail—
ment experienced. This ratio, multiplied by the length of inter—
ruption, gives equivalent hours of interruption. These equivalent
hours should then be totalled to determine the point at which
AGAS"s customers become liable for the costs 1incurred during
curtailment, i.e., when equivalent hours exceed the total of 120
hours less the equivalent hours of interruption in tho last 12
months. The Commission believes that this method allows pooling
of interruption periods while remaining within the limits intended
by the contracts.

Two examples of the computation of equivalent hours are
given 1in Exhibit 1. (The usages and costs given are purely hypo—
thetical and are not intended to represent an actual situation.)
IfT it were assumed that in each case AGAS became liable for a
portion of costs after 40 equivalent hours of interruption, as in
Example A, AGAS would not share in the costs of interruption.

However, in Example B, equivalent hours are 1in excess of 40.
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Therefore, AGAS would be liable for 3.2 hours of costs, or
3.2/43.2 x $930,000 = $68,889.

The information used co determine equivalent hours
should also be used to develop a repayment matrix to determine
which parties®™ costs are reimbursed, by whom, and by how much. It
is the Commission®s opinion that each customer should assume costs
in the same proportion that its consumption (in BTU"s) of fuel
during the interruption bears to the combined consumption of all
interruptible customers. Thus, 1in Example A illustrated above,
ML&P should bear 20/68ths of total costs of $205,000, or $60,294.
ML&P would pay the Military 20/60 x $180,000, and would repay CEA
for 20/68 x $25,000. (Note: For this 1illustration, payments to
ElImendorf and Fort Richardson are combined.) This same logic
would be applied for each customer, and an example of the repay—
ment matrix is shown at Exhibit 2.

The identical logic applies for Example 13, except that
an additional factor must be included because AGAS also bears a
portion of costs. To use ML&P again as an example, ML&P has used
70/250ths of total consumpt on. However, of the total cost of
$930,000, AGAS has assumed 3.2/43.2, so the interruptible custom—
ers must assume only 40/43.2 x $930,000. Thus, ML&P must assume
70/250 x 40/43.2 x $930,000, or $241,111. A complete repayment
matrix 1is also shown in Exhibit 3.

As to the question of precisely which additional 1incre—
mental costs of alternative fuel \sage should be 1included 1in this
computation, the Commission finds that such costs should include
all startup or shutdown expenses, including labor. Fuel costs

sHo”1d be factored on a BTU basis, and replacement fuel cost may

U-81-82
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be utilized.”

ment cost of fuel

utilized

in the accounting

The Commission notes, however,

that if the rep.lace-

is utilized for cost recovery, it must also be

records of the utility.

The Commission further finds that no party should be

permitted to recover more than actual costs.

(For this reason,

the Military™s artful proposal to "split the difference™ between

the cost of coal

While the parties may discover

and oil was determined inappropriate at best.)

"additional costs" as

interruptions occur, there was insufficient information provided

on the record which would allow the Commission to precisely iden—

tify each projected expense. For this reason,

proceeding should individually determine their

the parties to this

incremental costs,

subject to audit by one another. Should insoluble differences

arise, the Commission will

sion.

review the dispute and render a deci—

Recovery of Interruption Expenses

The Commission anticipates that any

interruptions which

occur this winter will result in increased costs to ML&P, CEA, and

the Military,

when permanent

ties ha”e a cost flowthrough mechanism
the tariffs provide for the flowthrough of
therefore,

costs from customers.

rates were established.

cannot

and possibly to AGAS, which were

not contemplated

While some of the utili—
in their tariffs, none of
interruption costs and,
in their present form be used to recover such

For this reason, the Comm®"ssion Tfinds it

reasonable and equitable that each utility"s proportionate share

of the costs of

provisions.

interruption be flowed through by revised tariff

The Commission disagrees with the AGAS proposal to allow
historical weighted average cost f.o.b." of a
plant tankage of oil or a power plant of coal
costs are not fully reflective of the true curtailment costs of
"the interruptible customers.

only the

U-81-82
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Whi le the Commission believes that a tariff flowthrough
provision for interruption costs 1is the most appropriate account-
my treatment, the commission will reserve judgment on any
different proposal by the parties to effect recovery of these
costs from consumers. However, any request by a regulated utility
for modification of base rates, amortization, or Tflowthrough
tariff provisions must be filed, noticed to the public and exam-
ined by Staff and Commissioners before the Commission will rule.
THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1. For the reasons more Tully articulated in the body
of this Order, itwould be in the public interest for AGAS to
follow the schedule of interruptions, attached hereto as Appendix
A, which has been approved by the Commission as an interim,
short-term plan for addressing natural gas interruptions during
the 1981-82 heating season.

2. Given the factual circumstances existing at he

“inception of this proceeding regarding the royalty gas, contractual

di'spute between AGAS and the State of Alaska, AGAS should not be
required to purchase royalty gas at any price,

3. Any royalty gas eventually purchased under the
disputed contract should bo flowed through to all AGAS customers
in accordance with the terms and conditions of the AGAS tariff

4. AGAS should vigorously pursue resolution of tho
royalty gas dispute, seek other long-term sources of gas supply,
and develop conservation plans for use during peak demand per iods.
These issues will be considered in greater detail 1in the AGAS rate
relief proceeding currently before the Commission in Docket
U-81-101.

5. Given the lack of a cost-of-service stud% or aly-
sis of the gas supply situation in the Anchorage Bowl, tho ...ram-

eters of the existing AGAS tariff, together with the historical



testimony and evidence adduced in develop?” rc .\hat tariff, provide
a reasonable basis for establishing a she “es* solution to

allocating costs-of interruption.

n 6. For the reasons more fully articulated in che body
5

of this Order, the interruptible customers should bear the costs
£

of interruption up to the time limits set forth in the contracts
!

which existed at the time the interruptible rate was first con-
® sidered by the Commission; 1i.e., 10 hours per month or 120 hours
N per year Tfor each customer, with the periods of interruptions to
be pooled and allocated among the interruptible customers in

11 accordance with the guidelines established on pages 16-22 of this

19 Order.

13 7. Costs of interruption incurred beyond the maximum

14 limits of the power customer contracts should be reimbursed by all
15 AGAS customers, including the interruptible customers.

16 8. Unless otherwise ordered by the Commission, AGAS and
17 each regulated interruptible customer should flow through costs of
18 interruption by tariff revision.

19 ORDER

20 THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

21 1. IT Alaska Gas & Service Company 1is required
22 interrupt service to its large power, 1interruptible customers, it
23

shall follow the schedule of interruptions attached to this Order

Q'Vf.' 9A&ay appendix A .

£7 05

S 2tr 2. The periods and costs of interruptions shall be

0 o in

©w o ““ computed and allocated 1inaccordance withthemethudoloqie§ more
uJ co CN

E7li ~ Cully delineated inthe body of this Order and in Exhibits 1-3.

h. N
D r«Cy 28 _ o _
h =< 3. Unless otherwise ordered, the decisions rendered in

.:P -y, ) .

?ﬁg %fé ? the body of this Order shall apply only to the 1981-82 heating

EaCS \6.61,3_0

I3 . season and represent only a short-term solution to the gas supply
£ oxv 3 )
wif interruption questions raised in this proceeding which will be
<8 32
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addressed 1in

detail 1in Docket U-81-101, the request for interim

and permanent rate relief and rate

Service Company.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage,

February,

(

SEA L)

*V

1982.

redesign filed by Alaska Gas &

Alaska, this 11th day of

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioners Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman,

and Susan M.

Knowles,

not participating.)
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SCHEDULE FOR PLANNED INTERRUPTIONS
DOCKET U-81-82

As demand on AGAS system approaches the supply AGAS can
deliver, the parties agree to implement "economic dispatch”™ of the
various gas-burning units to minimize their cumulative demand for
gas to the limit of good operating practice. Thereafter, when
additional reduction of gas demand 1is necessary, Elmendorf power
plant normally will be interrupted first and if prolonged inter—
ruption appears to be imminent, Fort Richardson power plant v/ould
be interrupted next, with gas being restored to Elmendorf 1if
practical. Thereafter, 1if more 1interruption 1is needed after Fort
Richardson 1is on coal, then Elmendorf and Chugach Bernice (or
International) would be next, probably 1in similar degree. After
ElImendorf and Bernice (or International) are on oil, the next
would be ML&P Plant 1 and Chugach International, again probably in
similar degree.

When more interruptions still are needed, then ML&P
Plant 2 would be interrupted. Chugach Knik Arm plant would be the
last power plant to bo interrupted, because its coal-firing capa—
bility is questionable.

Restorations of gas would be made in the reverse order
given above.

Generally speaking, Fort Richardson would be interrupted
to the greatest extent (but not most frequently) because Iits
standby (coal) is the lowest cost and best supply. Bernice would
be next because it is closest to the oil supply (Chevron/Tesoro
refineries).

ML&P Plant 1 and Chugach International would be next
because of accessibility of oil and ease or difficulty of conver—
sion to oil, and ML&P Plant 2 and Chugach Knik Arm would be last,
awd least, to be interrupted.

Wherever practical, AGAS would hope to give a reasonable

notice to schedule interruptions, possibly a full day. However,
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in actual operation decisions may have to be made hour-by-hour,

and changes of plans may become necessary as a result of sudden

changes or weather, or of the gas supply or because of unexpected

experience at any of the power plants.



Exhibit (1)

NATURAL GAS INTERRUPTION COST ALLOCATION FORMULA

DUCKET U-81-82

COMPUTATION OF EQUIVALENT HOURS

EXAMPLE A
Total BTU BTU Usage
Hours of Usage During of Alternate
Interruption Interruotion Fuel
Military:
Ft. Richardson 24 hours 20,000 20,000
Elmendorf AFB 10 hours 20,000 10,000
Chugach 4 hours 8,000 2,000
ML&P 0 hours 20,000 -0-
TOTAL 68,000 32,000

Equivalent hours = 32,000/68,000 X 24 hours = 11.3 hours

EXAMPLE B

Military:
Ft. Richardson 80 hours 70,000 70,000
ElImendorf AFB 60 hours 70,000 50,000
Chugach 20 hours 40,000 15,000
ML&P 0 hours 70,000 -0-
TOTAL 250,000 135,000

Equivalent hours = 135,000/250,000 X 80 hours =43.2 hours

Costs of

Interruptlor

$100,000

80,000

25,000
-0-

$205,000

$350,000
400,000
180,000

$930,000



Exhibit (2)

NATURAL GAS INTERRUPTION COST ALLOCATION FORMULA

DOCKET U-81-82

REPAYMENT MATRIX

EXAMPLE A
PAID TO:
PAYOR MILITARY CEA ML&P TOTAL
AGAS $ - $ ~ $ _ s _
Military - (1) 14,706 - 14,706
CEA (2) 21,176 - - 21,176
ML&P (3) 52,941 4 7,353 - 60,294
$74, 117 $22,059 $ - $96,1.76
TOTAL COST

AGAS $

Military ($180,000 + 14,706 - 74,117)120,509

CEA ($ 25,000 + 21,176 - 22,059) 24,117

ML&P 60,294

$205,000

(1) 40/68 X $25,000
(2) 8/68 X $180,000
(3) 20/68 X $100,000

©)) 20/68 X $ 25,000



PAYOR
AGAS
Milit

CEA

¢))
)
3)
4
(5)
6)

NATURAL GAS

DOCKET U-81-82

REPAYMENT MATRIX

EXAMPLE 8
MILITARY CEA
() $ 55,556 (2) $ 13,333
ary - €©) 93,333
) 111,111 -
(5) $ 194,444 ®) 46,667
$ 361,111 $ 153,333

TOTAL COST

AGAS
Military ($750,000 + 93,333 - 361,111)
CEA ($180,000 + 111,111 - 1.53,333)
ML&P

3.2/43.2 x $750,000

3.2/43.2 x $180,000

40/43.2 x 140/250 x $180,000
40/43.2 x 40/250 x $750,000
40/43.2 x 70/250 x $750,000

40/43.2 x 70/250 x $180,000

PAID TO:

Exhibit (3)

INTERRUPTION COST ALLOCATION FORMULA

ML&P

$

$

68,009
482,222
1.37,778
241,111

$930,000

TOTAL
$ 68,089
93,333
111,111
5 241,111

$ 514,444



Offirial Ruvincii

T0:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

Speaker of the House of Representatives

Representative Ramona Barnes, Chair
Judiciary Committee

Speaker Joe Hayes
February 10, 1902

Confirmation of Governor®"s Appointments

Pouch Vv
State Capitol

Juneau, Alx"ka

(<X)7) 4i5-3720

The following names have been submitted by the Governor for confirmation.
Please evaluate the nominees and conduct confirmation hearings as you
deem necessary. Picjse submit your recommendations for action on the
nominations by the House of Representatives as soon as possible.

Alaska Pjublijc Utilities Commission

*Carolyn Guess, Anchorage, terra expiring 10/31/87
*Susan Knowles, Anchorage, term expiring 10/31/87
Diana Snowden, Anchorage, term expirino 10/31/86



0. Box 1093  Anchorage. Alaska 99510  272-6355

82-187 PFIAJ

W c?TLEy

January 22, 1982

Hr. Brian Rogers
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Brian:

As we discussed on January 20, ACAP is quite concerned that three APUC Commissioners
(Guess, Knowles and Snowden) have, yet to be confirmed by the legislature. Further,
we question whether or not Commissioners Guess and Knowles, the consumer representa—
tives, have fulfilled their roles as intended by the legislature.

Because of these concerns we suggest that the following questions be raised during
the confirmation hearings of Commissioners Guess and Knowles.

1. For the last five years you have served as the first consumer representa—
tives on the APUC. Please define your role on the Commission; how does it
differ, 1if at all, from the other members of the Commission; what, if any,
goals did you set for yourself and how do you evaluate your achievements in
the area of consumer representation?

2. What steps have you taken since your appointment to improve consumer
involvement 1in APUC proceedings?

Follow-up questions:

a. Do you feel that consumers have an important role in APUC proceedings
and in decision-making by the Commissioners? Is this an informed role?

b. Have you held meetings with any consumer groups or representatives?

C. Have you initiated and held any public workshops regarding consumer
participation before the APUC?

Answer: To our knowledge neither Knowles tor Guess has made any attempt
to Improve communications with the consumer.

3. Describe tlu* present consumer education or outreach program employed by
the APUC?
Answer: No program is in existence. The consumer division only responds

to questions asked by individual consumers.
A. What brochures or plans for consumer publications now exist?

Answer: No brochures or publications exists.

A Project of the Alaska Pubiic Interest Research Group



Mr. Brian Rogers
January 22, 1982

Page Two

5.

What procedure has been adopted to insure public notification of rate cases
and testimony at public hearings?

Follow-up question.

Are the individuals with letters onfile notified that amatter regard—
ing their utility is pending hpfnrr> th<?APUC?

Have you advertised for public input beyond the formal notice published
in newspapers?

Answer: Notification is advertised under the legal or public notice
section of the newspapers only.

What is the role of the consumer division of the APUC? How manypersonnel
are presently assigned to the consumer division? WTiat, if any, plans tin
you have to expand this division?

Answer: Two people are assigned to this division. Commissioner Guess
told us that tilat division has low priority for expansion and
additional funding from the APUC budget.

What procedure lias been adopted to insure consumer input into "Staff’s
representation of the "public interest?"”

Follow-up questions:

a. How do you define "public interest?"”

b. Does "public interest" differ from consumer interest? |If so, how does
Staff determine what the consumer interest is? Do you encourage Staff
to work with consumers? Have S.aff"s recent recommendations on rate

design and revenue requirements been based on any consumer input?

C. What role does the consumer division play in the tariff meetings?
What weight 1is given their recommendations?

Answer: No organized effort lias been made by the APUC to incorporate
consumer concerns- into the rate-making procedure. Recent Staff

proposals have been jeered by consumers.

What recommendations do you have for the future cf consumer representation
and advocacy?

Follow-up questions.

a. Would you advocate legislation in this area? If no: Do you really
believe that the consumers feel adequately represented by Staff?

b. Would you encourage increasing the personnel in the APUC consumer
division?
C. Would you work with consumers to design a public education program?

Answer: Chairman Guess indicated to ACAP that this area has low priority.



We would appreciate the hearings being held prior to February 28,
is not possible please contact the

the date ACAP goes out of existence.

If that

1982,

following consumers so they may be present at the hearings.

ANCHORAGE
Kay Paddon, Chairman
P. 0. Box 41143 , -
Anchorage, AK 99509
272-4777
MAT-VALLEY

Tamie Miller, Chairman
P. 0. Box 151 "
376-5636 (home)/276-8033 (work)

KENAI .U
Tom Atkinson, Chairman
P. 0. Box 282
Kenai., <UC 99611
KODIAK
Lorna Arndt, Chairman
P. 0. Box 2069
Kodiak, AK 99615
486-6486
FAIRBANKS
Karen Eddy, Chairman
314 lditarod
Fairbanks, AK 99701
452-6060
JUNEAU
Daniel J. Motley, Chairman

9951 Sprucewood Ct. , 135

Juneau, AK 99801

7S9-3603 (home)/465-2240 (work)
Thank you for your interest and support in
Sincerely,

ALASKA CONSUMER ADVOCACY PROGRAM

QlL Ov.S
Ueoorah Lee Williams
Director
DLW/ijm

cr: Nmi”™ ! *pl

Charles Evans
605 West 2nd
Anchorage, AK
278-4691

99501

Harvey Bowers
P. 0. Box 1069
Wasilla, AK 99687

Patricia Wheller
P. 0. Box 3357
Kenai, AK 99611

Walter 3. Wheeler

P. 0. Box 1934
Kodiak, AK 99615
486-4600

Jeff Weltzin
218 Driveway Street

Fairbanks, AK 99701
479-3005

Kennetli King

P. 0. Box 272

Auke Bay, AK 99821

789-2239 (home) 364-2121, Ext. 114

is endeavor.

as this

is

(work)



THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
303K STREET -

Chambers of
VICTOR D. CARLSON, Judge ANCHORS\Q%EiALASKA

April 2, 1982

The Honorable Ramona Barnes
Chairman, Judiciary Committee
Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Susan Knowles
Dear Madame Chairman:

This letter is written in suPport of Mrs. Knowles'
confirmation to continue as a member of the Alaska Public
Utiliti es Commission.

Having had_ the ogﬁortunlty to review the transcript
of several hearlngs in-which Commissioner Knowles has partici-
pated, | want to Share my belief that she is thorough, fair, and
patient with all parties and witnesses and that her decisions
are carefully reasoned.  She, like Mrs. Guess, bnnqs to the
commission an understanding of the problems in rural Alaska
together with those of the urban centers. From my experience
she has fulfilled the duties of a public utilities commissioner
dn an exemplary manner.

Thanking you for considering this letter, | am
Very truly yours,

Victor D. Carlson
Superior Court Judge

VDC:rw



JAY a HAMMOND. Governor

vr/ 1100 MacKey Building
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION A Alseka SEEOL
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Phone (@07) 276-5222
March 25, 19
Kay Paddon ..
Anchorage Consumer Advocacy
Committee
Box 1093

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Kay:

Thank you for your letter of February 9, 1982, which recaps
tie meeting held by teleconference between representatives
of ACAP, the Consumer Advocacy Committees throughout the
State and members of the Commission. The communication and
dialogue between the Commissioners and members of the CACI1s
over the last four to six weeks has been fruitful and will
provide ideas and opportunities for continuing meaningful
consumer 1input into the regulatory process.

As 1 indicated, the Commission intends to respond to those
items that were raised during the teleconference and believes
the list of concerns in your February 9, 1982, letter is an
appropriate place to begin.

Consumer Communication

The Commission is committed to provide opportunity for
consumers throughout Alaska to seek assistance and information
from the Commission, and to thin end, believes that a toll
free Zenith phone number 1is preferable to accepting collect
phone calls. The Commission 1is, at this time, actively
pursuing the acquisition of a Zenith phone line. As 1 am
sure you are aware, budget considerations are a part of the
reality with which the Commission must live; therefore, |1
would not expect the establishment of a Zenith number until
the Commission receives favorable approval of 1i1ts FY 1983
budget requests.

We concur that, if the Commission 1is successful 1in acquiring

a Zenith phone number, this information should be communi —
cated to all consumers of regulated utilities. It would be
our intent to place the Zenith number 1in the phone directories
outside the Anchorage dialing area.



At the present time, the commission®s two-member Consumer
P;otection and Information Section spends approximately 70
percent of its time on the phone, either talking with
consumers or attempting to informally resolve their problems
and complaints with regulated utilities”. The addition of a
Zenith number will undoubtedly increase the time these two
Staff members spend on the phone. You should be aware that,
as a result, other important work of the section could be
delayed or in some instances, eliminated. Notwithstanding
this possible adverse effect, the Commission shares ACAP"s
belief that the institution of a Zenith number as a vehicle
for consumer input should be a priority.

Community Hearings

ACAP"s suggestion that the Commission hold meetings 1in the
affected communities prior to the development of Staff re—
positions is timely and has been discussed at length by the
Commissioners. ACAP makes a valid point that such consumer
input may be extremely beneficial in Commission proceedings.
The Commissioners believe that this suggestion can be effected
in selected cases where consumer interest is intense; the
Commission will be discussing possible implementation strategies
within the budgetary, personnel and scheduling constraints

of the agency. The fact that CAC®"s will continue to provide

a Commission contact in at least five utility service arecs
certainly will be helpful to this effort.

Consumer Survey

A uniform survey questionnaire to assess quality of service
from the consumer prospective is one of our projects for
calendar FY 82, as the Commissioners stated at the tele—
conference. To minimize budget 1impact, the Commission 1is
exploring the possibility of the development of a question—
naire by graduate students under direction of faculty at the
University of Alaska. In line with the discussion in the
previous paragraph, this tool also provide.-s a procedure
whereby the Commission Staff can receive consumer 1input
prior to the development of its recommendations.

Public Notice of Filings and Hearing Dates

ACAP"s concern, that notice of a utility request which 1is
published in a newspaper®s legal advertisements, while
satisfying the statutory public notice requirement, may not
provide consumers with knowledge of the substance of a
utility"s request, 1is well founded. This can result, as it
did in Juneau, in lack of consumer awareness that together



with a rate increase; a substantive rate redesign was also
included in the utility"s request. As noted at the tele—
conference, the regulatory policy standards established by

this Commission now provide that electric and gas utilities

must inform their consumers within 30 days of a request to
increase its rates or substantially chariges its rate design.

The Commission is aware, however, that this does not address
other regulated utilities and will work to rectify this
situation by a proposed revision in the Commission®s regulations
governing notice to the public of utility tariff filings.

Hearing Location

It is established Commission policy to conduct hearings in
the utility"s service area in a proceeding where substantial
consumer interest has been demonstrated. This is evident by
the recent hearings in regard to rate increase and design
requests by Matanuska Electric Association, Golden Valley
Electric Association and Alaska Electric Light & Power Co.

If budgetary constraints or the scheduling of other proceedings
preclude the Commission from taking the entire hearing panel
to a community, the Commission sends a member of the panel,
Staff legal counsel and/or a Staff member with substantive
responsibility for Staff"s case to listen to the views of the
public. To announce the time and place of the hearing, the
electronic media is notified by Ray Wipperman; press releases
are sent to newspapers and in most instances display ads are
placed in the local newspapers.

Commission support of ACAP"s efforts

On several occasions during recent months, members of ACAP

or its various local CAC"s throughout the State have asked
that individual Commissioners (and, for that matter, the
Commission as a whole) publicly advocate and support continued
legislative funding of ACAP"s efforts. The Commission has
been concerned, as you a..e undoubtedly aware, that public
advocacy of ACAP funding by this agency could result in
misunderstanding and possible APUC budget cuts by the Legis—
lature. There are many organized groups and individuals who
believe that the Commission is already adequately funded to
undertake a fully-developed consumer information and education
program. Consequently, it is imperative that such individuals
understand that our two member "Consumer Protection and
Information Section" already handles an average of 6,500
complaints and requests for assistance each year. This does
not consider other important Section functions which include
participation in Commission proceedings involving utility
rules, regulations, quality of service, and formal consumer
complaints; press inquiries and releases on scheduled hearings
and Commission orders are also responsibilities of this
Section.
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Impermissible under our statute/-* Our staffing

1 furtCJr restricts our ability v.j obtain sufficient
consumer input on all issues before this Commission. in
spite of these factors, the Commissioners individually and

collectively are committed to providing an environment which

making 1S
level even
|

will assist consumers in presenting their views in the most
constructive manner and to the maximum fextent possible.
ACAP's efforts during the past year haVe been one exemplary
means by which this objective has bheentfurthered. As a |
result, the Commission acknowledges and sincerely aﬂpremates
ACAP's efforts during the past, year to provide a vehicle for
organrced consumer education anu nipur m our proceearnQS$
that heretofore has frequently been absent. Consumers have

been educated by ACAP regarding the procedures peculiar to
the complexities of the quasi-judicial regulatory and rate-
making process, not only through*meetings in various communi-
ties, but also through the extensive consumer information
amphlet recently published entitled, "What You Can Do About
our Utility's Rates and Services." Thus, in the majority
of instances, consumers have been able to provide more
meaningful and constructive suggestions, opinions and facts
on matters before the Commission, It is certainly acknowledged
that with our existing backlog of over 225 open docket

cases, other workload, and shortage of personnel, the
Commission by itself could not have accomplished this highly
desirable ?oal. As several witnesses in recent proceedings
have told the Commission, ACAP has provided both a forum and
a mechanism whereby customers can organize their views for
effective presentation to the Commission.

The Commission also recognizes that one of the most significant,
but perhaps least recognized contributions of a funded

versus volunteer program, 1is that it provides the financial
resources necessary for formal 1intervention in a proceeding.

Few individual consumers have the technical or legal knowledge
to intervene in a case, but even assuming this expertise,

still fewer consumers possess the personal financial resources
necessary, since our statute imposes the potential liability

of proportionate hearing costs.

The Commission recognizes and supports the positive contri—
butions to the regulatory process which can be made by an
organized, funded consumer advocacy group and will respond
accordingly to legislative inquiries. A responsible consumer
advocacy group would be a welcome complement to the work
being done by the Commission®s dedicated, competent Staff.

The Role of the APUC Staff

Attached you will find a memorandum from the Staff of the
Commission as a result of a series of meetings held by the
section chiefs to discusss their communication and involve—
ment with consumers as an integral part of their responsibili—
ties in the regulatory process.



Additional Items of Interest

You will be pleased to learn thau the Commission has been

successful in recruiting a power engineer to fill its
current vacancY._ Mr. Rudolph Bertschi,, formerly with the
Office of the inois Consumer Counsel will join the Cora-
m-.ssion Staff on April 1, 1982,

The Commission plans to .include the CAC representatives on
Its ma|I|_nq list of Public Notices of Tariff Filings and its
Weekly List of Orders Issued. Because the CAC's will be
operating without any_fun_dln?_, tfye normal Commission fees
associated with the distribution "of this information will be

waived.

Again, our thanks for' your time and interest in providing
meaningful communication with the Commission.

Sincerely,

Carolyn §. Guessf
Chairman

Sifsan M. ""Knowles
Commissioner

Stuart C. Hall
Commissioner

Commissioner



STAFF POLICY ON ASSISTANCE TO CONSUMERS

It is the policy of the Staff that this agency 1is to be open and
responsive to interests of consumers. The agency will answer
guestions or complaints of consumers as personnel are available
and will receive information from consumers concerning utility
practices, service, and tariff fi.lings.

The Staff represents the broad public interest. This means that
in its recommendations to the Commission, the Staff takes into
consideration the interests of all classes of customers. This
interest includes the long term viability of the utility to
assure teat customers continue to be served at reasonable rates.
Staff will take into consideration suggestions from any
interested person in pursuing its 1investigations. Its final
recommendation will reflect a balanced point of view.

The Consumer Protection Section of the Commission 1is primarily
responsible for resolving consumer complaints about utility
services, answering consumer questions about Commission
procedure, dockets, or tariff advice filings, soliciting and
examining consumer comments 1in conjunction with any formal
proceeding, and reviewing tariff filings for matters of consumer
concern. Where appropriate, consumer questions or comments will
be fielded to the staff membe: assigned to a particular matter.
Generally, these Staff responses will be relayed to the consumer
through the Consumer Protection Section. Arrangements will be
made for any Staff"s direct involvement 1in an information
response when prudent handling of the matter so requires and
within the Lime limitations 1imposed by that Staff member®s
primary responsibilities.

The Tariff Section of the Commission 1is primarily responsible for
soliciting consumer comments concerning tariff advice filings,

and for answering consumer questions about tariff matters.
Consumer comments concerning tariff advice filings will be
examined by the Staff individuals responsible for preparing the
Staff recommendation to the Commission.

The Finance Section will assist consumers 1in finding information
contained 1in utility annual reports to the Commission.

ON-GOING QUALITY OF SERVICE REVIEW

It is the policy of the Staff that this agency should monitor the
quality of service provided by utilities on an on-going basis.
Periodically, the Staff will seek consumer comments on the
guality of service provided by their serving utilities. This may
be accomplished by any method appropriate 1in the particular case,
including publication of an advertisement, or other notice
inviting comment; mailing out a bill insert, letter, or
guestionnaire; or conducting on-site visits and inspections. The
Staff will monitor the performance of utility equipment by use of



appropriate test equipment. The Staff will advise any utilities
whose service the Staff does not believe to be of adequate
quality of specific probler . Where possible, Staff will assist
utilities in taking action t0 improve service. Where Staff
cannot resolve such problems informally, and the utility 1is not
taking sufficient steps to remedy serious service problems. Staff
will report its findings to the Commission, and 1if necessary,

file a formal complaint against the utility.

CONSUMER [INPUT ON RATE CASES

It is the policy of Staff that this®agency should also seek
consumer comments on quality of service during a rate case. This
may be accomplished Dy publication of an®advertisement or other
notice 1inviting comment,- mailing out a bill insert, letter, pre
release, or questionnaire; or conducting on-site visits and
inspections. These comments should be sought prior to the Staff
audit of the utility operations. The Executive Director,
attorney, accountant and engineer (where applicable) assigned to
the case, with 1input from the Consumer Protection Section, will
decide whether quality of service should be at issue in the rate
case. m

Where appropriate, the Consumer Protection Section and/or
attorney with assistance from other Staff members as needed will
follow-up on comments received by conducting a public meeting
on-site.

The rpsults of the quality of service investigation, whatever it
may be, will be reflected in the testimony of the engineer.

Also, the accountant will investigate and consider within the
time frame of the audit any reasonable adjustment proposed by a
consume r.

CONSUMER REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

IT a member of the public contacts the Staff to request
information about a utility which 1is not available 1in the
Commission™s public records, that request may be granted or
denied upon a consideration of the following:

a) Whether the Staff or the utility has an expectation
that the requested information 1is not public under
3 AAC 48.050(a) or 3 AAC 48.040.

b) Whether the person requesting the information has

the ability or resources to obtain it from another
source such as the utility or an independent hired
expert.

c) Whether obtaining the information requires
unavailable Staff time.



d) Whether the information requested may have a
significant effect on issues in adocket.

e) Whether a requested 1investigation 1is predicated on
information from a reliable sourcgqg.

f) Whether the requested information should be released
only on order of the Commission.



Mr. L.J. Schultz, General Manager

Chugach Electric Association, Inc.

P.0. Box 3518

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Schultz:

Re Cost Differential

According to Rule 8.12 a. () of Chugach Electric Association,
Inc."s (CEA), filed wd currently effective tariff the
utility is required to develop annually the construction cost
differential between underground and overhead facilities on

a per-lineal foot basis to be used during the construction
season commencing on March 1, of each year. This differential
together with supporting data is to be submitted to the

Commission not less than sixty days prior to the March 1,

effective date.

A review of the Commission®s files indicates that we have
not as yet received the required filing for the current
construction season, nor have we received the required

information for the years 1979 and 1980.
Therefore, please submit the filing required by CEA"s
Tariff Rule 8.12.d.(2) for the years 1979, 1980 and

1981 by no later than 4:00 p.m., June 17, 1981.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh

Executive Director
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Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a ) r
Tariff Revision, Designated as ) U-78-48 Lo
TA18-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIA- ) » X
TION, INC., to Revise Schedule No. 59,) ORDER NO. 2
Underground Cine Extension Differen- )
tial )

)

ORDER CLOSING DOCKET

On April 6, 1978, CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
INC. (CEA), fTiled a tariff revision, designates at TA18-8,
to modify its underground line extension differential rate.
CEA proposed to reduce the rate from $7.00 per linear foot
of primary facility to $5.00 per linear foot of primary
facility, CEA contended that the filing was being made and
the differential cost determined pursuant to rule 8.12d<jJ2)
of its currently effective tariff.

On April 25, 1978, the CommissionCAStaff (Staff)
presented its initial recommendation to the Commission
regarding the disposition of the tariff filing. Staff
recommended that the filing should become effective at end
of the 45-day statutory notice period onA%7§27?6]MﬁfheAbasis
of that recommendation was that the cost information submitted
with the filing justified the differential and the filing
was a reduction in rate for underground extensions. The

Commission did not concur with Staff"s reccommendation.

U-78-48(2)
Page 1 of 5
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THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

..——Tariff Revision, Designated as u-81- _
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSO—
CIATION, INC., for an Interim and ORDER NO. 1

Permanent Rate Increase

In the Matter of the Consideration

and Determination of Implementation U-80-92
of the Ratemaking Standards and
Lifeline Rates in the Public ORDER NO. 2

Utility Regulatory Policies Act of
1978 for CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIA—

TION, INC.

:n the Matter of the Investigation /
Of CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, U-81-20 y'/ y
INC."s Wholesale Power Billing -
Practices ORDER NO. 2

In the Matter of the Investigation

into the Management Practices and U-81-C o
Procedures of CHUGACH ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC. ORDER NO. 1

ORDER SUSPENDING OPERATION OF TARIFF
"INCREASE, AND
RE@PIRIIf(rHAm~GEWENT‘AUDI¥A6FiJTIUITY "
On June 26, 1981, CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
INC. (CEA), filed a tariff revision, designated as TA22-8,.
requesting an interim and permanent rate increase £
25.6 percent to retail electric rates exclusive of~fcurity
and street lights. In addition, CEA proposed the elimin—
ation of rate differentials between urban and suburban
classes by raising urban rates to the suburban level and
then applying a percentage increase to rates of both classes.

This results in a higher percentage increase in the bills of

urban customers than in the bills of suburban customers.



Mr. L. J. Schultz

General Manager

Chugach Electric Association
P. 0. Box 3518

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Schultz:

The Commission is seriously concerned about the lack of
information available to the public regarding the widespread
and prolonged service outage experienced by Chugach Electric
Association, Inc. (CEA), on Sunday, August 9, 1981. The
Commission also lacks adequate information to -expda-ar the
circumstances which resulted in the duration of the power

outage.

In the past, the Commission has raised such questions with
CEA on an informal basis. It is now appropriate to.require
a formal reply. Specifically, the Commissione”desiro”T

written response to the following questions! —

1) What is CEA"s procedure/for notifying
the public via the media an outage and
the expected time for restoration of service?

2) Does CEA intend to install a "hotline"
to resolve the problem of an overloaded
telephone system which occurs during an
outage?

3) What events led to the prolonged power
outage on August 9, 1981, and what actions
have been taken or will be taken to ensure
that a repeat situation will not occur?
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In the Matter of the Fildjrig-""df.r'a; )

Tariff Revision, Designated-as__

TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRICASSO-)

CIATION, INC., foran Interim and) ORDER NO. 2
Permanent Rate Increase

In the Matter of the Investi—

o/ o/ o o/ T\

gation Of CHUGACH ELECTRIC U-81-20
ASSOCIATION, INC."s Wholesale
Power Billing Practices ORDER No. 3

ORDER GRANTING PARTIAL RECONSIDERATION;
ALLOWING INTERVENTION; AND ESTABLISHING DATES FOR
PUBLIC HEARING AND SUBMISSION OF PRE-FILED TESTIMONY

On June 26, 1981, CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
INC. (CEA), filed a tariff revision, designated as TA22-8,
requesting an interim and permanent rate increase of 25.6
percent to retail electric rates exclusive of security and
street lights. In addition, CEA proposed the elimination of
rate differentials between urban and suburban classes by
raising urban rates to the suburban level and then applying
a percentage increase to rates of both classes. This resulted
in a higher percentage increase in the bills of urban customers
than in the bills of suburban customers.

On August 10, 1981, the Commission issued Order
No. 1 in Docket U-81-52 and Order No. 2 in Docket U-81-20
suspending TA22-8 for an initial six-month period ending
February 10, 1982. The suspension period would allow the
Commission Staff (Staff) time to thoroughly investigate the
reasonableness and propriety of CEA"s proposed tariff revision.

The Commission also granted the utility a 16.91 percent

U-81-52(2), U-81-20(3)
Page 1
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Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly . _
— Susan B .;"Knowles....
W Stuart C. Hal]

In the Matter of the Investi—

gation of CHUGACH ELECTRIC U-81-20
ASSOCIATION, INC.*s Wholesale
Power Billing Practices ORDER NO. 3

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-31-52
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSO—
CIATION, INC., for an Interim and ORDER NO. 2

Permanent Rate Increase

ORDER GRANTING PARTIAL RECONSIDERATION;
DENYING INTERVENTION WITHOUT PREJUDI AND ESTABLISHING DATES FOR~
PUBLIC HEARING AND SUBMISSION OF PRE-FILED TESTIMONYA n
On June 26, 1981%”CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
INC. (CEA), filed a tariff revision, designated as TA22-8,
requesting an interim and permanent rate increase of 25.6
percent to retail electric rates exclusive of security and
street lights. In addition, CEA proposed the elimination of
rate differentials between urban and suburban classes by
raising urban rates to the suburban level and then applying
a percentage increase to rates of both classes. This resulted
in a higher percentage increase in the bills of urban customers
than in the bills of suburban customers.
On August 10, 1981, the Commission issued Order
No. 1 in Docket U-81-52 and Order No. 2 in Docket U-81-20
suspending TA22-8 for an initial six-month period ending
February 10, 1982. The suspension period would allow the
Commission Staff (Staff) time to thoroughly investigate the
reasonableness and propriety of CEA S proposed tariff revision.

The Commission also granted the utility a 16.91 percent
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STATE OF ALASKA
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION /a
Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairtam ®w /L

Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of

,a Tariff Revision, Designated U-81-52
I/'as TA22"8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC - .

ASSOCIATION, INC., for an ORDER NO. |

Interim and Permanent Rate In—

crease

C0/CUa - <J"CUa .
ORDER GRANTING"PETITION TO INTERVENE

J %

On September 14, 1981, the Commissionjf£¥~issued
Order No. 2 in Docket U-81-52 which, among other things,
denied without prejudice the_Petition to Intervene by the

FffHS~filcd by the ALASKA

CONSUMER ADVOCACY PROGRAM (ACAP) on September 3, 1981.

On September 16, 1981, ACAP submitted a Revised
Petition to Intervene by the Anchorage Consumer Advisory
Committee for consideration by the Commission. A SM-FF-
4StaffjAresponse to Second Petition for Intervention was
' / A uiwcli cptoo/.AL. y>al ItNSK
filed on September 22. 1981 , gfrpesing ACAPAs-. status as an
intervenor.

The Commission has examined ACAP"s”~/etition against
the standards for .fjo/ intervention set out in 3 MC 48.110,
particularly subsections (b) and (c¢) of that section, as
well as its policy concerning intervention set out in U-77-%
16(2), pages 3-4, and has considered the counter-arguments
presented by Staff in its response. Based ”~on this analysis,

the Commission concludes that the facts and reasons set out

in ACAP"s petition for/Intervention sufficiently meet the
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Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Investi-

gation of CHUGACH ELECTRIC U-81-20
ASSOCIATION, INC."S Wholesale
Power Billina Practices ORDER NO. 4

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-52 I
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSO— /d;
CIATION, INC.,, for an Interim and ORDER NO. 4

Permanent Ratel Increase

ORDER AMENDING SCHEDULES FOR
SUBMISSION OF PRE-FILED TESTIMONY AND
PUBLIC HEARING S.

On September 14, 198.1, the Commission issued Order Nos.
3 and 2 in Dockets U-81-20 and U-81-52, respectively, which,
among other things, established tne dates for public hearing and
submission of pre-filed testimony. CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIA—
TION, INC. (CEA), was reauired to file its list of witnesses
and written prepared testimony by (OSSSSBBBBN September 30, 1981~
and Commission Staff (Staff) was directed to file its witness
list and nre-filed testimony by October 7, 1981. While
Order Nos. 3 and 2 denied intervention to the ALASKA CONSUMER
ADVOCACY PROGRAM (ACAP) on behalf of Anchorage Consumer Advisory
Committee, ACAP was placed on notice that if it was granted
intervenor status in a subsequent order, its witness 113t and
pre-filed testimony would be due October 14, 1981. The public
hearing on the revenue requiremgnt portion of CEA"s proposed
tariff revision was schedulgd*¥gf-Octobefﬂ21, 1981, at 9:00 a.m.,
in the Commission®s offices in Anchorage, Alaska.

Based upon a revised petition to intervene filed

on September 16, 1981, the Commission in Order Ho. 3 1in

Uu-81-20 (4 , U-81-52()
Page 1 of 4
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Before- Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
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Diana E. Snowden

U-77-68
ORDER NO. 8

ORDER ALLOCATING COSTS
AND CLOSING POCKET

On OctotkK C 13, 1980, the Commission issued Order
No. 7 in this proceeding which, among other things, approved
TA14-8 and TA14-8(1) filed by CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
INC. (CEA); required CEA to file revised tariff sheets
reflecting the approved rate design and rates; gave notice
to CEA that in future cost-of-service studies and rate
designs the deficiencies identified therein in its methodo—
logy and supporting documentation are to be rectified; and
provided that outstanding cost-of-service and rate-design
issues in this proceeding would be considered within the
context of the Commission®s consideration of the applicabil—
ity of the ratemaking standards in the Public Utility Regul —
atory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA) to CEA.

On November 14, 1980, CEA filed revised tariff
sheets in compliance with the Commission®s order. Subsequently,
on December 12, 1980, 1in an administrative meeting, the
Commission approved and made effective CEA"s revised tariff
sheets reflecting the rate design and rates approved in
Order No. 7 thus concluding consideration of the outstanding

substantive 1issues in this proceeding.

U-77-68(8)
Page 1
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i Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
»
5 Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
6 i Diana E. Snowden
, j 1 Jr\ the Matter of the Investi-
iji 7/ ation of CHUGACH ELECTRIC U-81" 20 .
*~I" 10 $SOCTATTION,. TNC.*e Whalesale A/l
S Power Billing Practices ORDER NO. 5
10
11 In the Matter of the Filing of a
1 Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-52
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSO—
JJIA CIATION, [INC., for an Interim and ORDER NO. 5
13 Permanent Rate Increase
14 ORDER GRANTING PETITIONS FOR INTERVENTION [
15 t>P/V///Y6 ADD iripndryL. i A uniiy\ fomx >C«fa SH A P
Orders No7 4f issued September 29, 1981, granted an Vv
\,0
16 extension of time to CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC. (CEA), in vyl
I which to designate witnesses from the Rural Electrification Admin—
18 istration (REA) and National Rural Utilities Cooperative Finance
& Corporation (CFC) and submit their written prepared testimony.
2
0 The witness list and pre-filed testimony for representatives from \
2l agencies were required to be filed by 4:00 p.m., October 14, 1981.
2
In order to allow the Commission Staff (Staff) adequate time in
23
which to address the issues raised in the testimony filed by REA
24
. and CFC witnesses, Orders No. 4 extended Staff"s filing require—
T
ghég 5 ment deadline to October 23, 1981, and rescheduled the public
’ 2
265 i.earing from October 21 to October 27, 1981.
Ay 2
ﬂié i Orders No. 4 also clarified the Commission®s intent to
28
ol |hold separate public hearings in these proceedings. A public
!
_hearing was scheduled for November 9, 1981, to examine and address
30 N
21 " CEA"s wholesale power billing practices and procedures. Staff was
2 irequired to address the wholesale power billing practices issue in

U-81-20 (5) , U-81-52 (5)
'Page 1 of~",
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Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
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Diana E. Snowden
In the Matter of the Filing of a
Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-52
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSO—
CIATION, INC., for an Interim and ORDER NO.

Permanent Rate Increase

ORDER AFFIRMING PREVIOUS ORDERS AND DENYING
RELEASE OF STAFF WORK PAPERS

On November 0, 1981, CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
« N INC. (CEANfiled a Reguest For Clarification Order And
/ Release yt Staff Work-Papers. Specifically, CEA requested a
clarification ofthe following paragraph found on page 4,
U-81-52(2)(9

The Commissicr._ has reviewed the utility"s
petition and Zfaff"s response thereto and

is prepared to grant partial reconsideration
of Order No. 1. Specifically, the Commission
concurs with CEA that the actual, rather

than an imputed, TIER requirement should be
considered for interim rate-making purposes
in the instant case. At the same time, the
Commission agrees with Staff that it would

be unreasonable to impose full responsibility
for all TIER in excess of 1.0 on the retail
customers. Accordingly, the Commission will
allow the utility an across-the-board interim,
refundable increase in all tariffed rates
sufficient to yield a TIER of 1.34 on the
retail revenue requirement only, 1i.e. not on
the total company revenue requirement. In
the absence of a cost of service study, it

is difficult for the Commission or its

Staff to compute the interim rate increase
percentage which results from this decision
without making certain arbitrary assumptions.
Therefore, 1if the utility wishes to further
increase its interim rates as allowed by

this Order before the permanent revenue
requirement determination, it will be
necessary for CEA to perform the numerical
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Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairmen
Marvin R. V7eatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of a )

Tariff Revision, Designated as ) U-81-52 E/
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC., for an Interim
and Permanent Rate Increase

ORDER NO. 8

NN

ORDER GRANTING PETITION TO ENLARGE TIME
AND ESTABLISHING SCHEDULES FOR SUBMISSION OF PREFILED TESTIMONY

AND FOR PUBLIC HEARING
On October 22, 1981, CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC.
(CEA), filed a Petition for an Order Continuing Hearing and
Scheduling Supplemental Filing in this proceeding. By Bench Order
issued October 23, 1981, the Commission scheduled a hearing for
October 26, 1981, to allow the utility, the Commission Staff
(Staff), and the ALASKA CONSUMER ADVOCACY PROGRAM (ACAP) to
present oral argument on CEA"s petition. At the conclusion of the
hearing the Commission issued a Bench Order granting CEA"s request
for a continuance subject to the following three conditions:
(1) By February 15, 1982, CEA is required to
submit a new revenue requirement filing, subject to
the requirements of 3 AAC 48.275, with an updated 1981
test year with appropriate adjustments to revenues,
expenses and rate base.
(2) CEA is required to pursue the 1issue of

TIER for generation and transmission as mandated 1in
Order No. 2, to continue to request an [sic] REA policy
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Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
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Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-52
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC

ASSOCIATION, INC., .for an Interinm

and Permanent Rate Increase

ORDER STAYING ORDER NO. 8 PENDING INTERVENOR RESPONSE
ArftND SCHEDULING 3UOW~CAUOT -11EAR1-NG-AV

On February 3, 1982, the Commission issued Order No. 38
in this proceeding which, among other things, granted the request
of CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC. (CEA), for an extension of
time in which to file its revenue requirement study from Febru-—
ary 15, 1982, to March 10,1982.

On February 4, 1982, intervenor ALASKA CONSUMER ADVOCACY
PROGRAM (ACAP)ﬁfiled a Petition for Reconsideration of Order
No. 8. ACAP stated that CEA failed to comply with 3 AAC 48.090(h)
which requires that filings in a proceeding be served on all
parties of record, and, therefore, the utility"s Petition to En-
large Time in Which to File Application for Rate Relief wasnvoidﬁ

According to ACAP, the following actions were necessitated by this

deficiency:
i/ qQ -The Commission must order Chugach to serve
their motion on us and then the Commission must give

us the requesite number of days to respond to the
motion.



- =MV w- \STATE OF ALASKA

RrANTHFT*ALAS}~-4uBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles

Stuart C. Hall

\ " of Diana E. Snowden
>
j In the Matter of the Filing of a )
* Tariff Revision, Designated as ) U-SI-52
TA22-8, by CHUGACH ELECTRIC )
ASSOCIATION, INC., for an ) ORDER NO. 10
Interim and Permanent Rate )
Increase )
)
~ ORaZR /PF'R” ORNtR Sjo, 8 aajx> SUPPIMW'>'Inc
$0fiEtoUL& FOR butiwsfvy ITLB OF PRC-FilE* itvnM W Y

On February 3, 1982, the Commission issued Order No. 8
in this proceeding granting the request of CHUGACH ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC. (CEA), for an extension of time in which to file
its revenue requirement study from February 15, 1982, to March 10,
1982. Order No. 8 also established deadlines for submission of
pre-filed testimony by CEA and the Commission Staff (Staff) on
March 10 and April 23, 1982, respectively, and scheduled a public
hearing on the proposed rate increase to convene on May 5, 1982.

On February 4, 1982, intervenor ALASKA CONSUMER ADVOCACY
PROGRAM (ACAP), filed a Petition for Reconsideration requesting
cancellation of Order No. 8 pending ACAP receipt of and response
to the utility"s Petition to Enlarge Time in Which to File Appli—
cation for Rate Relief. The Commission subsequently issued Older

No. 9, dated February 5, 1982, staying the operation of Order



JAY S. HAMMOND. Govefrof

1100 MacKay Building
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 333 Denali Street

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Anchorage, Alaska L
Phone (907) 2758222

Chugach Electric Association
Tom Kolasinski, Acting Manager
P.0. Box 3518

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Kolasinski:

The Commission has been advised that the salary information re—
quired on page JQ'j of Chugach Electric Association®s (CEA) 1990
Annual Report to the Commission has not been provided. In addi —
tion, the Commission has been informally advised by 1its :taff that
CEA does not v/ish to file this information because it ~

this action could violate the right to privacy of soni* c"i it«
employees.

CEA is hereby placed on notice that it shall file the required
salary information by Friday, February 19, 1902 at 4:00 p.m. If
the utility wishes to request that this information be treated as
proprietary the following procedure which supplements the Com—
mission"s present statute and regulations governing public dis-

closure of information AS 42.05.671 and 3 AAC 49..040) should be
followed:

PROCEDURE FOR THE TREATMENT OF MATERIAL OF
INFORMATION FOR WHICH PROPRIETARY
OR PRIVILEGED STATUS IS REQUESTED

in Written Petition for Proprietary or Privileged Status.

If no written request has been made to designate
material or information as proprietary or otherwise
privileged, all material and information that is filed
with, served upon, or otherwise made available to the
Commission shall be available for examination by the
public. Any person wishing to protect material or
information filed with, served upon or otherwise made
available to the Commission shall file with tho Com-
Tnission a formal written petition identifying the
material or information sought to be protected and
setting forth tho facts, reasons, or other grounds
upon which the Commission should classify that
material or information as proprietary or otherwise
privileged.
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A.C. Pistorius, General Manager
Anchorage Telephone Utility

600 East 38th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

Enclosed is a validated copy of the tariff sheet filed on
February 6, 1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility. This
filing, designated as TA132-120, has an effective date of

March 27, 1981.

In consideration of the manner 1in which the amount of the
credit for returning telephone sets was derived, the Commission
directs ATU to monitor the appropriateness of the $5.00
credit amount and be prepared, at the time of .a general rate 2(
examination, to provide the Commission with evidence as to

ro_

why the credit should be continued or, as appropriate,

modified.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION.
Very truly yours,
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Executive Director

JBF/ga
Enclosure



A.C. Pistorius, General Manager
Anchorage Telephone Utility

600 East 38th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska " 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

Enclosed is a validated copy of the tariff sheet filed on
February 6, 1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility. This
filing, designated as TA132-120, has an effective date of
March 27, 1981.

In consideration of the manner in which the amount of the
credit for returning telephone sets was derived, the Commission

directs ATU to monitor the appropriateness of the $5.00

.j;Zﬁ#ﬁ/"'/ .

credic amount and be prepared, at the time of .a general rate ,
-\ i . . .
examination, to provide the Commission with evidence as to

why the credit should be continued or, as appropriate,

modified.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION.
Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Executive Director

JBF/ga
Enclosure
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I 5_. .Oflsrm « In reply refer to: Tariffs
A U °-81-19 .

A_C. Pistorius, General Manager /s s/ztfii
Anchorage Telephone Utility

600 East 38th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

The Commission has approved the proposal of Anchorage Telephone
utility (ATU) to cancel its adopted tariff of the Greater
Anchorage Borough Telecommunications Company, Inc. (GAB-

TEL) , and to apply its present Anchorage area tariff to the
areas served under the GAB-TEL tariff. This filing has an

effective date of May 26, 1981.

As a part of its consideration of this filing, the Commission
observed that the feasibility study on the provision of

extended area service (EAS) tc the former GAB-TEL area still

has not oeen filed with the Commission. This report was
originally anticipated in July, 1980. The Commission understands
that ATU 1is presently analyzing traffic data and expects to
complete the study shortly. Therefore, the Commission

directs that the EAS feasibility study be filed with the

Commission no later than August 1, 1981.

A list of the validated tariff sheets being returned at this
time iIs attached. As the Staff has discussed with ATU,
the following procedural matters are still required to
complete the application of the Anchorage area tariff to the

GAB-TEL area.
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Ted Burns, Esq.

Municipal Attorney
Municipality of Anchorage
632 West Oth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Burns:

Re: Certification of Garbage and Refuse Public Utilities

The enactment of Ch. 136, SLA 19 ?.(FQCS SB 577) repealed the
rur™c

language of AS 42.05.221(f) andgﬁs 42.05.711(b) which exempted

garbage and refuse collection and disposal public utilities

operating within municipal boundaries (as they existed on

January 1, 1973) from having to obtain a certificate of public

convenience and necessity for the service area within these

boundaries.

The repeal of this language means that all municipal garbage

and refuse utilities must possess a certifF&ﬁie of public
convenience and necessity for the area ife acrvcu >42.05.221(a),
42.05.701(2)(F), (5) (A). This 1is required even though, as a
municipal utility, under the remaining language in 42.05.711(b)

or under the new 42.05."11(j) (annual gross revenues of $200,000

or less) they may not oe subject to economic regulation by the

Commission.

iHl € /7 o</
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In reply refer to: Tariffs
TA34-121

Thomas R. Stahr, General Manager

Municipal Light & Power Depai TmenL

Muni‘apality of Anchorage d/b/a’7"

1200 East First Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Stahr:

Enclosed are validated copies of tariff sheets filed on
June 10, 1981, by Municipal Light and Power (ML&P). This
filing, designated as TA34-121, has an effective date of

June 1, 1981.

Although the Commission has approved this filing, it is
concerned about the continuina lack of generation by the
waste heat unit. ML&P 1is directed to include in its next
gas cost rate adjustment filing an explanation of the lack
of reported steam generation and ML&P"s plans for use of

the waste heat unit.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Executive Director



TA146-120

A. C. Pistorius, General Manager

600 East 38th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Pistorius:

Enclosed is a validated copy of the tariff sheet filed on
May 18, 1981, by Anchorage Telephone Utility (ATU). This
filing, designated as TA146-120, has an effective date of

July 2, 1981.

In its study of this filing, the Commission reviewed a num—

ber of previous filings affecting the Secretarial Answering

Service Schedule and noted that the large TASCOM answering
N system, which was the subject of TAV98-120,T*L11-120, and
'S ~115-120, is not presently tariffed. The Commission urges

ATU to review its offerings in the Secretarial Answering Ser-

vice\to assure that all offerings are properly tariffed.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

Very truly yours,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

John B. Farleigh
Exective Director
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Before Commissiohers Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman / N
J. Ja Marvin R. Weatherly £5/11/5/
Susan M. Knowles - -
- - ry\ A ( Stuart C. Hall ",
Q r = > — 1 A N
In the Matter of the Filing of n
Tariff Revisions, Designated as u-81- 2-\ A

n TA135-120 and TA136-120, by

-1 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY

Jb for Rates for Straight Line
Feature Telephones

ORDER NO. 1

o o/ o N\

ORDER SUSPENDING TARIFF REVISION AND
GRANTING INTERIM RATES A

On March 25, 1901,EﬁNCHdéAéE“TELEFHONg-UTILITY
(ATU) filed two tariff revisions (TA135-120 and TA136-120) to
add a nonrecurring charge of $17.55 and a monthly rate of
$2.35 for straight line feature telephones (wall and desk
models) to the rate schedules for three PBX systems: the
Rolm CBX (Class H), Rolm SCBX (Class 1), and SL-1 (Class J).

The filings were noticed to the public on April 2,
1981, with a closing date, of May 4, 1981, for the submission
of statements in support of, or in opposition to, the proposed
tariff revisions. On May 4, 1981, the Commission received a
protest of the filings from Comtec, Inc. (Comtec), a company
engaged in selling, installing, and maintaining telephone
equipment, including PBX equipment.

Comtec stateéyihat it appears that the straight
line feature telephone is a standard push button telephone
that can be used in any residential home or with several
other PBX systems in ATU"s tariff. Comtec"s protest in-

* dudesJythree specific charges” Ajlml.),, buwf4 Utu-i'
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Before Conunissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
In the Matter of the Filing of a
Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81- 33

TA139-120, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELE— ORDER NO. 1
PHONE UTILITY To Change the

Conditions and Rates for Coﬁ{."P.TX~rT'.!Tt;7,—

Telephone Service ) B o p

ORDER SUSPENDING OPERATION OF TARIFF REVISION,
X INSTITUTING INVESTIGATION,rESTABLISHING
DATES FOR PUBLIC HEARING Alto SUBMISSION
OF PRE-FILED TESTIMONY
On April 17, 1981, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE TEI% goNE UTILITY (ATU) filed a tariff
revision, designated as TA139-120, which proposed changes to
the conditions and rates for coin telephone service. The
utility proposed to
1) increase the per message rate charges for public
and semi-public coin telephone service from tfiOi to /204
per call;
(2) increase the minimum monthly revenue required as a
basis for continuing service at each locationv-g" m ~“tewo-
JALm~As-the-regular-buBine&s—Lino-ratc (local only) to-

three times-the-regulErr-busirtess- line-rate""("locaT-3rti-
(3) increase installation charges for semi-public

telephone enclosure/supports;

u-81-_ (1)
Page 1
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Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of

a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81- 367
TA23-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER ORDER NO. |

UTILITY for Consolidation of
Service Areas and Permanent
Reduction of Rates

In the Matter of the Filing of f*
a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-4

/ TA20-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

M ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE,SEWER ORDER NO

" IMUTILITY for cViRate increase, in
the Anchorage, Eagle River," and
Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service
Areas””

ORDER SUSPENDING SERVICE AREA CONSOLIDATION

On May 1, 1981, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ﬂﬁﬁ?@%giwf FEWER UTILITY (ASU) filed a tariff revision,
designated as TA23-126, requesting the immediate permanent
reduction .In"rates for sewer service in the Eagle River
Sewer Service Area (ERSSA) and the Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer
Service Area (GASSA). ASU requested that customers in the
ERSSA and GASSA be integrated into the appropriate rate
schedule of the Anchorage Bowl Service Service Area (ABSSA).£)
/all thatjERSSA and GASSA rate schedules except for those
based on meter”water consumption be deletec”f) that definitions
and other tariff references for Service Area 40 (ABSSA) and
Service Area 50 (ERSSA) be deleted?) and that a definition be
added for the Anchorage Sewer Service Area (ASSA) as "that

area established by Anchorage, Alaska, Ordinance 81-23....".
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In the Matter of the Applicat.ion-by-

the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a

ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY to Amend its U-80-97
Certificate of Public Conveniencerand
Necessity No. 122 To Extend Its Ser— ORDER NO. 2

vice Area South Along Lake Otis Park
way to O"Malley Road To Include Inde—
pendence Park and Adjacent Lots

ORDER CLOSING DOCKET

Ordering paragraph No. 2 in Order No. 1 of this
proceeding required the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) to file, within 60 days,
tariff sheets describing tho amendments to its authorized
service area granted by the Commission. On May 20, 1981,
AWU complied with this requirement.

The Commission finds that all outstanding pro—
cedural and suostar.tive matters have been disposed of in the
aboveA§aptioned proceeding7/"and that there are no costs
to be allocated to the utility. Accordingly, this Docket
should be closed.

ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, Docket U-80-97

is closed. /yii

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this i%ﬁﬁ1day
of dlay-> 19=1. —

Vow BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
( 7*m>, )

CR

Uu-80-97, 5/728/81
Page 1 of 1

.t?l



STATE OF ALASKA

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly

Susan M. Knowles

Stuart- C .-Hal-1-——- y

rer;
In the Matter of the Filing
of a Tariff Revision, Desig— u-80-42 "
nated as TA110-120, by the
MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE "ORDER N0.JJ V

d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY for Rates and Con—
ditions for Exchange System
Used by Interexchange Ser—
vices*

ORDER GRANTING TARIFF REVISION

On April 4, 1980, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) filed TA110-120
proposing rates and conditions for use of the utility"s
exchange system by interexchange services (ESIS).

The ESIS tariff offering provides unlimited local
exchange service to users not located in the utility"s
service area. ESIS will apply to all services that have the
capacity to utilize the local exchange system including, but
not limited to, Foreign Exchange (FX), Common Control Switching
Arrangements (CCSA), Off-Premise Extensions (OPX), Tie Lines
(TL), and authorized MTS/WATS equivalent services provided
by Other Common Carriers (OCC). ESIS will not apply to
services, such as Message Telephone Service, that contribute,
through the settlements process between the long lines
carrier and the local exchange utility, to the financing of

the cost of exchange facilities.
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners:
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-42
TA110-120, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELE—

PHONE UTILITY for Rates and Con—

ditions for Exchange System Used

by Interexchange Services

ERRATA NOTICE

ORDER NO. 3

ORDER GRANTING TARIFF REVISION
(Issued June 26, 1981)

Carolyn S. Gu”ss. Chsisrnisn

Page 10, line 10-1/2: Delete "Agreement" and Insert "for Inter—
state Access".

Page 23, line 30: Add "CCSA $ 99".

Page 26, line 13: Add "Common Conti 1 Switching Arrange—
ments $ 99".

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska this 8th day of July,

1981.
BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles, not participating.)

(SEAL)

U-80-42(3-E)-(7/8/81)
Page 1 of 1
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P T ALASKA*®
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart Cc Kail
In the Matter of the Filing of
a,Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-100
45 0"*A26-121, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
y/p A ANCHORAGE d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT & ORDER NO. 5
9 POWER DEPARTMENT for an Interim
and Permanent Rate Increase
10

1n

ORDER EXTENDING SUSPENSION PERIOD



STATE UuE ALASKA'
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Before Commissioners Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly

Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a"

-"Special Contract between the U-78-85
/MUNICIPALITY OF ATJCnORAGE d/ff/a
MUNICIPAL LIGHT 5 POWER DEARTMENT ORDER NO. Lp

and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
d/b/a FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS —
TRATION

ORDER CLOSING DOCKET
The Commission finds that all outstanding procedural
and substantive matters have been disposed of in the above-captioned
proceeding and there are no allocable costs under AS 42.05.651 and

3 AAC 48.150 (n)-(1) . Accordingly, this Docket should be closed.

ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, Docket U-78-85

is closed,

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage Alaska, this day of
July, 1981.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
vk T

(SEAL)
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STATE OF ALASKA _%_
SMEHE ALASKA PIBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Ar~i:"::;r:""HaWn T?r”eat- herly
J>jh /’\Susan M-.—Knowles

In the Matter of the Filing of / /?
a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-100

TA26-121, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT &

POWER DEPARTMENT for an Interim ORDER NO. 6

and Permanent Rate Increase

ORDER AFFIRMING BENCH ORDER GRANTING
RATE INCREASE; ESTABLISHING REVENUE REQUIREMENT
AND REQUIRING COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY
On October 24, 1980, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a MUNICIPAL LIGHT & POWER DEPARTMENT (ML&P) Tfiled a
tariff revision, designated as TA26-121, requesting across-
the-board interim and permanent rate increases of 23.31 percent
($3,887,225 in additional revenues). Further, the filing
requested that the utility be allowed to:
1. use a 1.406 proforma/Debt .Service Coverage (DSC)
ratio which is based on maximum future debt service
coverage;
2. implement a $15 connection charge when permanent
rate relief is granted. The connection charge reflects
changes in the currently effective schedule of fees and
charges and Tariff Rule 7.13. (ML&P Tariff Sheets 29,
42, 43 and 100); and
3. delete Rule 7.4 Primary Metering Discount. (ML&P

Tariff Sheet No. 43).

U-80-100(5)
Page 1 of
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
A-

fore Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

tin the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-19
TA129-120, by the MUNICIPALITY
OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE ORDER NO. 2

TELEPHONE UTILITY To Revise Line
Extension and Unusual Construction
Policies

ORDER EXTENDING ~
SUSPENSION PERIOD

Order No. 1 in this proceeding dated April 13,
1931, suspended the operation of a tariff revision”~designated
as TA129—120,Aby the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE
TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) for an initial six-month period not
to extend beyond October 6, 1981, and instituted an investigation
into the reasonableness and propriety of the revision.

On October 5, 1981, the Commission received a
letter from ATU stating that "Pursuant to discussions between
utility and Commission staff: ?tris agreed to extend the
time period for this particular filing by sixty (60) days."

/.if fetup

-£+*cefyit appears that<Staff and ATU are engaged in
meaningful discussion which may lead to a satisfactory
resolution of the issues in this proceedincgjthe Commission
believes that the public interest would best be served by

extending the suspension of TA129-120 for an additionsl

day"!
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luL STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

u. UFECXEB BY . . Diana E. Snowden

TO KELEASS3
In the Mattjer of the Filing of a
Tariff Revision, 48si9nated as U-76-66
TA8-122, by the MUNICIPALITY OF /] 4
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER ORDER NO. 9

UTILITY for a General Rate Increase

y Tn the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revisipn, Designated as J-81-
TA22-122, by*MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER ORDER NO

UTILITY for an Interim and Per —
manent Rate Increase

ORDER SUSPENDING OPERATION OF TARIFF REVISION/O
GRANTING INTERIM RATE INCREASS*)CLOSING DOCKET
/ U-76-66 AND ALL%CAT!NG COSTS .~
On September 2, 1981,, MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) filed a tariff revision,
designated as TA22-122 requesting interim and permanent
rate increases of 15 percent and 22.95 percent, respectively.
The utility proposed that the rate increases be applied
across-the-board to all recurring monthly chargee for water
sales. In addition, the rate increases would be applied to
all non-recurring charges except deposits and initial fees for
connection, permits and inspection. AWU has also requested
that the private fire hydrant maintenance fee be deleted, its
elimination having been overlooked in TA21-122.
The Commission Staff (Staff) has reviewed the
filing and has determined that it meets the requirements of
3 AAC 48.270 and 3 AAC 48.275(a). AWU has requested a
waiver of 3 AAC 48.275(a)(8) since information relating to

income taxes is inapplicable to a municipally owned utility.

Page 1
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Municipality of Anchorage
fouch 6-650

Anchorage, Alak/se 99502
Dear Mr. Coyne:
RE The Application of the Municipality of Anchorage

For a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity to Operate as a Public Utility
Furnishing Garbage, Refuse and Trash
Collection and Disposal Service

With recognition of the fact that Staff agreed that responses

to questions 3, 4 and 10 could be omitted and the request

for exemption.A, a review of tne ab\ove Wra%f_ier@nced application
Y-

discloses that the application is h jffeirrhK®r otherwise

incomplete in the following respects:

(1) The $50.00 application fee required by AS 42.05.661 and
noted in instructional footnote 2 of the application

has not been paid.

(2) The service area description, Exhibit E, is not set

forth in township, range and section designations as

requested in instructional footnote 3 of the application.

(3 The proposed tariff included with the application 1is

not set forth in the format approved by the Commission” ,

f N
as required by 3AAC 48.200700AAC 48 .430 and as noted
footnote 13 of the application.

in instructional

In order that noticing of the application can be made and to
avoid any further unnecessary delay in the processing of the

application, you are requested to immediately remit the



\ STATE OF ALASKA
(to-y Joo mmeemeeeneeeeenaes

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

$r Diana E. Sr.owden

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-33
TA139-120, by the MUNICIPALITY
OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE ORDER NO. 2

TELEPHONE UTILITY To Change the
Conditions and Rates for Coin
Telephone Service

ORDER EXTENDING SUSPENSION PERI10D * &< ///«-
lifi fitm u _iff
! Due to the workload and out-of-state commitments of TC®
the hearing panel in this proceeding, and the desire by the
J full Commission to address the social issue”s*raised by the
utility 3 request to increase the rates for public and semi—
public telephone service from 10C to 20C per call, the Com—

mission will extend the suspension period in this docket until

J March 1, 1987

n- 0" . y ORDER

THE COMMISSION ORDERS, That, the operation of the
tariff revision designated as TA139-120, filed by the Munici—

pality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Telephone Utility, 1is

uU-8.
Page 1 of
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STATE OF ALASKA
THE ALASKA PUELIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly

Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of a
Tariff Revision, Designated as

TA139-120, by the MUNICIPALITY U-81-33
OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE
TELEPHONE UTILITY To Change the ORDER NO. 2

Conditions and Rates for Coin
Telephone Service

)

ORDER EXTENDING SUSPENSION PERIOD, -REQUIRING-ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION "~-AUTHORIZING CUSTOMER

On August 1il, 1981, the Commission convened in
hearing 1in 1its Anchorage office to take public testimony and

consider the evidence concerning che tariff revision, designat

as TA139-120, filed by MUNICIPALITY CF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHOR/

TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) which proposed changes 1in the conditic

and rates for coin telephone service. Among other matters, t)
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Dreflgj foy
;‘Chccko.] ov
Ap»rvea f.
UC-UPA &IICLY cSLe ,:£\z2s:
Fu -V STATE OF ALASKA
IC UTILITIES COMMISSION
IrxJp.
Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
In the Matter of the Filing of
a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-4
TA20-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER
UTILITY for a Permanent General
Sewer Rate Increase in the
Anchorage, Eagle River, and >-—
Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service
Areas
In the Matter of the Filing of
a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-36
TA23-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER
UTILITY for Consolidation of
Service Areas and Permanent
Reduction of Rates
ERRATA NOTICE
ORDER NCK 10
.o NQRDEB_NO~-1-
U_ -
) ORDER SUSPENDING SERVICE AREA CONSOLIDATION
CPmIIJJ AND APPROVING PERMANENT RATE REDUCTIONS
Ty - (Issued June 15, 1981) A"
|
t* Line 13, Ipage £ Change- li-fopposed-)-4- to_,txjppusedu
VLine 227"-page3; Chan?e Miself” to "itself"«
00. pa<3tt4 r. we Tc "<tV _,
Line 28, page 5: Change ™tha" to "the" f

[

action-

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 16th day of

June, 1981.~

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

S <
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Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall
Diana E. Snowden

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-46
TA148-120, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

$ ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE ORDER NO. 2
UTILITY To Change the Rate Structure

for the Provision of Basic Telephone
Instruments

On June 16, 1981, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY (ATU) filed a tariff revision,

designated as TA148-120, requesting a change in rates and rate

structure to separate billing charges between service access lines
and telephone instruments. ATU stated that this was necessitated
cfCC),
by recent Federal Communications Commission-ltactions
ATU's present tariff provides for basic local business

or residence service which includes the first or main telephone
instrument at no additional charge. An additional charge s
assessed for each extension connected to the basic local service.
In TA148-120, ATU proposed to eliminate the extension charge, but
proposed to charge the customer for each instrument (including the
main instrument) provided by the utility, ATU asserted that

elirirstf o f ext:r.ri rec;ice charges and implementation of

4 i ih. ! » Fa e c 11 - on- “hx t.



TA KO.

6-210

7-215

44-3

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA January 9, 1981
I DATE)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

45 *
UTILITY NAME day
Nushagak .Electric
Cooperative, Inc. 2/9

Burton Carver éiCo., 1/27
Inc. (Homer)

Burton Carver & Co., 1/27
Inc. (Hope)

General Telephone Company 1/19
of Alaska

Power Production Cost Assistance
Staff recommendation; Approval

Roll-off truck service
Staff recommendation; Reiection

Roll-off truck service

Staff recommendation; Reiection

Staff recommendationi

Staff recommendation;

Unbundle mileage charge for station

Staff recamr.menclationi ApWoval <

NC L
Commissioners: Zerbetz
Weatherly -
Guess
Knowles
Hall

ACTION TAKEN

Approved Unanimously

Suspended and grant interim
w/Commrs. Guess & Knowles
di ssenting

Suspended and grant interim
w/Commrs. Guess & Knowles
di ssenting

| rs:

h

Approved Unanimously

off-premises extensions



TA NO.

75-120

41-25

42-25

*"4-19

86-19°

13-96

Yol

UTILITY NAME

Anchorage Telephone
Utility

Sitka Telephone Company”

Sitka Telephone Company

Matanuska Telephone
Association, Inc.

Matanuska Telephone
Association, Inc.

Betties Light & Power

45
day

179

1/16

1716

1719

2/5

1713

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA

. January 9, 1981
(DATE)

SUBJECT MATTER AMD STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Grandfather Key Systems 1 and 2
Staff recommendation; Approval

Rule Change re Wording on Billing Form

Staff recommendation; Approval

Billing Form Change

Staff recommendation; Approval

One Party Service i-n Eagle River
Staff recommendation; Approval

Correction of Typographical .Error

Staff recommendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recommgndation; Approval, <~

NO. 271

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Suspend unless waiver
of 45 days received

S.rapend unless waiver
of 45 days received

Approved w/noti :e in next
bill that this will take
effect on the next bill

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

1t



UTILITY NAME

Amfac Foods

Fort Yukpn Utilities

Kodiak Electric Assoc:.,
Inc.

Kodiak Electric Assoc.,
Inc.

Alaska Electric Light
& Power

Pelican Utility Company
(Electric)

45
Gay

1/16

1/19

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recomendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff recomendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment - Port Lions
Staff recomendation: Approval

Power Production As-sistance - Port Lions
Staff recommendationj Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff recomendation} Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
recommendation: Approval of a .42C/.KWJI Surcharge

4*4Jt1IC4 U \v.

ACTION TAKEN

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA January 9, 1981
ICATE)

45 «
- TA NO. UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN

Alaska Power & Telephone 1/19 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

1 _ A - I
I (Skagwhy) Staff reccmendation;  Approval pproved Unanimously
154-2 Alaska Ppwer & Telephone ) . Approved Unanimously

(Hydaburg) 1719 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment <
Staff reccmendation: Approval
155-2 Alaska Power & Telephone ) ]
(e 9] 1719 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved Unanimously

Staff reccmendation:  Approval

156-2 Alaska Power & Telephone Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved Unanimously
(Craig) 1719 Staff recchmendation:  Approval
1726 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved Unanimous]®
41-88 Northern Power & Engineer ing

Staff recomendation:  Approval

n , Approved Unanimously
U-80-26 Yakutat Power, Inc. — Compliance with order
recamiendation: Approval <’



TA NO.

U-80-44

.U-80-75

I*O

pgppc m

UTILITY NAME

NushagaK Electric
Cooperative, Inc..

Interior Telephone
Corapanyr Inc.

45 -
day

COm ISSION TARIFF" ACTION MEETING

AGENDA _ January 9, 1981
I17ATET)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Compliance with order

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Compliance with order

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Staff reccnmendation:

Staff reccnmendation:

Staff reccnmendation;

Staff reccnmendation! e*»'e

o =

No. 274

ACTION TAKEN

Approved Unanimously

Hold for revision



- TA KO.

TA 18-22

989 &

N U-80-85

\_j4 2

85-19

87-19

UTILITY NAME

Naknek Electric
Association, Inc.

College Utilities
Corporation(Sewer)

College Utilities
Corporation(Water)

McGahan Utilities, Inc.

Matanuska Telephone
Assbciation, Inc. ,

Matanuska. Telephone
Association, Inc.

45 -
day

2/19

1/26

1/26

1/26

,/26

2/5

COMMISSION TARIH" ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  January 23, 1981
(DATE)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Power Production Assistance

Staff recamiendation; Approval

Emergency Interim Rate Increase
Staff reccnmendation; Suspension

Emergency Interim Rate "Increase

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Permanent Rate Increase

Staff reccnmendation! Approval

Custom Calling Service in Wasilla

"NO, 275

Zerbeitz »
"Ath erly

ACTION TAKEN

Approved Unanimous

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Staff .reccitmendationj Approvai witt].3/1/82 Expiration date.

Correction of error

Staff recarmendation: Approval .

1 Approved Unanimously

< —



COMMISSION TAR’FF* ACTION MEETING

/
AGENDA  January 23. 1981
(DATE)
45
TA NO, UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STMT RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN
éi;”lf‘? Anchorage Telephone
- utilit .
y 1/9 Grandfather Key Systems 1 and 2 Approved Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
P general - Telephone 1/29 MITEL SX-100 and SX-200 Rates
pany 2/9 Paging and Intercommunicating Equipment and eEmergency Approved Unanimously

Reporting Service Rates - ,
Staff reccnmendation; Approval

40-43 Bethel Utilities 1731 peliquent Account Charge of 5 percent Approved Permanently
Corporation Unanimously

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

and Power.
Staff reccnmendationi Approval

«156-15 Juneau & Douglas 2/2 . ] Approved w/stipulation
Telephone Company Handling Charge for Deliquent Accounts Unanimously

Staff reccnmendatiom Approval

111-230 Amfac Foods, Inc. 2/23 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved Unanimously

Staff reccnmendation: A"Upt ovai <



_ - Approved Unanimously
L7-22 Naknek Electric 2/19  Fyel Cost Rate ~""r.umcnt
Association, Inc.

Staff reccnmendation;

i EHmL
6-92 .
Tanana Power Company 3/2  Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
29-121 - Approved Unanimously
Anchorage Municipal 3/2  Gas Cost Rate Adjustment
Light and Power
Staff reccnmendation: Approval
Koo Haines Light and Power 2/19 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and’Power Production Agsistance apnroved Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation: Approval
8-160 Cordova Electric 2/12 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assistance Approved Unanimously
Cooperative, Inc.
Staff rccaimendation: Approval
U-80-100 Anchorage Municipal Compliance with order

Light and Power Approved Unanimously

Staff rccormendation:  eqiroal. o
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COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

Commissioners:

Guess

AGENDA  February 11. 1981 Weatherly
Tdate) Zerbetz
Hall

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Power Production Assistance

Staff reccnmendation; Approval of 3.1874C/KWH PPA

Private Line Equipment for ATU

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Wording Change on Billing Form

Staff reccrmeixIntions Conditional Approval of Waiver

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff reccnmendation; Approval®

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff reccmmendation; Approval .

* Not Avallablcre~

ACTION TAKEN

»

Approved Unanimously

ApprovedeUnanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously



1A1-1

e 33-63

14-96

3-227

im

"41-43

49-14

TA NO.

t

45 o
UTILITY NAME day

iiivivivh PMIECIT TNV -
LIGHT & POWER =

FORT YUKON UTILITIES 3/5
Betties Light & Power 3/9
ARCTIC UTLITIES., INC. 3/9
BETHEL UTILITIES CORP. 3/2
0

HAINES LIGHT & POWER CO., 3/20
INC.

@* «4™e * *

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING No. 280

AGENDA February 11, 1981
1 dATU)

SUBJECT I4ATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

i
S Approved Unanimously
Staff tecanuendatiori; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
1 [ ]
Approved _Unanimously
Staff recawiendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Approved Unanimously
Staff reccnpiendaticni Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved. Unanit. ously

Staff reccnmendatiom Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Aujustment
Approved Unanimously

Staff recarmendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and power Production Assistanci > *
Approved Unanimously

Staff recommendations Approval
* Not Available Yet



TA 1C0. . UTILITY NAME

A 28- iUl COPPER VALLEY ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

8~ s NUSHAGAK ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE, INC.

49-45 NUSHAGAK ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE, INC.

/\ 65-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC ASSOC.,
. INC.
14 i
l.. 4
If. -
mi'A. 66-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC ASSOC.,
INC.

PATRICIA S. SCIIROYER

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA February 11< 1981
(date]

day _ SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

3/5 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power ProductionAssistance
(Glennallen « Valdez)

APPIC AffA-eOT(ii11SADr, Wurchar5es and requested-
. ,Annrnval of 2.44£/KWH

2 i Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recaunendation®, APProval

3/21 Power Production Assistance

Staff recaipiendation: Approval

3/12 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment - Kcdiak

Staff reccmnendatiom Approval

3/12 Power Production Assistance - Kodiak

Staff recommendation: Approval.

Compliance w/O0rder

U-80-48 d/b/a LAY ACRES SUBDIVIS on

mn

Staff recaniierrtlation: Approval
~ Not Available Yet

*T(-

NO. 281

ACTION TAKEN

Approved Unanimously

Approved.Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

1111 1A *eGr «dce .1 1 « @



Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Carolyn S. Guess

AGENDA March 2» 1981 Stuart C. Hall
U3ATU)
45
TA NO. UTILITY MAKE day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN
) Approved tor
1 30 days
9-66 Radio Communications, Waived Special Contract w/Shell Cil 1
Inc. . .F . . Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; suspension
22-32 Homer Electric 3/13 Rules & Regulations Held w/hearing
Association, Inc. . scheduled for.week
i i i of 3/16-
Staff reccnmendation; interim Approval Unanimously
126-120 3/2 Program Amplifier.Rates Approved
127-120 3/2 Bridoe for Several Legs of Common Data Circuit rates
128-120 Anchorage Telephone 3/2 Reconfiguration Charge for Class L PBX Unanimously
130-120 Utility 379 Private Line Terminal Equipment Rates
131-120 3/9  Staff reccnmendation: Deletion or Limitation of PBX Systems

Suspended and
Granted Interim

148-49 Clacier State Telephone /9 Digitone Receiver card Rate for SL-1 PABX and Tduchcall
N Company Star;! “rctv.mvandalion: rate for Kodiak cgh < Unanimously
"4 ....Suspension and Interim Approval
Approved
.I:
L i Unanimously
30-121 e Anchorage _Municipal 4/6 Gas cost rate adjustment
Light & Power Staff recaunendation: Approval
If-
* ) ’ Approved
12-24 Pelican Utility Company 3/20 Fuel cost rate adjustment Unanimously
| A5 Staff recamiendation: -ev*~ Approval

dkk . * Tot* Avall.iblo"Ycr _o........ -



TA NO.

103-1

42-88

42-43

| | 9-16C

50-14

Ly 51-45

UTILITY NAME

Alaska Electric Light
& Power

Northern Power &
Engineering

Bethel Utilities Corp.

t

Cordova Electric Coop—
erative, Inc. -

Haines Light 6 Power
Co., Inc.

Nushagak Electric
Cooperative, Inc.

oo < °

AGENDA March 2, 1981

~05ATE) )
45 « '
day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS action
Approved
4/3 Fuel cost rate adjustment iy Unanimously

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Approved

3/30 Fuel cost rate adjustment e

Staff reccnmendation; Approval Unanimously

Approved

Fuel cost rate adjustment Unanimously

3/30 staff reccnmendation:
— . ey, ,Approval

Approved
3/23 Fuel cost rate adjustment

. Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation;

Approval
Approved
Fuel Cost rate adjustment and Power Production Assistant!6 .
3/26 Unanimously
Staff recamendation: Approval®
Approved
1/6 _Fuel cost rate adjustment .. Unanimously

Staff recairoendation: Approval t*
* Mot Aval Inble Yet”

taken



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING 'NO. 285

AGENDA March 2/ 1981
(DATE)
45
UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAR

College Utilities i
Corp. (Water) Compliance w/order

Staff reccnmendation; conditional Approval ~

Unanimously

Approved
College Utilities

Corp. (Water) Compliance w/order
Staff reccnmendation; conditional Approval

Unanimously

-Approved mm

Juneau & Douglas i .
Telephone Company Compliance w/order Unanimously

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Staff reccnmendationi

Staff reccnmendation:

Staff reccnmendation:  idfry«= .
* 'Sit: i S



TA NO.

7-92

UTILITY NAME

Manley Utility Company
and Takotna Village
Association, Inc.

Tanana Power Company

45 -
day

N/A

N/A

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

*

AGENDA  wmarch 13, 1981 o _
|DATE) Commissioners: Zerbetz
Weatherly
Guc ss
SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION taken
Power Production Assistance
Apprgved
Notify MUC & TVA of audit requirement; Unanimously
Staff reconmendation; Direct Staff to perform audits.
Approved

Rate Increase

Unanimously

Staff recannendation; Approval of Staff Calculated Rate Ir.crease

Staff reccnmendation:

Staff recannendationi

Staff recannendation:

Staff recoiTOcndation:

~A Ly AMlor o< i H

L1M401U 4. -4 i teU (tM IM t.l MIn . H rf o fLRINDGE S TU QL. MY 7 St .1 m r -1 — »r? i (.«



TA NO.

10f1-0g

102-1

149-49

160-2

162-2

163-2

UTILITY NAME

ri-in&CUH , .INC.

ALASKA ELECTRIC LIGHT &
POWER

GLACIER STATE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE
(Craig)

ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE
(Skagway)

ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE
(Craig)

AGENDA  march. 3. 1981

Tdate)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Private Direct Toll Access Line Service for St. George
and Akutan

Staff reccnmendation; Suspension

Budget Payment Plan for All-Electric Residential and
Commercial customers

Staff

recannendation? Approval

Revised Base Rate Area for Kodiak Coast Guard Base

Staff

Fuel

Staff

Fuel

Staff

Fuel
Staff
Mot

recaimendation; Approval

cost rate adjustment

reccnmendation? Approval

cost rate adjustment

recannendation: Approval

cost rate adjustment |,

recannendation: Approval t<
AV.iiTthio To<< =™

ACTION TAKEN

Approved w/Commers.
Guess Dissenting

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



1 7]

- TA KO.

12-25u

29-10

68-16

/\ 69-16

%

o= S

U-91-4

fr v

45 o
UTILITY NAME day
AMFAC FOQDS, INC. 4/3

COPPER VALLEY ELECTRIC 4/6
ASSOCIATION, INC.
S

KODIAK ELECTRIC. 1/13
ASSOCIATION, INC.
(Kodiak)

KODIAK ELECTRIC 4/13
ASSOCIATION, . INC.
(Kodiak)

BURTON CARVER & CO. , INC. -

BURTON CARVER & CO., INC.

Wit e

WE % e b d *

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  March 13, 1981
(0ATE)

SUBJECT MATTER AMD STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Fuel cost rate adjustment

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Fuel cost rate adjustment and
Power Production Assistance

Staff recannendation; Approval

Power Production Assistance Update

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Compliance with order

Staff recannendation: Approval

Compliance wi.th order . e
Staff recannendation: -J2J?£oval° .
Not Available Yor

no. 217
ACTION TAKEN
Approved

Unanimously
»

Approved
Unanimously

eApproved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Hold

Hold

NIAKT— Ik vt X« ..

N



% ’

«

TA KO.

v?iVjﬁy
50-45
129-120
132-120
ov,
if<
1 VS
e
m *.e ft?
T b~ 133-120
4
I
88-19 I
89-19 =

UTILITY NAME

NushagakeElectric
Cooperative, Inc.

Anchorage Telephone
Utility -

Anchorage Telephone
Utility

Anchorage Telephone
utility

Matanuska Telephone
« Associatiog,~ Inc.

Matanuska Telephone
Association, Inc.

e » °

45 o

day

1
4/9

4/6

Waive 1 Credit for Returning Instrument
Staff recoimeixlation:

1/10

Staff recannendationi

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA

_March. .27, JJLIIL
(DATE)

SUBJECT MATTER AMD STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Line Extension Policy Changes
Staff reccnmendation; Suspension

Line Extension Policy Changes
Staff recannendation;

Special

/aive 1 Starset Headset Rate

4/3 Staff recamiendation:
« Not avnliable Ye~

Staff

"recannendation:

*

.4800 Baud Modem Rate

Approval

He

suspension

contracts with DECCO -

Approval

Approval

to Phone Store

Alaska for PAA

Approval af reduced .rate

288

ACTION TAKEN

Suspended
Unanimously

Suspended
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

OB

[\Wel
-5

'

ved
mously

*



COMMISSION TARIH" ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  wmarch 27, 1981

"(DATE)
45
UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AMD STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Anchorage Municipal
Light &"Power 4/27 Gas Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
A2 aska Power &
Telephone veg Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
(Tok) Staff reccnmendation; Approval
Alaska Power S 479 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Telephone (Tok) Staff reccnmendation: AppFBVal
Alaska Power & )
Telephone . (Skagway) 4723 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff reccnmendationi Approval
Fort Yukon Utilities 4/6 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff recommendation; Approval
Yakutax: Power, Inc. 4/9 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recarmendation: /cfTuroval .*

no 289
ACTION TAJ*
Approved

Unanimously

Approved
Unanimous!y

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously
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TA KO.

104-1

30-10

10-240

53-45

54-45

UTILITY NAME

Alaska Electric
Light & Power

Copper Valley Electric
Association, Inc.

Tlingit-Haida Regional
Electrical Authority

Nushagak Electric
Cooperative, Inc.

Nushagak.Electric
Cooperative, Inc.

4/27

5/1

5/7

5/4

5/4

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING L
AGENDA  wmarch 27, 1981
“Cdate]

SUBJECT MATTER A/"i "TAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Fuel Cose i<ate Adjustment

Staff recanmendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recannendationl .Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustments and
Power Production Assistance Updates

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and
Power Production.Assistance Update

SUi1f reccnmendation: *

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff Teccnmendation: Approval
4 -

*

Power Production Assistance Update

JTtaff reccnrnendationi
Y1 Not Avail @Jere: <<

-NeApproval
111 MUBm .i... .| IM...

N o 3

-no. 2%

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

ol tl-Afx *xxrxg Vo,






TA NO,
199.QB

22-28

23-97

24-37

22-126

UTILITY NAME

Central Alaska
Utilities, Inc.

College Utilities
Corp. (Water)

College -Utilities
Corp. (Sewer)

Anchorage Sewer
Utility

45
day

4/27

4/13

4/13

4/17

COMMISSION TARIEE ACTION MEETING - x o, 2%
Commissioners: Guess
Weatherly
AGENDA  Arjji- 13" Laaj oes

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
rAA Special I<adio Control System

action taken

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff recamiendation; Approval
Offsite Assessments

INTERIM REFUNDABLE
APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff reccninendation; Interim Approval

Assessments INTERIM APPROVAL

S PERMANENT SUSPENSION
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff reccnpiendntion: Approval of Interim and Suspension of Permanent

Assessments INTERIM APPROVAL

& PERMANENT SUSPENSION
UNANIMOUSLY

Sljaff reccninendation»Approval of Interim and Suspension of Permanent

Contract w/Kulis Air National Guard Base

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Staff recommendation:
NE< TrAVETAVAYer ——-

«hai tiMiUkibuiiAui» - « - - ) S* r. I1S" Iri *r e err ea*



e oo - - *

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING 0. 293

AGENDA  April 13, 1981

Tdate]
45 |
TA NO. UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN
90-19 Matanuska Telephone 4/24 Change of Palmer and Eagle River office addresses
Association, Inc. and addition of Wasilla office address . APPROVAL

UNANITMOUSLY

Staff reccnmendation;Approval

95-19 Matanuska Telephone 5711 Correction of metes and bounds of Talkeetna Exchange
Association, Inc. APPROVAL
- UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
137-120 Anchorage Telephone 5/11 Relocation of rate to Private Line Section and
utility deletion of rate APPROVAL

UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccnmendation:Approval

35-63 Fort Yukon Utilities 5/1 Fuel cost Rate Adjustment
APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff recaimendationiApproval

165-1 Alaska tilectrlc Light IVTF Tuel cost Rate Adjustment
& Power
¥ APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY
Staff recommendation:Approval
43-43 Bethel "Utilities Corp. 5/4 Fuel cost Rate Adjustment
APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff reccmnendationr Approval e

w Mol' Avii Inniln tpi

A



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING 'NO. 294



TA NO,
24-97

25-37

67-16

23-28

.»

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

Commissioners:

AGENDA Aprll 24, 1981
(DATE)
45 o
UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

COLLEGE UTILTTTF..S CORP.

changes.

Staff reccnmendation; rejection

Staff recav.tendation;

t T

Staff recoimendation:

Staff reccnmendation; e

KODIAK ELECTRIC ASSOC. |N< 4/3_ iReconnection fee

requirements

increase after

Staff recanncndation; Approval
?EgTRAL ALASKA UTILITIES, Wag-Contract w/Municipality.of Anchorage
; ve
. * <
" Staff racamierKIntioniAppwval

A"Hot Available Yec...

infraution of payment

\k

NO. 295

Guess
Weatherly
Knowles
Hall

ACTION TAKEN

5/25 oOmnibus administrative, fixed charge and rate design

REJECTED z
UNANIMOUSLY

« b

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Pt are-"i»r J@'Sir/i v, ...



P& wE
WA,
- m |

»

*
45 o
TA KO. UTILITY NAME Gay
150-49  GLACIER STATE TELEPHO? ~ K/A7

CU.

43-25 SITKA TELEPHONE COMPANY  5/4
44-25

91-19 MATANUSKA TELEPHONE ASSOC 4/24
INC.

32-121 ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL LIGHT 5/25
& POWER

13-42 PELICAN UTILITY COMPANY 5/18

43-88 NORTHERN POWER & ENGINEER-5/25
ING -«

- * =
; |

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING -

AGENDA  April 24, 1981

Tdate)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Additional Equipment for tiie Kodiak Court Guard Base
PABX

Staff reccnmendation;
Approval

Billing Regulations change m
Billing Form change

Statf reccnmentlafciontftODrOyal

Textual changes to "index and rate schedules

Staff recCTimendntion: Approval

Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff reccnmendation» Aoproval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recarmendation:Approval .

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff rcccnmendationi - r*
*"Not Avnilablo Ye(

omp ;. /.
R0. 296

ACTION TAKEN

HOLD

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

.APPROVAL =~

UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING "'NO. 297

AGENDA  roril 24, 1981
Tdate)

45
UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN

ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE 5/28 Fuel Cosh Ralp ArHustn Z%nt

tSKAGWAY) APPROVAL

UNANIMOUSLY

Staff reccnmendation; APProval
ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE 5/28 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

(TOK) APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccnmendation;
Approval.
ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE 5/28 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
(HYDABURG) APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccnmendatlon;ApprowII
COPPER VALLEY ELECTRIC 5/25 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assistanc
ASSOCIATION, INC. (Glenngllen) APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccnmendation; Approval

CORDOVA ELECTRIC COOP, INC5/28 Power Production Ass:stance"

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff recarmrndationApproval! of PPA lower than requested

TANANA POWER COMPANY Compliance w/order

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff reconncndationd A Tdvazt

¢ Mot Avoi mMe Yoi






TA NO. UTILITY NAME

3-208

'134-120

135-120
=136-120,

158-15

NUSHAGAK TELEPHONE
COOPERATIVE, INC.

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

JUNEAU & DOUGLAS
TELEPHONE COMPANY

AGENDA May 8, 1981

ldateT

45 *
day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff reccrmendation;

Staff reccninendation;

CUSTOM CALLING SERVICE
5/8

Staff reccnmendation: APPROVAL

CHANGE IN AVAILABLE OFFER."NGS OF ANSWERING
5/11 AND RECORDING DEVICES

Staff reccnmendation: approval

5/11 _STRAIGHT LINE FEATURE TELEPHONE INSTRUMENT
FOR ROLM CBX AND SCBX AND SL-1

Suspension for further investigation;
Staff reccnmendation: Aooroval of non-refundable interim rate

5/15 TOUCH CALLING SERVICE IN DOUGLAS EXCHANGE

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED

W/QUALIFICATIONS
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

SUSPENDED AND INTERIM
NONREFUNDABLE W/COMM.
KNOWLES DISSENTING ON
REFUND

PERMANENTLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

Staff reccnmendationi SUSPENSION AND INTERIM APPROVAL OF $1- 00 RATE

* Hot Available Yet



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING i

AGENDA May 8, 1981
(DATE)

. - I
45
TA KO. UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAM

26-4 ALASKA GAS & SERVICE 6/15 DEPOSIT RULE CHANGE APPROVED

UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccmiendation; APPROVAL

APPROVED
36-63 FORT YUKON UTILITIES 6/1  FUEL COST RATE ADJUSTMENT « UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccninendation; approval
Staff reccnmendation: e
72-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC 6/11 FUEL COST RATE ADJUSTMENT APPROVED
ASSOCIATION, INC. o
Staff reccnmendationi approval UNANIMOUSLY
Tr3-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC 6/11 POWER PRODUCTION ASSISTANCE UPDATE
ASSOCIATION, JNC. APPROVED

UNANIMOUSLY
Staff recarmendation: APPROVAL

*
U-80-56 JUNEAU & DOUGLAS COMPLIANCE W/ORDER ) )
TELEPHONE COMPANY REJECTED
. UNANIMOUSLY
Staff reccnranendation; RJCFJECTION® UiirrT *

* & - » « Mt AvniiTmloTOi



TA NO.

: U-79-23

u-81-18

U-79-36

U-30-95

UTILITY NAME

TLINGIT-HAIDA REGIONAL
ELECTRIC AUTHORITY

TANANA POWER COMPANY

COPPER VALLEY TELEPHONE
COOPERATIVE

MATANL.3KA TELEPHONE
ASSOCIATION, INC.

COm ISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  wmay 8. 1981

I Mte)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

COMPLIANCE W/ORDER

Staff reccnmendation;

COMPLIANCE W/ORDER

Staff reccnmendation;

COMPLIANCE W/ORDER

Staff reccnmendation:

COMPLIANCE W/ORDER

Staff reccnmendation;

Staff "reccnmendation:

Staff reccnmendation:

Not. Avm lablo You

APPROVAL

APPROVAL

approval

approval

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED =
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY



- m = m -4
- ¥
302 1 e
COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING NO. #.01
Commissioners-Present: Guess m n A
Weather} jt r
- Knowles F -
AGENDA  May »Sl Hal I
TOTvte]
, 45 IS
TA NO. UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN
2 recommendations:
Wipperman - approval. 1 V:
TA22-18 MATANUSKA.ELECTRIC 5/26  Interim & Permanent Rate Increases PP PP

ASSOCIATION.  ING. Evans - approval plus susJFL

. . pension period could chan
Staff reccnmendation; Suspension and Approval of 16.79% Int 2rin for rate redesign phase o the

case - unanimously ;
TA139-120 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE 6/1  Public and Semi-Public Coin Telephone Service S d
UTILITY uspen
: Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Suspension
Suspend
Interim roval "; nsol idate&l *
TA15-165 'NESQQSEYTELEPHONE 5/22 New Rate Development Factors witﬁ ;erﬁfpﬁgﬁé &agg_so Tkle&
Staff recCTrniendntion: Inter;im Approval Unanimously
/ (borj At
Approval:
".rA-12 MANLEY UTILITY COMPANY - Power Production Assistance Unanimously
Staff reccnmendationi *
Did not concur: t J)\
Interim approval; investigate
TA92-19~ MATANUSKA TELEPHONE 6/1  Hearing and Speech Impaired Communications Equipment rule conditions

ASSOCIATION, INC.

Staff recormendation: Approval-in Part & Rejection in Part Hall - concured with Staff.

TA93-19 MATANUSKA TELEPHONE Individual Tariff for Alaska Division of Emergency Approval
ASSOCIATION, INC. 6/8 Services . L. Unani mously

Staff recCTTiiendationi Approval



TA KC.

TA94-19

T.A138-120

TA140-120

nM44-88

TA33-1-21

TA13-230

UTILITY NAME

MATANUSKA TELEPHONE
ASSOCIATION, INC.

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

NORTHERN POWER &
ENGINEERING

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL
LIGHT & POWER

amfat foods, inc.

45
day

5/il

5/26

6/4

5/28

6/29

671

AGENDA  may 22, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

individual Tariff for University of Alaska;

of Agriculture

Staff reccntiendation;

Consolidation of GAB Telecommunications Company and
Anchorage Telephone Utility Tariffs

Staff reccnmendation; Approval,

Revised Rates for Key System 5,
Alternate Payment Plan for Key System 5

Staff reccnmendationj *

1DAT13)

— — rrfriY'm??-i]r.u”

Delinquent Account Charge

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff, reccnmendation:

Approval*®

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff reccmnendation:

Approxgl*'

Department

with certain procedural

2 new telsets,

ACTION TAKEN

Approval
Unanimously

Approval with Conditions:
Knowles, Guess, Hall.1l

Weatherly did not concur.

eXCe jtions

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unawimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimous]y



..........

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  may 22/ 1981
TDATE)
45
TA KO. UTILITY NAME day
; TA14 230 AHFAC FOODS, INC. 6/1 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
&« Staff reccnmendation; Approval
TA14-42 NORTHWAY POWER & LIGHT 6/15 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff recannendati m  Approval
TA9-5 ANTAK LIGHT & EOWER 6/29 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff reccnmendation: Approval
f L J [ J
\170-2 ALASKA POWER &TELEPHONE 6/29 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
(Skagway)
Staff reccninendationi Approval
"TA.171-2, ALASKA POWER &TELEPHONE 6/29 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
(Tok)
Staff reccninendation: Approval
TA172-2 ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE 6/29 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment o
(Craig)

&
Staff recaisnenrtation:

Approval *

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

0. 304 |t

ACTION TAKEN

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

»y

i /&
Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously




TA KO.

TA51-14

TA32-10

m/8-14

U-79-90

U-80-65

UTILITY NAME

i“riAIDA RfcUIGNAL
ELETRIC AUTHORITY

HAINES LIGHT & POWER

COPPER VALLEY ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, -INC.

M & D ENTERPRISES

YUKON TELEPHONE, INC.

FAR .NORTIJ SANITATION

45
day

7/2

7/2

6/26

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

May 22, 1981
(DATE)

AGENDA

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECFTMMENDATIONS

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assistanc ,

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assistancg

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assistance

Staff reccnmerdntion: Approval

New Tariff in Compliance w/0rder

Staff reccnmendationl Approval with Staff Modifications

Compliance w/Order

Staff recaimendation; Approval

Compliance w/0rder

S Zaff reccmnenclatiom Approval

4 ]
1 i Ve e
N
HO.
*i
I HI P
"i if hi.
ACTION TAXIII
Hold - Pending Revenue} SN

Requirement Order Relaase-i" I-

Approval
Unanimously

Approval- «
Unanimously th v

Approyal
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously ﬂg



TA NO.

U-81-25

U-80-84

U-80-85

-81-23

U-81-24

UTILITY NAME

CENTRAL ALASKA.
UTILITIES, INC.

COLLEGE
CORP.

COLLEGE
CORP.

COLLEGE
CORP.

COLLEGE
CORP.

UTILITIES
(Sewer)

UTILITIES
(Water)

UTILITIES
(Water)

UTILITIES
(Sewer)

45
day

»

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  wmay 22, 1981

Tdate)

SUBJECT HATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Compliance w/0Order

Staff reccnmendation; Approval
Compliance w/Order

Staff recaimendation; conditional Approval
Compliance w/0rder

Staff reccnmendation; conditional Approval
Compliance w/Order

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Compliance w/Order

Staff reccnmendation: ApproVai

Staff reccnmendation:

ACTION TAKEN

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval.
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously



UTILITY NAME

NAPAKIAK CORPORATION

TAKOTNA COMMUNITY
ASSOCIATION UTILITIES

ALASCOM,

AMFAC FOODS,

ARCTIC UTILITIES,

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA June 8 , 1981
(Date)
SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Power Production Assistance

Staff recommendation:

Power Production Assistance

Staff recommendation : Of ft ->(L«-\/_\~m 4™ Iyi</uo\,

Special Equipment Arrangement for Private Line

Staff recommendation: *

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recommendation: Interim refundable approval

*Not Available Yet

NO. 307

Cornnissioners Present: Knowles
Hall
Guess - concurred with
Knowles & Hall
on June 9, 1981.

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

WITHDRAWN

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA June 8, 1981

(Date)
TA No. UTILITY NAME 45/day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION
106 1 ALASKA ELECTRIC LIGHT 6/29 Fuel Cost Rate Adiustment
& POWER CO.
0 Staff recommendation: Approval
36-53 YAKUTAT POWER CO., 7/10 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
INC.
Staff recommendation: Approval
15-96 Betties Light ' 7/10 Vuel Cost Rate Adjustment
POWER
Staff recommendation: Approval
©
74-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC ASSOC . 7/16 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
Staff recommendation: Approval
55-45 NUSHAGAK ELECTRIC 7/16 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
COOP., INC.

Staff recommendation: Approval

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY



TA No.

56-45

30-160

U-80-97

U-80-80

UTILITY NAME

KODIAK ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

NUSHAGAK ELECTRIC
COOP., INC.

CORDOVA ELECTRIC
COOP., INC.

ANCHORAGE WATER
UTILITY

TLINGIT-HAIDA
REGIONAL ELECTRIC
AUTHORITY

45/day

//16

7/16

7/6

N/A

N/A

COMMISSION TARJPP ACTION MEETING

AGENDA June 8, 1981

(Date)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Power Production Assistance

Staff recommendation: Approval

Power Production Assistance

Staff recommendation: Approval

Power Production Assistance

Staff recommendation: Approval

Compliance with Order

Staff recommendation: Approval

Compliance with Order

Staff recommendation: Approval

*»Na

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY



TA No.

U-80-23

U-80-75

U-75-68

U-80-43

UTILITY NAME 45/day

GLACIER STATE TELE— N/A
PHONE COMPANY

INTERIOR TELEPHONE N/A
CO.

ALASKA GAS & SERVICE N/A
CO.

HOMER ELECTRIC NZA
ASSOCIATION, INC,

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA June 8/ 1981
(Date.)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Compliance with Order

Staff recommendation:

Compliance with Order

Staff recommendation: Approval

Compliance with Order

Staff recommendation: Approval

Compliance with Order

Staff recommendation: Approval

Staff recommendation:

No. JJ-u

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVAL
UNANIMOUSLY

WITHDRAWN



TA No. UTILITY NAME
cj-i.n0 RWCiiUKATiE SEWER
UTILITY

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA June 10, 1981
(Date)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Rate Consolidation

45/day
oib
Staff
Staff
Staff
Staff

Staff

Permanent Rate reductions across-the-board, denial

of deletion of definitions & rate schedules, additic

of definition, & order to show cause why ABS55A rates
recommendation :should not be decreased.

recommendation:

recommendation:

recommendation:

recommendation:

No. 311

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY



TA No.

U-81-2

TA201-98

U-81-2

29-4

0-2X7

UTILITY NAME 45/day

ALASCOM, INC. -

ALASCOM, INC. 7/23

ALASKA GAS & SERVICE 7/13
CO.
I

ALASKA GAS & SERVICE 6/29
CO.

Anchorage Refuse, Inc. 7/2

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  June 19, 1981
(Date)
SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Local Exchange Tariff for Saint Paul

Staff recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/0Order No. 2, U-81-2

Staff recommendation: Approval

Purchased Gas Cost Adjustment

Staff recommendation: Approval

Increase in Residential Rates
Amendment to contract w/Muni. of Anchorage

Staff recommendation: Rejection

Interim and Permanent Rate Increases

Staff recommendation: *

* Not Available Yet

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

W/Modifications

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

REJECTED
UNANIMOUSLY

HOLD until 6/30 or 7/1



TA No.

96-19

151-49

142-120

/©-120

144-120

UTILITY NAME

MATANUSKA TELEPHONE
ASSOC., INC.

GLACIER STATE TELE—
PHONE COMPANY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

45/day

0/ Zu

7/6

6/25

6/25

6/25

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA June 19, 1981
(Date)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Kate Development; factor Change

Staff recommendation: Suspension and Interim Approval

Permanent Rate Increase

Staff recommendation: Suspension

Manual EIA Switch for Private Line Equipment

Staff recommendation: Approval

Toll Only Print Option for Key System 6

Staff recommendation: Approval

Data Station Termination for Private Line Data Equipment

Staff recommendation: Approval

No.

ACTION TAKEN

SUSPENDED & INTERIM
APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

SUSPENDED UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY



TA No.

146-120

34-121

H24

173-2

UTILITY NAME

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL
LIGHT & POWER

Pelican Utility Co.

ALASKA POWER & TELE—
PHONE

45/day

r

7/2

7/27

7/10

7/27

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  J-ine 19. 1981

(Date)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Several Changes to the Special Telephone section

Staff recommendation: Approval

Deletions and changes to the Secretarial Answering Service
section

Staff recommendation: Approval

Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recommendation: Approval of surcharge different from

that proposed.
(Craig)

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff recommendation: Approval

No. 314

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY



TA No.

174-2

L

175-2

52-14

foio

4D-160

UTILITY NAME

ALASKA POWER & TELE—
PHONE

ALASKA POWER & TELE—
PHONE

HAINES LIGHT & POWER

COPPER VALLEY ELEC,
ASSOCIATION, INC.

CORDOVA ELECTRIC
COOP., INC.

45/day

7/27

7/27

7/23

7/24

7/30

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  June 19, 1981
(Date)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment (Hydaburg)

Staff recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment (Skagway)

Staff recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment & Power Production Assistance

Staff recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment & Power Production Assistance
(Glennallen and Valdez)

Staff recommendation: Approval

Power Production Assistance

Staff recommendation: Approval

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

UNANIMOUSLY

UNANIMOUSLY

UNANIMOUSLY

UNANIMOUSLY

UNANIMOUSLY



TA No.

m

U-80-100

U-80-56

,0-89

TA15-44

UTILITY NAME

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL
LIGHT & POWER

JUNEAU & DOUGLAS
TELEPHONE COMPANY

MC GRATH LIGHT & POWER

MC GRATH LIGHT & POWER

45/day

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA June 19, 1981
(Date)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommendation:

Compliance w/Bench Order

Staff recommendation:  Approval

Compliance w/order

Staff recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/order

Staff recommendation: Approval

Power Production Assistance Compliance

Staff recommendation: Approval

No.

316

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

UNANIMOUSLY

3

UNANIMOUSLY

UNANIMOUSLY

UNANIMOUSLY



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  June 19, 1981

(Date)
TA No. UTILITY NAME 45/day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Ofi TA138-120 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE Compliance w/By Direction Letter
UTILITY

Staff recommendation: Approval

Staff recommendation;

Staff recommendation;

Staff recommendation;

Staff recommendation:

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY



TA KO.

Vo

1 -

15-42

—

o
q
"10-5 r
23-18

45
UTILITY NAME day
NAPAKTAK CORPORATION -
NORTHWAY POWER.& LIGHT, 7/10
INC.
ALASKA ELECTRIC LIGHT & 7/16

POWER

ANIAK LIGHT &POWER 8/3

MATANUSKA ELECTRIC

7/20
ASSOC. , TNC.

mm
,a < 1 -

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING -
Commrs:
AGENDA July 10, 1981
(DATE)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff reccnmendation;

Power Production Assistance

StaCf reccnmendation; *

Rate Increase

Grant Interim Less than requested

Staff reccnmendation: and Suspend Permanent

Rate Increase

. Grant Interim Less than Requested
Staff reccnmendation: and Suspend Permanent~

Service Area Correction

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Change 1in Billing Policy 1

StaCf recommendation: Approval

ft'Hot-

Av.iM'ihi" Y.»r

NO.
Guess
Knowles
Hall
ACTION TAKEN "3
g9
) *_'t
AN
I
_ \
Not Available . /
Aj
Approval of Interim (

Suspension of Permanent ~
Unanimously

11;
Approval of Interim &

Suspension of Permanent il
Unanimously

iF I
Approval
Unanimously }
1\
Approval i et

Unanimously




COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING o 'NO. 319

AGENDA  Jury 10, 1981

. 113ATE)
45
TA KO. UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN
24-28 CENTRAL ALASKA UTIL.,INC 7/23 Finance Charge Increase

Approval
Unanimously

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

44-4 3 BETHEL UTILITIES CORP. 7/27 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approval

Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Approval

16-230 AMFAC FOODS, INC. 8/3  Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Unanimously

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

108-1 : Approval
Abé@gé ELECTRIC LIGHT & 7/22 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
®
776-16 ] ; .
KODIAK ELECTRIC Asiﬁg , 8/12 Fuel Coat; Rate Adjustment Approval
) Unanimously
Staff rcccnmendationj Approval
77-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC ASSOC., 8/12 Power Production Assistance Gﬁg;?;%tsly
INC.

Staff reccmnerxIntion; Approval *
« Not Available Yer



TA KO.

U-61-32

U-80-56

158-15

J 240

" U-80-80

U-79-4

UTILITY NAME

ASSJCIATION,

NORFOLK UTILITIES,

MATANLSKA ELECTRIC

iNC.

JUNEAU & DOUGLAS TELE—
PHONE COMPANY

JUNEAU & DOUGLAS TELE—
PHONE COMPANY-

TLINGIT-HAIDA REGIONAL
ELECTRIC AUTHORITY

TLINGIT-HAIDA REGIONAL
ELECTRIC AUTHORITY

INC.

day

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  July 10. 1981

Tdate)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Compliance w/Order

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Compliance w/0rder

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Compliance w/Letter Order

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Addition of Power Production.Assistance to Rate
Schedule

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Compliance w/0rder

Staff..recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/Order

Stiff reccmnenrlation: Approval
W Tw F

NO. 320

ACTION TAKEN

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimousiv

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

tey I8V i
«
-
&
1
X4
m.
W 2



-\/—-

=A

EEnnKFfFfi8Ffi[BBHNSOHSHHHHMHBIONHH

G
lic: L COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING "No. 31
K24 f +
IH 24 AGENDA  July i/ 198i
Tdate)
45"
TA NO. . UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN
o8-8 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE Comnlj ance w/0Order
UTILITY
Approval
Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
4 U-80-84 COLLEGE UT.TLITIES CORP.  — Compliance w/Order . Approval
(SEWER) Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
° 855 COLLEGE UTILITIES CORP. - Compliance w/Order G‘pprqval |
. (WATER) nanimously
= Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Staff reccnmendation;

Staff reccnmendation:

Staff reccnmendation; 1
% Not Available VYet



.I—‘

TA NO.

28-13

13-44
U-80-89

UTILITY NAME

GOLDEN VALLEY ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

PELICAN UTILITY CO.
(SAND POINT)

MC GRATH LIGHT &POWER

45/day

8713

8713

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  JulyY 24/ 1981
(Date)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Rate Increases

Staff recommendation: Grant 13.49% Interim & Suspend Permanent

Rate Increases

Staff recommendation: Grant 24.3% Interim & Suspend Permanent

Rate Increases

Grant 84.68% Interim above permanent
Staff recommendation: Rates and Suspend Permanent

Staff recommendation:

Staff recommendation:

No. 323

ACTION TAKEN

Deny Interim and Suspend
Permanent Unanimously

Granted 24.3% Interim &
Suspended Permanent
w/Commission Knowles dis—
senting

Grant Interim & Suspend
Permanent Unanimously



— e—t

TA NO.

98-19

23-8

47-3

159-15

''25-97 f

35-121

1 *
45 .
UTILITY NAME day
MATANUSKA TELEPHONE 8710

ASSOCIATION, INC.

CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOC., 8/10
INC.

GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY 8/5
OF ALASKA

JUNEAU & DOUGLAS TELE— 8/12
PHONE COMPANY

COLLEGE UTILITIES CORP. 8719
(WATER)

ANCHORAGE ,MUNICIPAL 8/24
LIGHT & POWER

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  July 24, 1981

Tdath)

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Dishonored Check Charge and Delinquent Account Charge
Increases

Staff reccnmendation; *

Underground Line Exgension Differential

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Additions and Deletions of Terminal Equipment

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Deletions of Terminal Equipment
Staff reccnmendation: Approval
Administrative Cleanup
StaCf reccnmendation; Approval

Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff rccarmcrxlationi Anp-roval e~

UMU.<U.IE.>>< Iti. o) n,Bl—i4>11

NO, 324

ACTION TAKEN

Approved w/Weatherly

& Knowles Partially
Di ssenting

Approved w/Conditions
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



COMMISSION TARIH-" ACTION MEETING 'NO. 325

ttji
July 24, 1981
AGENDA 1
TDAT13)
45
« TA KO. UTILITY NAME day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ACTION TAKEN
"8-92 TANANA POWER COMPANY 8/21 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved
N Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation; Approval
Approved
Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation;
176-2 A%%iiéwxgyER & TELEPHONE 8/26 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved
Unanimously
Staff reccnmendation: Approval
t
177-2 A%%EK?G;OWER & TELEPHONE 8/31 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment « Approved
i Unanimously
StaCf reccnmendation; APProval
4
178-2 Al.ASKA POWER S TELEPHONE 8/31 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved
(HYDABURG) Unanimously
StaCf reccnmendation: Approval
34-10 . . i Approved
COPPER VALLEY ELECTRIC 8/21  Fyel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assist- Uﬁgnimous|y
ASSOCIATION, INC. _ance
(GLENNALLEN) Staff recommendation: Approval .e

CF * * * Not: Available Yfif



TA KO.

31-17

24-18

U-80-12

N 881~40

U-80-42.

Uu-80-23

45
UTILITY NAME day
KOTZEBUE ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.
MATANUSKA ELECTRIC 9/1
ASSOCIATION, INC.
(UNALAKLEET)

EAGLE RIVER HEIGHTS
UTILITIES, INC.

ANCHORAGE REFUSE, INC.

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

GLACIER STATE TELEPHONE
COMPANY e

QKIISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  July 24* 1931
TOATE)

SUBJECT MATTER AMD STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

F-el Cost Rate Adjustment aiiu Power Production Assis—

tance

Staff reccnmendation; AP9roval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assis—

tance

Staff reccnmendation; Approval

Compliance w/Order

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Compliance w/Order

Staff reccnmendationi APProval

Compliance w/O0rder

Staff reccnmendation: Approval

Compliance w/0Order

Staff reccnmendation: AP&-.oval

<

NO. 326

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

ORRASHS sty

St



TA No.

202-98

149-120

151-120

150-120

203-98

26-37

UTILITY NAME

ALASCOM, INC.

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ALASCOM, INC.

COLLEGE UTILITIES
CORP. (Sewer)

45/day

8/14

8/20

8724

8714

8724

8719

Guess
Weatherly
Knowles
Hall

ssioners:
COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA August 14, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER 1 > STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Conditions for connection of telephone utility
facilities to Alascom facilities

Staff Recommendation:Approval

New rate development factors

Staff Recommendation:Approval as modified

Multi-line terminal equipment offered on a temporary
basis customer terminal equipment upgrade without penalty

Staff Recommendation:Approval

Addition of concept of
equipment; individual
answering system

individual tariffs for special
tariff rates for TASCOM telephone

Staff Recommendation:

Communicatively handicapped equipment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

revisions

Textual

Staff Recommendation: Approval
* Not- nvTTTlnb)o

No. 327

ACTION TAKEN

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY
WITH COMM. KNOWLES
NOT PARTICIPATING

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

HOLD

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY



TA No.

30-17

45-88

37-63

57-45

109-1

UTILITY NAME

KOTZEBUE ELECTRIC
ASSOC., INC.

PELICAN UTILITY CO.

NORTHERN POWER & ENG.

FORT YUKON UTILITIES

NUSHAGAK ELECTRIC
COOP., INC.

ALASKA ELECTRIC LIGHT
& POWER COMPANY

45/day

8/3

9/2

9/8

9/8

9/10

8/24

QIS I\ISAVAY N AL A LW/ ak

V" T X

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA August .14, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Request for tariff interpretation

k3ocij. X M'Uiuucdodaxai., Ofcti illtillty

Fuel cost rate adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel cost rate adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel cost rate adjustment

Stiff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel cost rate adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel cost rate adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval
1 Not nvfiflnf>3p

No. 328

ACTION TAKEN

HOLD

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY



78-16

U-80-4
U-81-36

U-80-4
U-81-36

U-81-44

U-81-4

1U-81-3

KODIAK ELECTRIC
ASSOC., INC.

ANCHORAGE SEWER UTL.

ANCHORAGE SEWER UTL.

ALASKA ELECTRIC
LIGHT & POWER

BURTON CARVER & CO.,
INC.

BURTON CARVER & CO.,
INC.

9/16

8728

8728

9/8

9/17

9/17

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA August 14, 1981

Fuel cost rate adjustment

3Lafl Recommendation: Apt>roval

Compliance w/Ordering Paragraphs 4 & 8 of Order No.

U-80-4 and Order No. 1 in U-81-36

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/0:rdering Paragraph 7 of Order No. 10
and Order No. L in U-81-36

Staff Recommendation - Approval 1in part & Rejection

Compliance w/ Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/0Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/0rder

o Approval
Staff Recommendation:
4 .. m 111

10 in

in U-80-4

in part

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

HOLD

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY

APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY



AGENDA August 14, 1981



TA No.

U-80-4

U-81-36

-03-98

30-17

U-79-65

UTILITY NAME

ANCHORAGE SEWER
UTILITY

ALASCOM, INC.

KOTZEBUE ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

HOMER ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC

CENTRAL ALASKA
UTILITIES

45/day

8/28

8/24

8/3

N/A

N/A

Commissioners Present:

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING Guess
Weatherly
Knowles
AGENDA August 21, 1981 Hall

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Compliance w/0Ordering Paragraph 7 of Order No. 10
in Docket U-80-4 and Order No. 1 in Docket U-81-36

Staff Recommendation: Approval in Part & Rejection in Part

Communicatively Handicapped Equipment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Request for tariff interpretation

Staff Recommendation: See memo

Combined Billing

Staff Recommendation: Reaffirm earlier decision to disallow

Southwood Park Subdivision Deviation from Tariff

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:
i ~“7TT7niTo

No. 331

ACTION TAKEN

Concur

Grant interim refundable
approval; Suspend; require
info re: rate development;
open generic docket

Concur with Staff;
recommend clarifying
language

Concur with Staff

Concur with Staff



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEI Weatherly

Hall
AGENDA August 28, 1981
1il I*w
204-98 ALASCOM, INC. 8/28 Private Direct Toll Access Line Service Approved w/stipulation
Staff Recommendation: Suspension deleting Togiak & Eagle
TinaiTymnn sly
U-81-51 MATANUSKA TELEPHONE N/A Interim Approval of Connection, Move & Trip Charges
ASSOC., INC. HOLD
Staff Recommendation: interim Approval
r Approved w/Commissioner
26-169 ALASKA VILLAGE 9/25  Service area amendment Hall Dissenting
ELECTRIC COOP., INC.
Staff Recommendation: Approval
36- 121 ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL 9/24 Gas Cost Rate Adjustment
LIGHT & POWER ﬁﬁg;?%gﬂsly
Staff Recommendation: Approval
I -
110-1 ﬁ%éﬁ?A&EkgﬁES'C 10/5 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment ﬁﬁg;?%ﬁﬂs|
n y
Staff Recommendation: Approval
15-24 PEL:QANnUTILITY CO. 9/23 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment Approved
(Pelican) Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval
. A d
« 179-2 ALASKA POWER & 9/24  Fuel Cost. Rate Adjustment Unanimously
TELEPHONE (Skagway)
v Staff Recommendation: Approval

* Not available



.......................... : ) |S] !S5tk V% I M ey T G

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING No. 333
AGENDA August 28, 1981
, Approved
180-2 ALASKA POWER & 9/24 Fuel Cost Rate Ad t t i
ELEPHONE ue 0s ate Adjustmen Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval
rx
37-53 YAKUTAT POWER, INC.  9/28  Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment ﬁﬁg;‘:;’qgﬂsly
Staff Recommendation: Approval
23-32 HOMER ELECTRIC 10/6 - Approved
ASSOC. . INC. Wholesale Power Cost Adjustment Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: *
1D-22 NAKNEK ELECTRIC 9/17 . - Approved
ASSOC. . INC. Power Production Assistance Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval
. . i _ Approved
98-19 MﬁgéggSKA|JgLEPHONE 9/30 Compliance with Uy Direction Letter Uﬁgnixously

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:



TA No.

25-97

-80-43

U-81-42

U-80-24

UTILITY NAME

COLLEGE UTILITIES
CORP. (Water)

HOMER ELECTRIC
ASSOC.,INC.

NORTHWAY POWER
& LIGHT

TELEPHONE UTILITIES
OF ALASKA, INC.
(Fort Wainwright)

C FOVVRL I
COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  August 28, 1981

45/day SUBJECT "MATTER PND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

9/30 Compliance w/By Direc:ion Letter

Hj ivcoorrimenaalion: approval

7/5 Rules and Regulations

Staff Recommendation: wjll be available 8/27

10/1 Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

9/16 Adoption Notice

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation;

Staff Recommendation;
Not availahTo

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

4-251

161-15

160-15

205-98

19-230

111-1

UTILITY NAME

TELEPHONE UTILITIES
OF ALASKA, INC.

JUNEAU & DOUGLAS
TELEPHONE COMPANY

JUNEAU & DOUGLAS
TELEPHONE COMPANY

ALASCOM.. INC.

PELICAN UTILITY CO.
- Sand Point

ALASKA ELECTRIC
LIGHT 6 POWER

45/dav

9/16

9/14

9/14

9/16

10/2

10/19

Commissioners:
COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA September 11, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Custom Calling Rates

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Unbundled Tariff
Staff Recommendation: Suspension
«
Touch Calling in the Sterling Exchange

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Electronic Blackboard Rates

Staff Recommendation: Suspension with Interim Approval

*

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval
* Not available

Guess
Weatherly

Knowles
H*11

nr

No

335

ACTION TAKEN

Concurred

Concurred

Concurred

Concurred

Concurred

Concurred

with

with

with

with

with

with

Staf -

Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff



TA No.

150-120

"
U-8C-8S

UTILITY NAME

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

MC GRATH LIGHT &
POWER COMPANY

NAPAKTAK CORPORATION

4 /day

8714

10/5

AGENDA September 11, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

ACTION TAKEN

Compliance w/Letter Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/0rder

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Request for Reconsideration of Power Production Assistance

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:

Sta ff Recommenda Lion :

Staff Rucommendation:
* Not avn I jriblh

Concurred with Staff

Concurred with Staff

Support Staff

Deny Napakiak®s request
for reconsideration &
will pursue discussion
with the AG"s office.



v RBHKSMifI%g%&M&Q&AMMﬂfI%UQ&#HHHHfII

WELEJEW2W$F?&%ﬁ$Nﬁ
Lo COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING Weatherly No. 337
Knowles
Hall

AGENDA September 25, 1981

ACTION TAKEN

152-49 GLACIER STATE TELEPHONE 9/30 Unbundled Tariff Suspended
COMPANY Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Suspension

Interim Approved &

J-218 EAGLE RIVER REFUSE, INC. 9/25 Interim & Permanent Rate Increases Permanent Suspended
Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: *
153-49 GLACIER STATE TELEPHONE
COMPANY 10/16 New Billing Fornm Appr?VEd
162-15 JUNEAU & DOUGLAS TELE— Unanimously
PHONE COMPANY
Staff Recommendation: Approval
152-120 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE 10/5 Signaling Equipment Appr?ved
UTILITY Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Approved
153-120 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE iu/3 “ff/Transfer Key Unanimously
UTILITY
Staff Recommendation: Approval
| 155-120 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE 10/9 Call Detail Recording Equipment Appr?VEd
UTILITY Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval

I' fivk *,">»> intf



TA No.

156-120

102-2

1R3-2

U-81-54

U-00-89

UTILITY NAME

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE
UTILITY

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL
LIGHT £ POWER

ALASKA POWER £ TELEPHONE
(Hydaburg)

ALASKA POWER £ TELEPHONE
(Skagway)

PELICAN UTILITY COMPANY

MCGRATH LIGHT £ POWER

45/day

1079

10/26

10/28

10/28

10714

11/5

September 25,

Deletion of

Staff Recommendation:

Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:

Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:

Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance w/Order

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance w/0rder

Staff Recommendation:

ava i TTnTfo"

COMMSSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFr RECOMMENDATION

IK Memory Card LA34 £
Addition of 4K Memory Card LA34

Approval

Approval

Approval

Approval

Approval

1981

NO. 338

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

U-81-48

TA204-98

U-80-25

UTILITY NAME

GOLDEN VALLEY ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

ALASCOM, INC.

CENTRAL ALASKA

UTILITIES, INC.

45/day

10/19

10/30

N/A

AGENDA September 25, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF
Compliance w/Order
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/Letter Order
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:
-« Mil- nunnlnhl p

RECOMMENDATION

339

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION iuesl
Weatherly

Knowles
Hall

AGENDA October 9, 198] Snowden

Interim Granted & Perma—
nent Suspended w/Comm. Hall
dissenting re: rate of

38-53 YAKUTAT POWER, INC. 10/14 Interim and Permanent Rate Increases

return
Start Recommendation: Grant Interim Z Suspend Pe*"manent
~.2-122 ANCHORAGE WATER 10/16  Interim and Permanent Rate Increases Interim Granted & Perma—
UTILITY nent Suspended Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Grant Interim & Suspend Permanent
Amendment to Sewer Service Agreement w/" State of Alaska,
24-126 ANCHORAGE SEWER 11/2 Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
UTILITY Approved

Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval

25-18 MATANUSKA ELECTRIC 11/11 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assistance Approved
i ASSOCIATION, INC. Unanimously
V vUnalakleet)

Staff Recommendation: Approval

32-17 KOTZEBUE ELECTRIC 11/11 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment and Power Production Assistance Approved
ASSOCIATION, INC. Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval of a Different Surcharge

6D-160 CORDOVA ELECTRIC 11711 Power Production Assistance Approved
COOPERATIVE, INC. Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval
* Not available



2D-22

N J-81-14

«

NAKNEK ELECTRIC

ASSOCIATION, INC.

(Naknek)

HOMER ELECTRIC

ASSOCIATION, INC.

11/18

9/3

COMMISSION FARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA October 9, 1981

Power Production Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Aporoval

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:
* Not available

ACTION TAKEN
Approved

Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



28-169

N9 -3

53-14

99-19

100-19

Commissioners: Guess
Weatherly

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING
Knowles

AGENDA October 23, 1981

ALASKA VILLAGE ELEC— 17/27 Power Cost Assistance
TRIC COOPERATIVE,

INC.
Staff Recommendation: Approval of PCA lower than requested
GENERAL TELEPHONE 11713 Revised Rules Governing Establishment and
COMPANY OF ALASKA Furnishing of Service

Staff Recommendation: Approval in part/Suspension in part

HAINES jIGHT & POWER 10/23 Contract between HL&P and Small Power ProJducer

Staff RecommendationjApproval.

Staff Recommendation:

MATANUSKA TELEPHONE 11/5 Individual Tariff for Radio Communications, Inc.
ASSOCIATION, INC.

Staff Recommendation: Approval

MATANUSKA TELEPHONE 11/30 New Billing Form
ASSOCIATION, INC.

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Tiro 1nliln

342

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Suspended
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

HOLD

HOLD



TA No.

38-121

}  *6-96

112-1

27-169

| U-79-4

UTILITI NAME

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL
LIGHT & POWER

BETTLES LIGHT & POWER

ALASKA ELECTRIC
LIGHT & POWER

ALASKA POWER & TELE—
PHONE (Skagway)

ALASKA VILLAGE ELEC—
TRIC COOPERATIVE,
INC.

NORFOLK UTILITIES,
INC.

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA October 23, 1981

45/dav SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

11/25 Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendati one ADDroval

11/20 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

11727 Fuel Cpst Rate Adjustment

Stc.ff Recommendation: Approval

11727 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
11727

Staff Recommendation: Approval

10/23 Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval
* Not available

ACTION TAK

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimc usly

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

3?3

EN



TA No.

U-80-4
U-81-36

U-81-42

U-81-15

r]U—81—27

U-73-28

U-80-26

UTILITY NAME

ANCHORAGE SEWER
UTILITY

NORTHWAY POWER &

LIGHT

GLACIER
PHONE

GLACIER
PHONE

STATE TELE—
COMPANY

STATE TELE—
COMPANY

MATANUSKA TELEPHONE
ASSOCIATION, INC.

YAKUTAT

POWER, INC.

45/day

11/18

11/27

11/6

11/6

11/] 6

11/30

AGENDA October 23,

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation:

MNI- -itni'Tn]>1n

Approval

Approval

Approval

Approval

Approval

Approval

198.1

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

14-240

-+8-~8

80-16

24-32

100-19

UTILITY NAME

Tlingit-Haida Regional
Electric Cooperative,
Inc.

General Telephone
Company of Alaska

Copper Valley Telephone
Cooperative, Inc.

Kodiak Electric
Association, Inc.
(Port Lions)

Homer Electric
Association, Incr

Matanuska Telephone
Association, Inc.

j _ I

| Commissioners:
Iy COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

- 6 I -
Weatherly
Knowles No.

M.

Snowden

GENDA November 13, 1981

ACTION TAKEN

Power Cost Assistance Approved

Unanimously

12/8
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Approved
11716 Non-Recurring Charge Increase Uﬁgnimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval of a lower increase than recruestor
IS./13  Unbundled Tariff suspended
Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Suspend
Suspended Permanent
Interim & Permanent Rate Increase and Granted Interinm
Unanimously
11/ 13
Staff Recommendation: ?H%gg?% Permanent™ Approve Across-the-Boarc
Special Contract with City of Seldovia Apprgved
11/19 Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Approved
New Billing Form Unanimously
11/23 )
Staff Recommendation: Approval

Mr*1- m>m Fm >1r



TA No.

185-2

\fi-63

15-240

16-24

20-230

21-230

UTILITY NAME

Alaska Power &
Telephone (Tok)

Fort Yukon Utilities

Tlingit-Haida Regional
Electric Cooperative,
Inc.

Pelican Utility
Company (Pelican)

Pelican Utility
Company (Sand Point)

Pelican Utility
Company(Sand Point)

45/day

1277

12/7

12721

11/30

11/30

12/3

AGENDA November 13, 1901

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAEF RECOMMENDATION

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Approve reduced surcharge;

Staff Recommendation:
* Mol- nvai table

reduced surcharge;

require refund

ACTION TAKEN

n~piuvQu
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Suspended Permanent
and Approved Interim
Unanimously

Suspended Permanent
and Approved Interim
Unanimously



TA NO.

u-81-12

-81-54

U-80-100

53-14

U-79-41

UTILITY NAME 45/day

Pelican Utility
Company (Sand Point) 11716

Pelican Utility
Company (Sand Point) 12/3

Anchorage Municipal
Light & Pov/er 11/6

Haines Light & Power 12/16

Matanuska Telephone
Association, Inc. 10/5

Kodiak Sanitation, Inc. 12/3

AGENDA November 13,

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

New Tariff

2 _ Incorporate New Tariff
Staff Recommendation: ApproVe Adontion Notice

Compliance with Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance with Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance with Letter Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance With Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Adoption Notice

Staff Recommendation: Approval
XK Nni nvnilabTo

into U-81-12;

ACTION TAKEN

Approved Adoption
Notice Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

HOLD

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

U-81-75

N-81-52

TA 28-169

UTILITY NAME 45/day
Eagle River Refuse, 12/16
Inc.

Chugach Electric
Association, Inc. 12/21

Alaska Village
Electric Cooperative, 12/23
Inc.

AGENDA November 13,

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF

Compliance with Order

Staff Recommendation: ADDroval

Compliance with Order

Staff Recommendation: -Approval

Compliance with Letter Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:
*~Not avafTable

1981

RECOMMENDATION ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



Commissioners : Guess

Hall
COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING Snow "en
AGENDA  November 23. 1981
TA NO. UTILITY NAME 45/day _SHBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION ACTION TAKEN
3-274 M & D ENTERPRISES 1/4 Power Cost Assistance NOT AVAILABLE
(Inclusion of this M ern on the agenda is on a tentative
Staff Recommendation: * ) basis)
39-121 ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL  12/23  Gas Cost Rate Adjustment Approved
LIGHT & POWER Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval
11/30 Staff recommendations
PELICAN UTILITY Fuel Cost Rate Adjustments at Sand Point
CO0. (Sand Point) Approved Unanimously
21-230 12/3
Further reduce surcharges; grant interim
Staff Recommendation: approval to surcharges; direct refund
23-230 PELICAN UTILITY 12/28 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment at Sand Point Staff recommendations
CO. (Sand Point)
, Reduce Surcharge; grant interim approval Approved Unanimousl
Staff Recommendation: tQ reduce surcharge; direct refund. PRToV tmousty

Staff Recommendation:

a13-1 ALASKA ELECTRIC 12723 Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment
LIGHT & POWER Approved

Staff Recommendation: Approval Unanimously

M>F urml <hl



TA No.

187-2

188-2

2-274

3D-22

U-78-10

jU-81-57

UTILITY NAME

ALASKA POWER &
TELEPHONE (Tok)

ALASKA POWER &
TELEPHONE (Skagway)

M & D ENTERPRISES

NAKNEK ELECTRIC
ASSOC., INC.

ARCTIC SLOPE TELE—
PHONE ASSOC. COOP.

UNITED UTILITIES,INC.

45/day

12/28

12/28

12/28

12730

10/9

12.28

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA November 23, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Power Production Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/0rder

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/0Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval
M & st MN\1n

No. 350

ACTION TAKEN
Approved

Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



WW“ .
MEETING ©--

AGENDA December 18, 1981

TA No. UTILITY NAME 45/aay SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION ACTION TAKEN

Staff Recommendation:

1/13

Staff Recommendation:

33-17 KOTZEBUE ELECTRIC 1/13 Power Cost Assistance Approved
ASSOC., INC. Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Correction

18-96 BETTLES LIGHT & POWER 12/21 Power Cost Assistance Approved
Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Correction of Previously approved PCA

58-45 NUSHAGAK ELECTRIC 1/15 Power Cost Assistance

COOP., INC. Approved
Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval

45-43 BETHEL UTILITIES 1/18 Power Cost Assistance A q
CORF., INC. pprove

) ) Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval as Adjusted

~Not availauie



TA No.

\y

54-14

7D-160

85-10

UTILITY NAME

TAKOTNA VILLAGE
COMMUNITY ASSOC.

CITY OF RUBY

HAINES LIGHT & POWER

NAPAKIAK CORPORATION

CORDOVA ELECTRIC
COOP., INC.

COPPER VALLEY
ELECTRIC ASSOC.INC

45/day

12/31

1/4

1/8

1/10

1/10

1/13

rOMMTSRTDN TARIFF AP*rTnfJ MFEFTNA

AGENDA December 18, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Power Cost Assistance

ponnTninnn”afinn « Do-ioof 4

Power Cost Assistance

Approval as

Staff Recommendation: Subject

Power Cost Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Approval as

Power Cost Assistance

Approval as

adjusted on interim basis,

to audit

adjusted

adjusted on interim basis,

Staff Recommendation: Subject to audit.

Power Cost Assistance
—_ I Approval, on an.interim basis,
gtaff ﬁeCOJlunendatuon: sﬁ%lect to audit.

Power Cost Assistance

Staff Recommendation:
* MAF 4ini Inhfn

Approval

as adjusted

N== 352

ACTION TAKEN

HELD

Approved Amount
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved Amount
Unanimously

Approved Amount
Unanimously

Approved

Unanimously



AGENDA December 18. 1981

TA No. UTILITY NAME 45/day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION ACTION TAKEN

17-44 MCGRATH LIGHT & POWER 1/13 Power Cost Assistance HELD

Approval as adjusted on an interim basis,
Staff Recommendation: Subject to Commission asseptance of the stipulation.

**- D-72 MANLEY UTILITY CO. 1/15 Power Cost Assistance Approved Amount
Unanimously

Approval as adjusted on an interim basis,
Staff Recommendation: Subject to audit.

ID HUGHES POWER & 1/18 Power Cost Assistance Letter explaining re—
ELECTRIG quirements approved
unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Rejection

3L-150 NOME JOINT UTILITIES 1/13 Power Cost Assistance Approved Amount
SYSTEM Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval as adjusted

26-18 MATANUSKA ELECTRIC 1/14 Power Cost Assistance Gpp”?"ed :
ASSOC., INC. nanimously
(Unalakleet)

Staff Recommendation: Approval

. Approved
al-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC 1/15 Power Cost Assistance Unanimously
ASSOC., INC.
(Kodiak Staff Recommendation: Approval

m - —riitr~



COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING No- 354

AGiiNuA December 18, 1981

TA No. UTILITY NAME 45/day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION ACTION TAKEN
82-16 KODIAK ELECTRIC 1/15 Power Cost Assistance Approved
ASSOC., INC. Unanimously

(Port Lions) i i ) )
Approval as adjusted on an interim basis,

Staff Recommendation: Subject to audit.
\
Staff Recommendation:
1-278 ALASCOM, TNC. 1/27 Rule for taxes imposed on utility for direct
(St.Paul) charge to subscribers Approved

Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Interim Approval
| 163-15 JUNEAU & DOUGLAS ir °.8 Rates for the SL-1 for the State of Alaska and Suspension
TELEPHONE COMPANY Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: |Interim approval and suspension

J 157-120 ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE 12721 Rates for Infotron Statistical Multiplex Equipment Approved
UTILITY Unanimously

Staff .Recommendation: Approval

ALASKA POWER & 1/4 Delinquent Account Carrying Charge Approved
ST TELEPHONE Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval
A e * Not available



TA No.

13-31

'rvi121

16-44

11-5

19796

UTILITY NAME 45/day
NATIONAL UTILITIES, 174
INC.

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL 1/25
LIGHT & POWER

MCGRATH LIGHT & 12721
POWER

ANTAK LIGHT & POWER 1/4

BETTLES LIGHT & POWER 1/20

AGENDA December 18,

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Delinquent Account Carrying Charge

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

M. e Ttri 31 1<

1981

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

17-24

-10

46-43

U-30-79
A

U-79-41

79-79

UTILITY NAME

PELICAN UTILITY CO.
(Pelican)

COPPER VALLEY ELEC-—
TRIC ASSOC., INC.
(Valdez)

BETHEL UTILITIES
CORP., INC.

ILTAMNA-NEWHALEN

ELECTRIC COOP.,INC.

MATANUSKA TELEPHONE
ASSOC., ING.

BETHEL UTILITIES

CORP., INC.

45/day

1720

1/21

1/25

10/4

12730

AGENDA December 18, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Rfaff Rommmon”~atinn.

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment & Power Production Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval
New Tariff

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Not~ava fTaljTe

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

HELD

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

U-81-73

Tk99—19

TA24-126

UTILITY NAME

ANCHORAGE WATER

UTILITY

MATANUSKA
ASSOC.,

ANCHORAGE
UTILITY

TELEPHONE
INC.

SEWER

|l

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA December 13, 1981

45/day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION ACTION TAKEN

1/8 Compliance w/order Approved
Unanimously

Staff Rtii.-Qiiune-."daLion ; AY= AW VU X

1/17 Compliance w/order Approved
Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: Approval
1/10 Compliance w/order HELD
Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:
""Noi- »iVnUle



TA No.

206-98

4D--22

S9-6 3

UTILITY NAME

ALASCOM, INC.

NAPASKIAK

TAKOTNA VILLAGE
COMMUNITY ASSOC.

NAKNEK ELECTRIC

ASSOCIATION, INC.

FORT YUKON UTILITIES

FORT YUKON UTILITIES

45/day

12724

12/31

1710

1/11

1/13

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

Knovlr®=~

Snowden
AGENDA December 24, 1981
SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION
New Rate Development Factors
2taff Recommenda-h\r>n . Suspension
Power Cost Assistance
Approval on an interim basis
Staff Recommendation: pending audit
Power Cost Assistance
Approval on an interim basis
Staff Recommendation: pending audit
Power Cost Assistance
Approval as adjusted on an interim
Staff Recommendation: basis, pending audit
Interim and Permanent Rate Increase
Grant Interim &
Staff Recommendation: Suspend Permanent
Power Cost Assistance .
Approval as adjusted on interim
Staff Recommendation: basis, pending audit

* Nnl- avail able

ACTION TAKEN

HELD

Approved on an Interinm
Basis

Unanimously

Approved on an Interinm
Basis

Unanimously

Approved on an Interinm
Basis

Unanimously

Approved Interim 1L

Suspended Permanent
Unanimously

Approved on an Interinm

Basis

Unanimously



30-4

"U-80-75

U-81-32

Uu-81-87

ALASKA GAS & SEE" A1CE

INTERIOR TELEPHONE
COMPANY

MATANUSKA ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

KODIAK ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

12728

1727

1/725

1/27

AGENDA December 24, 1981

Interim Rate Increase

Staff Recommendation; Grant Interinm

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation; ADproval

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation; Approval

Staff Recommendation;

Staff Recommendation;

Approved Interinm

w/Cornm . therly Dis-
sentinn

Approved

Unanimously

Approved

Unanimously

Approved

Unanimously



. %

TA NO.
35-03
n41
27-13
~ - 230
23-230
r -2

UTILITY NAME

YAKUTAT POWER, INC.

VALLEY WATER COMPANY

MATANUSKA ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION, INC.

PELICAN UTILITY
COMPANY(Sand Point)

PELICAN UTILITY
COMPANY (Sand Point)

ALASKA POWER & TELE—

PHONE (“"kagway)

45/day

2/3

1/20

2/1

wai
Ved

2/3

3727

Commissioners: Guess

Weatherly

KnoWi«s

Hall
Snowden

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA January 8, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Power Cost Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Approval Of a Reduced PCA

Interim and Permanent Rate Increase

Staff Recommendation: Grant Interim & Suspend Permanent

Wholesale Power Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval on an Interim llasis

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval on an Interim Basis

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:
* Mol- iVvi 1nvifo

Approval

No. 360

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved Interim and
Suspended Permanent
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved

Unanimously



TA No.

190-2

192-2

714-1

.j-227

1]-00-24

UTILITY NAME

ALASKA POWER &
TELEPHONE (Tok)

ALASKA POWER &
TELEPHONE (Craig)

ALASKA POWER &
TELEPHONE (Hydaburg)

ALASKA ELECTRIC LIGHT
& POWER

ARCTIC UTILITIES,INC.

TELEPHONE UTILITIES
OF ALASKA, INC.
(Ft. Wainwright)

45/day

1727

1727

1727

2/3

2/1

1729

AGENDA January 8, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: ApprOval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/order

S ff Recommendation: A roval
i/l-l- il v PP

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

24-126

<id-3

U-dlI-99

UTILITY NAME__~ 45/day

ANCHORAGE SEWER 1710
UTILITY

GENERAL TELEPHONE 1725

COMPANY OF ALASKA

BETTLES LIGHT & POWER 2/3

AGENDA January 8, 1981

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

ASU letters (response to letter order)
Note: this item held over from

Staff Recommendation: Clarifying

Compliance w/letter order
Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:

Staff Recommendation:

%yaff Recommendation:
OMn ® nva il,lhlr

re military accounts
12/18/81 TA meeting

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unani monslv

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously



10-92

j-n-i06

4D-22

31-4
<4

18-44

Tanana Power Co.

City of Unalaska

Naknek Electric

Association, Inc.
(Naknek)

Alaska Gas and
Service

Tanana Power Company

McGrath Light &
Power

2/19

2/8

1/1Q

2/16

1/29

2/19

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

ne-XX

AGENDA January 25, 1982 Snowden

Power Cost Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Power Cost Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Apnroyal of higher PCA than requested

Power Cost Assistance

Staff Recommendation: <correction of PCA amount

Purchased Gas Cost Race Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Rules and Regulations Changes: Hilling and Collection,
Line Extensions, Service Connections.

Staff Recommendation: Approval 1in part and interim approval

Billing.Form Changes

Staff Recommendation: Approval

No*.

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Correction
Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Suspended and Allowed
to go into effect on an
Interim Basis

) w/ Comm.Weatherly Dis-
I Part seating

HELD



TA No.

41-121

115-1

Uu-81-101

"-81-81

45-43

1-81-14

UTILITY NAME

Anchorage Municipal
Light & Power

Alaska Electric
Light & Power

Alaska Gas & Service

Yakutat Power, Inc.

Bethel Utilities
Corporation, Inc.

Homer Electric
Association, Inc.

45/day

2/25

3/1

2/29

2/26

2/22

2/17

COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA January 25, 1982

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Gas Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/letter order

Staff Recommendation: Approval
Compliance w/order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

* Not avaTlabTo

ACTION TAKEN
Approved
Una

nimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimous!ly

Approved
lInan imous 1y

Approved
Unan imous ly

Approved
Unanimous 1y



TA No.

54-14

UTILITY NAME

Haines

Light & Pov/er

45/day

371

Compliance w/letter

Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff
i* Mol-

COMMISSION “TARTPF ACTION MFR*T"TNd

AGENDA January 25,

BJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

nv;i ilnh1n

order

Approval

1982

NO. 365

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
Unanimously



TA No.

46-88

208-98

24- 1t

317-1

116-1

UTILITY NAME

NORTHERN POWER §
ENGINEERING CORP.

ALASCOM, INC.

CHUCACH E

L RIC
ASSOCIAT

ECT
ION, INC.

ALASKA ELECTRIC
LIGHT POWER CO.

ALASKA ELECTRIC
LIGHT t POWER CO.

ALASKA POWER ii TELE-
PHONE (Skugway)

45/day

3/1

5/22

2116

3715

3117

3/4

Commissioners
COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING

AGENDA  February 11, 1982

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Power Cost Assistance

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Deletion of Eagle Village from list of locations
where Private Direct Toll Access Line Service
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Underground Line Extension D ifferential

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Deletion of 3S. Franchise Tax for customers in

City of Juneau

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

aff Recommendation:
Mnf r {1 1p

Approval

n |
Guess
Weatherly
K*'mtal rc
Hall
Snowden

is provided

the

m 366

No.

ACTION TAKEN

Approved
linon4n n 1V
Approved
Unanimously
Approved
Unanimously
Approved
Unanimously
Approved
Unanimous 1y
Approved
Unanimousiy



TA No.

194-2

"18-24

Uu-81-18

U-82-3

U-81-89

UTILITY NAME

ALASKA POWER § TELE-

PHONE (T 0k)

PELICAN UTILITY CO.
(Pelican)

TANANA POWER CO.

FORT YUKON UTILITIES

PELICAN UTILITY CO.
(Sand Point)

45/day

3/8

3719

2/19

2/26

3117

AGENDA February 11, 1982

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Start Recommendation; repp Luvul

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Approval of a Reduced Surcharge:
calculated

Staff Recommendation: next properly

Compliance w/Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Compliance w/Order

Staff Recommendation: Approval

Staff Recommendation:
*"Not: avnitnble

Refund on
surcharge

ACTION TAKEN
Approved
Una

nimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously

Approved
Unanimously
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COMMISSION TARIFF ACTION MEETING Weatherly No*———-—- N8B-—mm o
Knowles
1all
AGENDA February 26, 1982 Snowden
TA No. UTILITY NAME 45/day SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION ACTION TAKEN
27-230 Pelican Utility Company
(Sand Point) 3719 Power Cost Assistance Approval
Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approved of higher PCA than requested.
154-49 Glacier State Telephone HELD
Company 373 Interim Rate Increase
Staff Recommendation: Grant Interim
”e
Staff Recommendation:
Interim Approval &
207-98 Alascom, Inc. 3/8 Transportable Earth Stations
Suspension Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Suspension if TA206-98 is suspended; otherwise, app roval
81-19 Matanuska Telephone Rates for Remote Display Unit for Golden Valley Electric Association, Inc., Approval
Association, Inc. Waived Ilealy Power Plant Mitel SX-20 Unanimously
Staff Recommendation: Approval
12-121 Anchorage Municipal Light Approval and open
& Power 3726 j
Gas Cost date Adjustment Docket Unanimously

Staff Recommendation: A pproval;"Ppen docket to investigate methodology
Mot nvn i 1HFT1 0



TA No.

47-43

40-53

26-230

U-82-2

U-81-54

U-11-29

UTILITY NAME

Bethel Utilities
Corporation, Inc.

Yakutat Power, Inc.

Pelican Utility Company
(Sand Point)

Valley Water Company

Pelican Utility Company
(Sand Point)

Anchorage Telephone Utility

45/day

3/24

4/1

3/8

3/26

N/A

AGENDA

February 26, 1982

SUBJECT MATTER AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:

Fuel Cost Rate Adjustment

Staff Recommendation:

Compliance with Order

Staff Recommendation:

Compilance with Order

Staff Recommendation:

Supplemental Filing

Staff Recommendation:
No & n\7nTr,nTiTo

ACTION TAKEN

and Power Cost Assistance Adjustment

Approval

and Power Cost Asaistunce Adjustment

Approval

Suspension & Interim Approval

Approval

Approval

APProv«l

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval
Unanimously

Approval

Unanimously
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMIS-
SION and the Municipality of Anchor-
age, d/b/a Municipal Light and Power
Department, Appellants,

V.

CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
INC., Appellee.

CHUGACH ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
INC., Cross-Appellant,

v

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMIS-
SION and the Municipality of Anchor-
age, d/b/a Municipal Light and Power
Department, Cross-Appellees.

Nos. 29G9, 299.1
Supreme Court of Alaska.
May 26, 1978.

oo - BET VL,

LElectric utility corporation appealed
from order of the Public Service Commis-
sion which assigned fixed service areas to
corporation and to city light and power
department within area served by both.
The Superior Court, Third Judicial District,
Eben H. Lewis, J., held that there was
insufficient evidence to support conclusions
in Commission’s order and remanded matter
to Commission for reconsideration, and city
light and power department appealed and
utility corporation cross-appealed. The Su-
preme Court, Burke, J., held that: (1) in
light of statute providing that all certifi-
cates of convenience and necessity issued
before July 1, 1970 would be subject to
modification, general saving statute did not
preserve any right which electric utility cor-
poration might have had, prior to order of
Commission, to continue providing electric
service, and failure of Commission to find
existence of such right did not deny utility
corporation due process; (2) portion of or-
der establishing fixed service areas for utili-
ty corporation and city light and power
department within area served by both had
a reasonable basis, and (3) portion of order
providing for retirement and transfer of
facilities from utility corporation to city

light and power department in those areas
where the two utilities were operating du-
plicate and parallel facilities lacked a rea-
sonable basis and would be remanded to
Commission for further evidence.

1. Statutes 0=277

Genera] saving statute will save rights
and remedies except where subsequent re-
pealing act indicates that it was not inten-
tion of legislature that particular remedies
and rights in question should be saved. AS

110100

2. Constitutional Law ¢=296()
Electricity c=4

In light of statute providing that all
certificates of convenience and necessity is-
sued before July 1, 1970 would be subject to
modification in areas of conflict with public
utilities that had not previously been re-
quired to have a certificate, general saving
statute did not preserve any right to contin-
ue providing service which electric utility
corporation, which was operating in same
area as city light and power department
and which had been issued certificate ot
convenience and necessity to do so in 1963,
may ha e had prior to Public Service Com-
missi n order assigning fixed service areas
to c(rporation and to city department;
thus, corporation was not denied due proc-
ess by failure of Commission to find exist-
ence of such right. AS 01.10.100, 12.05.221;
AS 42.05.193, 42.05.194, 42.05.196. Laws
1963, c. 95.

3. Administrative laiw
*¥=>790

In cases where decision involves admin-
istrative expertise as to either complex sub-
ject matter or fundamental policy formula-
tions, deference should be given to adminis-
trative determination if it has reasonable
basis in law and fact; such deference is
given because agency is in better position to
make such a determination than court be-
cause of agency’s specialized knowledge in a
field. AS 44.62.570.

and Procedure

e
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4, Electricity c=4

On appeal from order of Public Service
Commission assigning fixed areas to electric
utility corporation and to city light and
power department within area served by
both pursuant to statutes empowering Com-
mission to take appropriate action to elimi-
nate competition and duplication oi iacui-
ties in areas where two or more public
utilities are competing to furnish identical
services, appropriate standard of review, in
light of complex financial and engineering
determinations involved and considerable
expertise required, was reasonable Luis
test. AS 42.05.221(d), 44.62.570.

5. Electricity c=4

Since Supreme Court, on appeal from
order of Public Service Commission assign-
ing fixed service areas to electric utility
corporation and to city light and power
department within area served by hoth, was
to review case independently of determina-
tion made [y superior court, which had
acted as intermediate court of appeal, Su-
preme Court would not need to decide
whether lower court erroneously relied
upon alleged misrepresentation of electric
utility corporation regarding statement
made by public service commissioner. AS
42.05.221(d), 44.62.570.

6. Electricity ¢=4

On appeal before Supreme Court from
order of Public Service Commission assign-
ing mod areas to electric utility corpora-
tion and to city light and power department
within area served by both, affidavit by
president of engineering company, which
had been submitted by electric utility corpo-
ration to Co.T.tni:sion as part of its pvtit'on
for reconsideration, was; rope.-ly be fore Su-
preme Court notas evidence,!ut as part of
corporation's argument that Commission or-
der did not have reascr.tble basis. AS 42-
(15.221(d).

7. F'. tricity c=4
Portion of order of T A lie Svrv.ce Com-
m' -'on <.bli.hiog fi'vi areas for

electric utility c>:p.-ratlon and city light
and power departrvnl within area previ-
ously served by bath, pursuant to statute

empowering Commission to take appropri-
ate action to eliminate competition and du-
plication of facilities in areas where two or

more public utilities are competing to fur-

nish identical sendees, allocated sendee ar-
eas in such a w;y as to resolve competing
interests of corporation and light and power
department and public they served, and had
reasonable basis. AS 42.05.221(d).

8. Electricity c¢=>4

Portion of order of Public Sendee Com-
mission, entered pursuant to statute em-
powering Commission to take appropriate
action to eliminate competition and duplica-
tion of facilities in areas where two or more
public utilities are competing to furnish
identical services, providing for retirement

and transfer of facilities from electric utili-

ty corporation to city light and power de-
partment in those areas where those two
utilities were operating duplicate and paral-
lel facilities, lacked a reasonable basis and
would require remand to Commission for
furth" « evidence regarding retirement and
transler of such facilities. AS 42.05.221(d).

Jeffrey B. Lowenfels, Asst. Atty. Gen,,
Anchorage, Avrum M. Gross, Atty. Gen.,
Juneau, for appellant and cross-appellee,
Alaska Public Utilities Commission.

Peter C. Ginder, Asst. Municipal Attv.,
Karen D. Nagel, Associate Counsel, Richard
W. Garnett, Ill, Municipal Atty., Anchor-
age, .or appellant and cross-appellee, Mu-
nicipality of Anchorage.

William J. Moran, Ancho; age, for appel-
lee and crofs-a;. pcllant.

Bef< re BOOCKEYF.R, Chief Justice, and
CoNNOP. and BURKE, Justices.

OPINION

BUP.KE, Justice.

This appeal ar.d cress-aj —al require us to
« wal|M.«'s o of the Alaska Pub-
lic ™*"-Vs C :-rh-kin (h.vira'ter rc-
fTovl to .5 t! «m€ rrr’-Vn) ssg.u-dhug the
dfiir-.ation of service .-r-a bnurvL.-'cs of
the MiivTij al I.’ah! and P.-"'cr Oe;  Ticrt

ALA
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of the Municipality of Anchorage- (herein-
after referred to as ML&P) and the Chu-
gach Electric Association (hereinafter re-
ferred to as Chugach).

The present controversy began nearly
seven years ago when ML&P filed an appli-
cation be-fore the Commission for a certifi-
cate of public convenience and necessity
pursuant to AS 42.00.221.1 ML&P request-
ed authority to furnish electric service
throughout a service area situated within
and immediately adjacent to the then City
of Anchorage. At the time of filing, ML&P
was operating an extensive network of elec-
tric generation, transmission, and distribu-
tion facilities for which Commission certifi-
cation was not required prior to January 1,
1971,

After reviewing ML&P's application, the
Commission determined that identical serv-
ices were being offered in many instances
by Chugach, which was operating under a
certificate of public convenience and neces-
sity granted to it in 1963. AS 42.05.221(d) 2
provides that where the Commission deter-
mines that two or more public utilities are
competing to furnish identical utility ser-
vice and that this competition  not in the
public interest, the Commission is to take

1. AS 42.05.221 provides in relevant parr
Certificates required, (a) No public, utility
may operate ard receive compensation for
prowdm? a commodity or service after Janu-
ary 1, 1971 without " first having obtained
from the commission under this chapter a
certificate declaring th-t public convenience
and necessity require or will require the ser-
vice. Wheré a public utility provides more
than one type of utility service, a separate
certificate of convenience and necessity is
required for each type. A certificate shall
describe the nature and extent of the authori-

tK granted in it, including, as appropriate for

the services involved, a description of the
authorized area and scope of operations of
the public utility.

(c_{ A certificate shall be issued to a public

utility which was not required to have one

before July 1, 1970. and which is required to
have one after that date, if it appears to the
commission that the utility was actually op-

erating in good faith on that date. Such a

certificate 1S subJ’ect to modification where

there are areas of conflict with other public
utilities or where there has been a substantia!
change in circumstances.

appropriate action to eliminate the competi-
tion ami any undesirable duplication of fa-
cilities. Pursuant to this section, the Com-
mission issued Order No. i on March Ii,
1971, seeking the advice and assistance of
ML&P and Chugach in implementing a plan
to eliminate such competition and duplica-
tion.

In response to Order No. 1, ML&P and
Chugach filed briefs outlining their respec-
tive views as. to how the Commission shoul i
proceed. Both parties submitted proposed
orders to establish a negotiating committee
that would allow the utilities to reach
agreement on a voluntary basis. On Au-
gust 31, 1971, the Commission by Order No.
9 established the requested negotiating
committee, composed of members from
each of the utilities and one Commission
staff member who was to serve as a coordi-
nating chairman. The Commission also es-
tablished interim service areas during this
period.

After several months of negotiations the
parties’ efforts to reach agreement proved
unsuccessful. ~ The Commission then or-
dered each party to submit, among other
things, proposed solutions to the service
area dispute. Upon reviewing the proposed

2. AS 42.05.221(d) states:

| an area where the commission deter-
mines that two or more public utilities are
competm% to furnish_identical U.tl|lt% service
and that this competition is not in the public
interest, the commission shall take appropri-
ate action to eliminate the competition and
any undesirable duplication of facilities.
This appropriate jction may include, but is
not limited to, ordering the”competing utili-
ties to enter into a contract which, among
other things would: .

(1) delineate the service area boundaries of
each in those areas of competition.

(2) eliminate existing duplication and par-
alleling to the fullest reasonable extent;
| |(3) preclude future duplication and paral-
eling;
(4? provide for the exchange of customers
and facilities for the purposes of providing
better public service and of eliminating dupli-
cation and.J)aralleImg; and .

(5) provide such other mutually equitable
ar{angements as would be in the publi: inter-
est.
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recommendations by each utility, the Com-
mission concluded that neither plan provid-
ed an equitable solution to the problem.

On September 19, 1972, public hearings
were commenced to afford both ML&P and
Chugach the opportunity to augment their
written filings and to cross-examine the
other nartv on its proposal. Extensive tes-
tirr.onv was taken, following which the par-
ties submitted additional briefs. On Sep-
tember 27, 1973, the Commission issued Or-
der No. 19 which, among other things, as-
signed firm, fixed service areas to each of
the utilities. It is this Order, as amended
by Order No. 20, which led to these appeals.

Pursuant to 3 AAC 48.090(e),s Chugach,
on December 3, 1973, petitioned the Com-
mission for reconsideration of Order No. 19
and for the re-opening of the proceedings to
receive additional evidence. No action was
taken on the petition for 30 days and thus it
was automatically denied under 3 AAC 48.-
090(e).

On February 1, 1974, Chugach gave no-
tice of its appeal to the superior court from
Order No. 19, as amended by Order No. 20.
On April 30, 1976, oral argument was beard
before the superior court. At the close of
the proceedings the trial court held that
there was insufficient evidence to support
the Commission’s conclusions in Order NV
19 and remanded the matter to the Com-
mission for reconsideration. This appeal
and cross-appeal followed. We will discuss
the issues raised in Chugach's cross-appeal
first.

CROSS -APPEAL

The service area granted to ML&P by the
Commission in Order No. 19 included sever-

3 AAC -;S.099(e) provides:

Within_ 15 cays afvr an order of the com-
mission is served, e Party may file a petition
for reconsideration of the order that is served
setting forth specifically the grounds upon
which™ the petitioner believes the order is
unreasonable, erroneous, unlawful or other-
wise defective. The petitioner may also sub-
mit a proPosed order designed to cure the
all-j-d defects of the cointnissivtt's order. A
py opposm% a petition for re-onsldcration
sh'll have 10 Ja\s In which to res;.' ad. The
cot mission's power to order reconsideration

al areas which had been granted to Chu-
gach in its 1963 certificate of public conve-
nience and necessity. These areas were
within the corporate limits of the former
City of Anchorage where the two utilities
we-e operating duplicate or parallel electri-
cal facilities. In its cross-appeal, Chugach
claims that its right to provide service with-
in its certificated area is a vested property
interest which was improperly taken with-
out due process of law when the Commis-
sion granted to ML&P the right to offer
service within portions of Chugach's cer'tfi-
cated service area. In order to adequately
set out Chugr-clt's claim and resolve this

question, it is first necessary for us to out-

line briefly the statutory history of perti-
nent portions of what is now entitled the
Alaska Public Utility Commission Act
(hereinafter referred to as the Act).

Utility regulation on a statewide basis in
Alaska first became a reality upon passage,
by the first state legislature, of Chapter
199, SLA 1959. This act established the
Alaska Public Service Commission. How-
ever, its application to electric, telegraphic
and telephonic utilities was heid in abey-
ance pending submission of a report to the
legislature by the newly formed Commis-
sion.

In 1963, AS 42.05 et Stq. was amended in
several respects by Chapter 95, SLA 1963.
AS -'.05.193 required for the first time that
certifi.-ates be obtained. That section stat-
ed:

Certificates of Convenience and Necessi-

ty. No public utility shall operate after
January 1, 1964, without first having

designated in the petition . reconsideration
is served cn the pttitloner. |f the commis-
sion lakes no action on a petition for recon-
sideration within the time allowed for order-
mq reconsidc-rstion, the petition is automati-
cally denied. The commission may order re-
consideration of all or part of the record in a
proceeding and any additional evidence and
argument it tray p-:-rit either in writtrg or
irally. The ; Tte filing of a p.-PPor. for rc-
(r.musiier.it” . (" .S _not excuse the petit;*-.ng
party from corupli-nce with a decision or
order of the tcrr.mitsion.
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ohtair.ed from the commission under the
provisions of this chapter a certificate
declaring that public convenience and ne-
cessity require or will require the opera-
tion and deiit.eating the are™ where ser-
vice is to be provided.

AS 42.05.194, however, granted “grandfa-

ther rights” to those utilities then operat-

iNGm_ 4 "

Cortiicaes  renceo 1 BiStiG it
A Certificate shall be granted if it ap-
pears to the commission that the public
utility was actually operating in good
faith on October 15, 1962, within the con-
fines of the requested area, or that the
public utility was installing the facilities
necessary to furnish service under a fran-
chise as of that date.

It was under this section of the 1963 Act
that Chugach obtained its certificate.

In requiring public utilities to obtain cer-
tificates in order to operate, the legislature
also added the following provision, AS 42.-
05.196, upon which Chugach places great

i of Comissin © Gt Cart

The commission shall have the
power after hearing, upon reasonable no-
tice to interested parties, to grant a cer-
tificate to provide service in an area al-
ready served by a certificate holder only
when the existing public utility or utili-
ties serving the area are not provid*r.b
and will not provide service to the satis-
faction of the commission. In all other
cases, the commission with or without
hearing may issue a certificate as re-
quested or for good cause shown deny the
same in whole or part.

In addition, AS 42.05.6-10(2) was amended
to exclude municipally-owned utilities from
regulation under the Act. It was this pro-
vision which allowed ML&P to furnish elec-
trical services without a certificate of public
convenience and necessity at that time.

4 sece note- | and 2 supra for relevant parts.
5 AS 4205271 stales in pertinent part.

M odification,
certificates (
own motion the commission, after notice and
opportunity for hearing and for good cause

suspension or revocation of

Upon complaint or upon its

The statutes regulating "ublic utilities
were again amended in 1970, pursuant to
Ch. 113, SLA 1970. Several extensive
changes are relevant to this appeal. The
definition of “public utility" or “utility"
was amended to include municipally-owned
utilities. AS 42.05.701(2). As a result of
this, municipally-owned utilities, including
ML&P, were required to obtain certificates
of convenience and necessity in order to
operate. In addition, AS 42.05.194, AS 42.-
05.195 and AS 42.05.196, quoted above, were
refteatcu.

In place of those repealed sections, AS
42.05.221 was enacted.* This statute re-
quires public utilities to obtain certificates
of convenience and necessity as a condition
of operation. Subsection (c) gave “grandfa-
ther rights" to existing utilities newly sub-
ject to regulation. Subsection (b), which is
significant in the instant case, provides:

All certificates of convenience and neces-

sity issued to a public utility before July

1, 1970 remain in effect but they are

subject to modification where there are

areas of conflict with public utilities that
have not previously been required to have

a certificate or where there is a substan-

tial change in circumstances.

This subsection was supplemented by AS
42.05.271, which provides for the modifica-
tion, suspension or revocation of certificates
for several listed reasons, including the re-
quirements of public convenience and neces-
sity.*

Within tue context of this statutory his-
tory, Chugach’s claim on cross-appeal can
now be more fully understood. At the time
Chugach was certificated, AS 42.05.196,
quoted above, provided that a competing
utility could be certificated in the same
area as a certificate holder only if the cer-
tificate holder did not and would not fur-
nish service in that area to the satisfaction

shown, may amend, modify, suspend, or re-
voke a certificate. In whole or in part. Good
cause for amendment, modification, suspen-
sion_or revocation of a certificate includes

(1) the requirements of public convenience
and necessity; . . .
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of the Commission. Chugach contends that
its right to provide electrical service within
its certificated area became a vested right
at the time of its certification, subject to
divestment only if its service in that area
was unsatisfactory to the Commission un-
der AS 42.05.196. Because this right vested
prior to the repeal of AS 42.05.196 in 1970,
Chugach argues it is still entitled to the
application of that section of the statute
under Alaska's general saving statute, AS
01.10.100.1 Thus, Chugach maintains, the
Commission denied Chugach its right to due
process with regard to its vested property
interest when it granted ML&P the right to
serve portions of Chugach's certificated
area without first finding that Chugach had
not and would not perform satisfactorily in
ihat area.

In order to sustain Chugach’s claim, we
must first find that Chugach's 1963 certifi-
cate gave it a vested right to provide ser-
vice in its certificated area barring a find-
ing by the Commission that its services
were unsatisfactory. Then we must find
that this right was preserved under the
Alaska saving statute despite the repeal of
those sections in the former Act upon which
this right depends. We conclude that the
saving statute does not preserve any ac-
crued right which Chugach r.av have had
and thus, it is unnecessary for us to deter-
mine whether in fact Chugach did have
such a right.

AS 01.10.103(a) pros ides in relevant part:

Th« repeal or amendment of any law does
not release or extinguish any oo
right accruing or accrued under such "aw,
unless the repealing or amending act so
provides expressly. The law shall he
treated as remaining in force for the pur-
pose of sustaining any proper action or
prosecution for the enforcement of the
right

S. AS ('.10.103 provides in relevant part:

Zffect of rtpesls or ar.tndintms. (a) The
r--pea) or smentlr.-.til of any law does not
rPease or extinguish .my Renalty, forfeiture,
or liability incurred or I’I? t accruing nr ac-
crucd under such tew, u-.less the repealing or

t:\ding -« ;1= expressly. The
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We note that the term “right" has been
construed to mean a vested right and that
vested property rights are protected from
state action under the Fourteenth Amend-
ment of the United Stales Constitution and
Art | sntion ‘I, of the Alaska Constitution.
Bidwell v. Scheele, 355 P.2d 584, 556 (Alas-
ka 1960).

[1,2] The law regarding general saving
statutes was succinctlﬁ stated by the court
in Territory of Alaska v. American Can
Company, 137 F.Supp. 181, 16 Alaska 71, 76
(1956),7 as follows:

It is a fundamental rule of statutory con-

struction that a general saving clause or

statute preserves rights and liabilities
which have accrued under the act re-
pealed and that they operate to make
applicable in designated situations the
law as it existed before the repeal, unless
such application is negatived by the ex-
press terms or clear implication of a par-
ticular repealing act, or where not other-
wise provided by the repealing act. (em-
phasis in original).
The saving statute in effect at that time
was somewhat different from the- present
one but the court's statement accurately
reflects the general rule. As stated in
Sutherland, Statutory Construction (4th cd.
C.D. Sands 1973), a general saving statute
will save rights and remedies "except where
a subsequent repealing act indicates that it
was not the legislative intention that par-
ticular rights and remedies should he
saved." Ig. at < 47.13. See Summit Bench,
Inc. v. dander, 153 Ohio St. 147, 91 N.E.2d
10, 11-12 (1950); State v. Chicago Great
HVsrcrn By. Co., 222 Minn. 504, 25 N.W.2d
294, 297 US (1916).

Section 5 of Ch. 113, SLA 3970, specifical-
ly repealed AS 42.05.193, AS 42.05.194 and
AS 42.05.196, the sections on which Chu-
gach’s claimed property right dej>er('s. In

shall I't to 't s o .simr.g > forte lor

the purpose_of siSt. r= sn> prop-r .ictlon

or prosecution fur tl.- <wmforcer,.nt of the
rizht. p forfeit <rt, or liability,

7. Affd IMG F2u -153 i7 -Lika Z%Ij rh Cir.

=), revid i o2V els S. 224,79

SCI 274, 3 1 Frzd 257 (I* 9).
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their place the legislature enacted AS 42.-
05.221.5 Subsection (b), which was noted
ahove, states as follows:
All certificates of convenience and neces-
sity issued to a public utility before July
I, 1.11 xn  CX..C™W uuv i C
subject to modification where there are
areas of conflict with public utilities that
have not previously been required to have
a certificate or where there is a substan-
tia! change in circumstances, (emphasis
added).
It is ck.- that the emphasized portion of
this subsection specifically addresses itself
tcra situation such as the present one, I e,
where a previously certificated utility (Chu-
gach) is providing service in an area where
a utility which has not previously been re-
quired to be certificated (ML&P) is also
furnishing electric service. The legislature
has decreed ihui. the certificate of the pre-
viously certificated utility may be modified
where such a conflict exists. By this state-
ment the legislature clearly has extin-
guished whatever right Chugach may have
had to continue providing service unless it
was doing so unsatisfactorily and in its
place the legislature has determined that
the existence of a conflict with a municipal-
ly-owned utility in itself provides a suffi-
cient ground for modification of a previous-
ly granted certificate. Assuming, arguen-
0, that Chugach dii! have the vested prop-
erty right it has claimed, the legislature’s
mandate in the very situation presented
here is clear. In enacting AS 12.05.221(b)
the legislature indicated its intention that
any right afforded certificated utilities un-

8. See notes land 2 for relevant parts.

9. In Its statement of issues presented for re-
view and in its conclusion, Chugach suggests
that its certificate of public convenience” and
necessity is a franchise or contract which is
entitled to constitutional protection against im-
pairment. However, because Chugach does
noi argue this issue heyond a passing reference
to it in the arqument portion of its brief, we do
not consider the issue on review. See Kristich
v. State, 550 P.2d 790. 804 BAlaska 1970); Lew-
|lsg7v0)8tate. 409 P.2d 689. 091-92 n. 2 (Alaska

If). AS 44.62.570 provides in part:

der the old AS 42.05.196 was not saved.
We hold, therefore, that the saving statute,
AS 01.10.100, does not preserve any right
Chugach may have had to continue provid-
ing electrical service unless it was not pro-
viding or would not provide service to the
satisfaction of the Commission. Chugach,
therefore, has not heen denied due process
by the Commission’s failure to make such a
finding.9

APPEAL

Appellants ML&P and the Commission’s
first argument on appeal is that the superi-
or court used an incorrect standard of re-
view in reaching its decision to remand the
case to the Commission. The Commission
argues that the lower court improperly sub-
stituted its judgment for that of the Com-
mission while ML&P contends that the low-
er court improperly applied the substantial
evidence test. Both parties maintain that
the proper standard of review is the reason-
able basis test.

At the outset we note that it is unclear
from a reading of the superior court's ora!
decision which standard of review it ap-
plied. This lack of clarity is not significant,
however, for we approach the issues here
independently of the superior court which
was acting as an intermediate court of ap-
peal. Jager v. State, 537 P.2d 1100, 1106
(Alaska 1975); Stale v. .Maratlum Oil Com-
pany, 52." P.2d 293, 298 (Alaska 1974).

[3,4) This court has enunciated several
standards of review of agency action under
AS 44.62.570,10 the section of the Alaska

Scope of review, (a) An appeal shall be
heard by the superior court sitting without a
Jury- L
?I%) Inquiry in an appeal extends to the
following questions (I) whether the agency
has proceeded without, or in excess of juris-
diction, (2) whether there was  nr hearing;
and (3 whether there was prejudicial
abuse of discretion  Abuse of discretion is
established if the agency has not proceeded
in the manner required by law, the order or
decision is not supported by the findings, or
(tjhe findings are not supported by thé evi-
euice.
_ éc) The court may_exercise its, independent
ju ?ment on the €.idence. If it is claimed
that the findings are not supported h> the
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Administrative Procedure Act governing

scope of review. We do not find it neces-

sary to discuss each of the various stan-
dards at this time, however, for it is clear
that the appropriate standard of review in
the instant case is the reasonable basis
test” In Kelly v. Zamarello, 456 P.2d 906,
916-17 (Alaska 1971), we set forth this test
as follows- !n oases where a decision in-
volves administrative expertise as to either
complex subject matter or fundamental pol-
icy formulations, deference should be given
to an administrative determination if it has
a reasonable basis in law and fact.ll Such
deference is given because the agency is in
a better position to make such a determina-
tion than a court because of the agency's
specialized knowledge in a field. In the
instant case, it is readily apparent that the
delineation of electrical servce areas in-
volves complex financial and engineering
determinations and requires considerable
expertise in these areas. In addition, fun-
damental policy formulations are involved
in the Commission's task of eliminating un-
desirable competition and duplication of fa-
cilities under AS 42.05.221(d). 't is diffi-
cult, in fact, to conceive of a situation
where the reasonable basis test is more
appropriate. Therefore, wt Omit our re-
view in this case to deciding whether the
Commission's action in Order No. 19, as
?mended, has a reasonable basis in law and
act.

evidence, abuse of discretion is established if
ihe court d(‘ermines that the findings are riot
supgorted by tl) the weight of the evidence,
or (2) substantial evidence in the light of the
whole_record.

éd) The court may augment the agency rec-
c'd 1n whole or in part, or hold a hiaring de
riovo. If the court funis that there is relevant
evidence which, in Ihe exercise of reasonable
diligence, could not have been produced or
which .was improperly excluded. at the hear-
ing, the court may (Il enter judgment as
provided in (e) of this section and remand the
case to be reconsidered in the light of that
evidence; or (2) admit the evidence at the
appellate hiaring w.thoui remanding the
case

(e) The court si all enter judgment sitting
aside, modify ,ng, run g, -t mft . the
order or decision, wither,:t I itii.g 1L e itrol-
[ln% in arty way the discretion beally vested
in the agency.

[5] Before we can make this determina-
tion, however, it is necessary for us to deal
with several other issues raised by appel-
lants. Both ML&P and the Commission
argue on appeal that the trial court erred in
relying on Chugach’s alleged misrepresenta-
tion regarding a “ Statement of Position” hby-
Mr. Hendershot, one of the commissioners
involved in Order No. 19. This statement
explained why no action was taken on Chu-
gach's petition for reconsideration and set
forth certain problems Mr. Hendershot saw
in Order No. 19. Since, as noted above, we
review this case independently of the supe-
rior court, we need not decide whether the
lower court erroneously relied on the al-
leged misrepresentation.

[6] Appellants also argue that the supe-
rior court erred in considering an affidavit
by T. Foley Tread vay, president of the
Georgia-based Southern Engineering Com-
pany, which Chugach had submitted to the
Commission as part of its petition for recon-
sideration. Again, we need not decide
whether the lower court erred in this re-
gard; however, it is necessary for us to
determine if and to what extent this court
may consider the affidavit.

ML&P and the Commission argue this
joint somewhat differently, but the gist of
their arguments 13 is that it is imjumper for

11 For a summary of the different standards of
review, see Jager v Slate, 537 P 2d 1100, 1107
(Alaska 1975)

12, See ptiu::tI\ Jager v, Stale, supra; AfobiV
Oil Co:p v l.eral Boundary SCoLr.rdw:'smrm}G
P2d 92. 99 (Alaska 19743, windel \ - Kelly,
499 P2d 251 (Alaska 1972), Pan An.trican

Petroleum f rp v Shell Oil Co, 455 P2d 12
(Alaska 19C9).

13, ML/.P also atfiirs that once the C-:-.mis-
sion failed to give the relief sought in Chu-
gath's petlli n_for reconsideration, the ret-rd
Closed and review is limited to txainir.it :n of
the testimony and exhibits presented at the
hearm%s on Order No 19. This contenbon is
without mint.  AS 4402 5r">(c) which deter-

0s trc-¢c. ems of , il
reviiw of id: e...we dee-1 r.i states:

The < ;::jt\n re rd includes (1) the gli v

lugs. 2)all r-tnes and or' -5 IsSued by the
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the reviewing court to corsider the Tread-
way affidavit because the affidavit presents
evidence which could have heen presented
to the Commission before it entered Order
No. 19 but which was not presented a that
time. Appellants contend that unugacn
shouid not be allowed to introduce new,
previously available evidence under this cir-
cumstance by simply attaching su:h evi-
dence to its administrative petition for re-
consideration.

In refuting this argument by appellants,
Chugach maintains that it did not and does
not Intend to introduce the Treadway affi-
davit as evidence, but rather as argument
going to prove the unreasonableness as a
matter of law of the Commission's Order
No. 19. Chugach points out in its brief that
had the shortcomings of the order been
noted in its memorandum in support of its
petition for reconsideration rather than in
an affidavit, the appellants would have
found no reason to move for its elimination
from the record. Submitting the argument
in the form that it did, Chugach contends,
merely made it more penetrating and con-
vincing.  We find Chugach's contention
persuasive and therefore hold that the
Treadway affidavit is properly before this
court on review not as evidence, but as part
of Chugach's argument that Order No. 19,
as amended, did not have a reasonable ba-
sis.

[7] We now turn to the question of

whether, the Commission's order has a rea-

sonable basis. Order No. 19, as amended,
makes two determinations relevant to this
appeal: First, it delineates fixed service
areas for each utility; second, it provides
for the retirement and transfer of facilities
from Chugach to ML&P in areas where the
two utilities have duplicate or parallel facil-
ities. We will address these components of
the order separately, although we realize
that the two facets of the order in fact may
be related.

agency, (3) the proposed decision by a hear-
a tran-

ing_ officer, (4) the final decision. (
script of all testimony and proceedings, %G)
the "exhibits admitted or rejected, the
written evidence, and (8) all other documents
in the case.

Initially, we find it helpful to set out that
aspect of the service area delineation which
is the major source of contention in this
case. Stated briefly, the dispute centers on
the Commission's grant to ML&P of virtu-
ally all areas within the limits of the former
City of Anchorage in which the two utilities
were providing duplicate and parallel ser-
vice. It is not the fact that fixed service
areas were established by the order that is
in question; rath :r, it is the Commission's
decision regardinj the service areas actual-
ly assigned whic . must be reviewed for
reasonableness.

After a length, recitation of the events
leading up to the issuance of its order,
including a summary of the proposals sub-
mitter! by ML&P s d Chmnch and the tes-
timony present . at ".ptember 1972
hearings, the "om .tission n. rtrder No. 19
assigned fixer service areas to each of the
utilities.  Essentially, the Commission
awarded ML&P two non-contiguous sub-ar-
eas. In one of the sub-areas, ML&P was
already the sole supplier of electrical serv-
ices except for infrequent minor border
area penetrations by Chugach. In the oth-
er, there was either no present supplier,
ML&P was the sole supplier, or Chugach
and ML&P were operating duplicate or par-
allel facilities. Chugach was awarded most
of the remaining portions of its certificated
service area.

Following its assignment of service areas
the Commission provided the following ba-
sis for its decision:

In establishing the above service area

boundaries between CEA and ML&P, ex-

vcrrive consideration was given to the
requirements that ML&P be afforded the
necessary opportunity for horizontal
growth and that the existing revenue
base of CEA be preserved.

» * » i . i

Classification 8, “all other documents in the
case.” clearly acts to make Chu%ach's petition
with its attached atlidaviis. part of the record
on review.
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The Commission recognized in assigning
ML&P almost all areas within the city in
which duplication exists, that without
compensating factors the gradual phase
out of facilities and customers by CEA
would progressively reduce that utility's
revenues. Such effect, however, should
be offset adequately by CEA's exclusive

in pripedec <Vo
YV oet em v

«=mouj ifrUkjviid iapJuij I«»v.
panding business and residential commu-
nities immediately outside ML&P's ser-

vice boundaries.

In our view, that portion of the Commis-
sion's order establishing service areas for
Chugach and ML&P had a reasonable basis.
Acting pursuant to the mandate of AS 42.-
05.221(d), the Commission allocated service
areas in such a way as to resolve the com-
peting interests of both Chugach and
ML&P and the public they serve. There-
fore, we affirm that portion of Order No.
19.

[S] As noted above, Order No. 19 also
provided for the retirement and transfer of
facilities from Chugach to ML&P in those
areas where the two utilities were operat-
ing duplicate and parallel facilities. The
Commission did not order the immediate
transfer of Chugach’s facilities because it
fell that to do so could result in increased
rates and would jeopardize Chugach's fi-
nancial integrity. Instead, the Commission
provided that Chugach would be allowed to
retain and operate its existing facilities
within ML&P's newly-awarded service ar-
eas for the "normal life" of these facilities.
As these facilities were "retired”, ML&P
would then be permitted to construct and
operate the replacement facilities. In addi-
tion, it was provided that Chugach could
perform routine and emergency mainte-
nance on its old facilities so long as the
maintenance did not constitute an attempt
to extend the life of the facility beyond its

M. MI.&P contends that Chugach ra> no: chal-
lenge the retirement and transferﬂPr,evmonsqu
Older No. Hi because the Ccmttiitsion specifi-
cally limited the scope of the h-.[.-'-.gs to ch-bn-
*-non of service areas, reser. -ig the transfer
jiste lo a later lime. It isccJed that
Chugsch concurred in such a p'stp’-r.imenl
rt.d that theicfore Chugach is estopped from

m b WtwKpfc.
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normal life. Finally, the Commission estab-
lished procedures whereby either utility,
when circumstances so dictated, could con-
struct or install additional facilities within
the authorized service area of the other
utility.

Our examination of the record in this
case, particularly of the Treadway affidavit
submitted by Chugach in support of its
petition for reconsideration, persuades us
that these portions of Order No. 19 lack a
reasonable basis and that a remand to the
Commission is required for further evidence
regarding the retirement and transfer of
Chugach’s facilities to ML&P.*4 In his affi-
davit, Treadway discusses at great length
the inadequacy of the transfer of facilities
scheme set out in Order No. 19. At the
outset, for example, he points out that it is
unclear from the <-ler exactly what the
Commission means ey retirement of facili-
ties. Theoretically, retirement could occur
when the facilities are fully depreciated on
Chugach’s books or when they physically
have no remaining useful life. Further-
more, the term "facilities" could mean ei-
ther an entire distribution line, circuit or
section of a system, or it could mean simply,
units or components of a system.

More significantly, Treadway asserts that
in reality, electrical service facilities are
never retired, either actually or on the
books. This is because it is necessary to
maintain these facilities in good working
condition so that they may continue to pro-
vide adequate service. Separate compo-
nents of a distribution system may be
retired at a given point due to damage or
wear, but they must be replaced for the
system to continue in operation. Thus,
Treadway points out, not only is an electri-
cal facility never fully retired, but, despite
the Commission's order that no replacement
or maintenance of a facility be done with

now re?uestm that the proceeding be re-
opened for further evidence on this is'tte. We
find it ii.nm.v.erial whether or not the retire-

.0 t-ir rs eere in fact post-
p +d until a Inter time *;rct- the Commission
c]gose to deal with this -r Hem ir. Order No.
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the intent to extend its useful life, such
replacement or maintenance must necessar-
ily extend the life of the property.

The Treadway affidavit contains many
other criticisms of the retirement and trans-
fer provisions of Order No. 19 which we do
jiot feci are necessary to recite here since
we are persuaded that it is necessary for
the Commission to reconsider these provi-
sions of Order No. 19. Therefore we re-
mand this case to the superior court with
directions that the case he remanded to the
Commission so that it may take further
evidence and such other action as it deems
necessary regarding the retirement and
transfer of Chugach’s facilities to ML&P.

REMANDED.

RABINOWITZ and MATTHEWS, JJ,
not participating.

AMOCO PRODUCTION COMPANY,
Petitioner,

)

W. C. CHURCH WELDING & CON-
TRACTING, INC., Respondent.

No. 3S97.
Supreme Court of Alaska.
June 23, 1978.

Indemnitee moved for summary judg-
ment that it was entitled to indemnification
from indemnitor for injuries to indemnitor's
employee. The Superior Court, Third Judi-
cial District, Anchorage, Peter J. Kaiamar-
ides, J., denied summary judgment, and in-
demnitee petitioned for review. The Su-
preme Court granted review and held that:

(1) enforceability of agreement for indemni-

fication for injuries to indemnitor's employ-
ees was not dependent on whether indemni-

tor or indemnitee had been in control of
work which caused employees injury, and
(2) where indemnification agreement was
thus enforceable and there was no factual
issue as to whether injury to indemnitor's
employee came within terms of agreement,
indemnitee was entitled to indemnity.

Reversed.

1 Indemnity <s=>§$(4)

Enforceability of agreement for indem-
nity for injuries to indemnito s employees
was not dependent on whether indemnitor
or indemnitee had been in control of work
which caused employee’s injury.

2. Indemnity ¢=>3

Where indemnitee could have secured
liability insurance protecting against claim
by indemnitor's employees, there was no
reason, in absence of some showing of un-
scrupulousness or unequal bargaining pow-
er, why indemnitee could not secure same
protection from indemnitor by means of
indemnification agreement.

3. Appeal and Error ¢=>$0(6)

Where issue involved was one of a con-
trolling question of law on which there was
substantial ground for difference of opinion
and where an immediate and present re-
view of the order might materially advance
the ultimate termination of litigation, Su-
preme Court granted petition for review of
trial court's denial of motion by indemnitee
for summary judgment against indemnitor
based on indemnification agreement.

4. Indemnity c=>8(4)

Where indemnification agreement was
enforceable even though indemnitee wa3 in
charge of indemnitor's employee and there
was no factual issue involved as to whether
injury to indemnitor's employee came under
terms of agreement, indemnitee was enti-
tled to indemnity for any claim for injury
sustained by indemnitor's employee while
he was working on indemnitee's offshore
drilling rig.

Sanford M. Gibbs, Hagans, Smith, Brown,
Erwin & Gibbs, Anchorage, for petitioner.
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It s convenient in the course of our
disrnRsinn of this 0557 to rfKi?47 th® Tes-
sons advanced by Mr. Madison and his

associates for their conclusion, supple-

menting them, so far as may be, by addi-
tional “considerations which lead this
court to concur therein,

First. ~ Mr. Madison insisted that

article 2 by vesting the executive power
In the President was intended to grant to
him the power of appointment and re-
moval of executive officers except, as
thereafter exp[essgl provided in" ihpi
article, He pointed out that one of the
chief [116] purposes of the Convention
was to separate the legislative from the
executive functions.  He said: ,
« "t there s a principle in our Constitu-
tion, indeed in any free Constitution more
esacred than another, it is that which
separates the legislative, executive and
judicial powers. " If thcro is any .point
In which ‘the separation of the legislative
and executive powers_ ought to be main-
tained with ?reat cnution,’it is that-which
Telatcs to officers and offices.” 1 Annals
of _Congress, 581. ,

Theif union under the Confederation
had not worked well, as the members o
the convention knew. Montesquieu's view
[bnl the maintenance of independence as
between the legislative, the executive nud
the judioin| branches wan a security for the
peoRIe had their full approval.  Madison
In the Convention, 2 Fnrrnnd, Records of
tho Federal Convention, 5G.  Kendall v.
United States, 12 Pet. 521, 510, 9 L. cd.
1181, 1215. Accordmgly, the Constitu-
tion was so frnracd as fo’vest in the Con-
gress all legislative powers therein grant-
ed, to vest in the President, the executive
power, and to vest in one Sqpretnc Court
and such inferior courts _as Congress
might establish, the judicial power.
From this division on principle, the rea-
sonable construction of the Constitution
must ho thnt the branches should be kept
separate In all cases in which they were
not expressl;r] blended, and the Canstitu-
tion should he expounded to blend them
no more than it. affirmatively requires,
Madison, 1 Annals of Congress, "LJT.
This rule of construction has been con-
firmed by this court in_ Meriwether v. Gar-
rett, 102 U. S. 472, 515, 20 L, od. 11J7,
205: Kilhourn" v, Thompson, 103 U."S.
158, 190, 20 L. cd. 377, 385; Mugler v.
Kansas, 123 U. S, 523, G52, 31 L. cd.

205, 210, S Sup. Cl. Rep, 273

Tho debates in the Constitutional Con-

vention indicated an intention to create
a strong, executive, and after a contro-
vorsial Qiscussion the executive power of
100

n
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overnment was vested in one person
1g T’ P ﬁl]j-

Blr.. rmnny ar Jja .
were_ specified so as totavoid the [117]
humiliating weakness *bf the Congres
during the Revolution and under the
éksrtbc?les of Confederation. 1 Farmed

_Mr. Madison and his associates in ilit
discussion in the House dwelt at length
upon the necessity there was for consfru-
ing article 2 to give the President the sole
Rower of removal in his responsibility for
uo conduct of the executive branch, ami
enforced this by emphasizing his duly
expressly declared in the third section of
tho Articlo to "take care that the laws
bo faithfully executed.” Madison, 1 An-
nals of Corigress, 495, 497. ,

Tho vestln(t; of the executive power in
tho President was essentially a grant nf
the power to execute tho laws. "But the
President alone and unaided could imt
execute tho laws. He must execute them
by the assistance of subordinates. = Th>
viow has since been repeatedly affirmed
bg this court, Wilcox v, Jackson, 13 Pet.
493, 513, 10 L. cd. 264, 271; United
States v.*Eliuson, 15 Pet. 291, 302, Pi

Williams v. United
40, 297, 11 L. ed. 23,
135 U.S. 1, G3 34 L

States, 1 How.
138: Ro Nengle, 135 1,63

ed. 55, 71, 107Sup. Ct. ReP. 558: Russell
Motor Cur Co. v. United Stntcs, 251 U. S.
514, 523, G L. od. 778, 784, 43 S”F' Ct
Rep. 428. As ho is charged specifically
»0 take i-nrc thnt they bo faithfully exe-
cuted, the reasonable implication, even in
tho absence of express words, was tlint
as part of his executive power he should
select those who were to net for him
under his direction in the execution of
tho laws. The further implication must
be, in the absence of any express._ limita-
tion respecting removals, that ns his seli--
lion of administrative ollleers Is essential

to tho execution of the laws by hint, ®

must he his power ol" removing “those for
whom he_ enn not continue to ho respon-
sible, Fisher Ames, 1 Aunnl3 of Con-
gress, 41-1. It was urged thnt fin
atural meaning of the térm “cxeeull’l
ower" granted the President unlink'd
he appointment and removal of exeen-
tivo subordinates. If such appointment-*
and removals wore not an exorcise of tI"
executive power, what were they? Tin-
certainly [US] were not the exercise ol
legislative or HUdICIa| power in govern-
ment_ns usually understood. _
It is quite true that in slate and_ colonial
?_overnments at the lime of Ihe Constitu-
ional Convention, power to make, ap-
pointments and removals had g%etllr_ne;

Jgediin the
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been lodged in the legislatures or in the
courts, but such a d|5ﬁ05|t|0n of it was
really vesting part of the executive power
in another branch of the government. In

the British_ system, the Crown which was 1162, 21

ment and removal of executive olficers,
jnul it was natural, therefore, for those
who framed our Constitution to regard
the words “executive_power” as includ-
1" bath. Ex psrte_Grossman. 267 U. S.
110, 69 L. ed. 527, 531, 3S A.L.R. 131,
lo Sup. Ct. Rep. 332, Unlike the power
of conquest of the British Crown, con-
sidered and rejected as a precedent for
us in Fleming v, Page, 9 How. 603, CIS,
13 L. cd. 276, 252, tho association of re-
moval with appointment of executive olli-
tiors Is not incompatible with our republi-
can_form of government. _
The requirement of the second section
of article 2 that the Senate should advise
and consent to the Presidential appoint-
ments, was to be strictly construed. The
words of § 2, following "the %eneral grant
of executive power under §1 were éither
an enumeration and emphasis of specific
functions of the Executive, not all inclu-
sive, or were limitations upon the general
rant of the executive power, and as such
eing limitations, should not he -enlarged
beYond the words used. Mndison, 1 An-
nuls, 462, 463, 464. The executive ﬁower
was given, in general terms, strengthened
by specific térms where emphaSis was
régarded as appropriate, and was limited
y direct expressions where limitation
was needed, and the fact that no express
limit was placed on the power of removal
by the Executive-was convincing, indica-
tion that none was intended. THis is the
same construction of article 2 ns that of
Alexander Hamilton, quoted infra.
[118>] Second. The, view of Mr.
Mndisori and his associates was that
not 0n|¥ did the grant of executive
power to the President in  the first
section of article 2 carry with it the
power of removal, but” the express
recotqnl,uon of the power of appomt
ment in the second section enforced
this view on lhe well aPproved principle
of constitutional and statutory construe-
*jon that the power of removal of execu-
tive ollicers was incident to tho power of
appointment. It wns _ngrced by the
opponents of tho hill, wit onIY_ one or
two oxccptions, thnt 0s a constitutional
principle ‘the power of appointment car-
ried with it the power of rcmovul.
Roger Sherman, 1 Annals of Congress,
. This principle ns a rule of consti-
Lutnﬂal_im statutory construction, then
IL al

the executive, had the power of ap?omt-
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generally conceded, has been recognized
ever since, Ex parte Hennen, 13 Pet.
230, 259,10 L. ed. 138, 152; Reagan v.
United States, 182 U. S, 419, 45 1. ed.
2, 21 Sup. Ct. Rep. S42: Shurtlefl v,
United States, 189 U. S. 311, 315, 47
L. ed. $23, 831 23 Sup. Ct. Rep. 535,
The reason for the prmclgle Is that those
in charge of and responsible for adminis-
tering functioDS of government who select
theirexecutive subordinates need in meet-
ing their responsibility lo Lave the
to"remove those whom they appoint.
Under § 2 of article 2; however, the
power of appointment by the Executive
Is restricted in its exercise by the pro-
vision that the Senate, a part of the
legislative branch of the government, may
chieck the actign of the Executive by re-
jecting the officers he selects. Does™ this
make “the Senate part of the removing
power? And this, after the whole discus-
sion in the House js read attentively, is
tho real point which was considered”and
decided in the negative by the vote al-

readhy iven.

The history of the clause by whLh the
Senate was given a check upon the Presj-
dent's power of appointment makes it
clear that it was not prompted by any
desiro to limit removals. "~ As already
Fomted out, the important purpose of
hose who brought about tho restriction
was lo lodge In tho Senate, where the
smull  statés had equal ,[1.20] rep-
resentation with tho larger " states,
power to prevent the President from
making too many appointments from
the larger statés. ~ Roger. Shermnn
and Oliver Ellsworth, delegates from
Connecticut, reported to its govern-
or:  “The equal representation “of tho
States in the Senate and tho voice of that
branch in the aPpomtment to offices will
secure tho rights of the lesser ns well
as of the greater states,” 3 Farmnd, 99.
Tho formidable opposition to the Senate's
veto on the President’s power of appoint-
ment indicated that in construing its

- 4eject, it should not he extended béyond

its express application to the muLtcr of
uppointments,  This was made apparent
by tho remarks of Abrnlmm Baldwin, of
Georgia, in the debate in the First Con-
ress,. Ho had been a member of the

onstitutional Convention. In opposing
the construction which would extend tho
Senate's power to check appointments to
removals from office, lie sald:

‘I am well authorized to sny timt tho
mingling of tho powers of the” President
aud “Senato wus strongly opposed in tho
Convention which hnd” the honor to sub-

107
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mit to the consideration of the United
States and the different states the present
system ior the government of the Union.
Some, gentlemen opposed it to the last,
and finally it “was the principal ground on
which they refused to give It their signa-
ture and "assent. One gentleman called
it a monstrous and unnatural connexion
and did not hesitate to affirm it would
bring on convulsions in the government.
This™ objection was not confined to the
walls of the Convention; it has been sub-
hect of newspaper declamation and per-
aps justly so. Ought we not, therefore,
to be careful not to extend this unchaste
connexion any further?" 1 Annals o
Congress, 557;

Madison said:

“Perhaps there was no argument urged
with more success or maore plausibly
grounded against the Constjtution under
which we afe now dehbera,tln?, than that
founded [121] on_ the mingling of the
executive- and” legislative DBranches of
the government i one body. It has
been” objected that the Senate have
too much of the executive power even,

having control over the Presi-
dent in the appointment to office. Now
shall we extend this connexion be-
tween the legislative and executive
departments which will strengthen the
objection and _diminjsh the “responsi-
hi |t¥ we havo in the head of the lixocu-
tivo?" 1 Annuls of Congress, 380.

It was pointed out in this great debato
thnt the power of removal, though egually
essential to the executive power is differ-
ent in its nature from that of appoint-
ment.  Mndison, 1 Annals of Congress,
497 et sot],; Clymer, 1 Annals, 4S9 Sedg-
wick, 1 Annals, 522: Ames, 1 Annals, 541,
542; Hartley, 1 Annals, 481. A veto b
the Senate—a part of tho legislative
branch of the government— upon”remov-
als is a much greater limitation upon tho
cxecntivo branch and a much more seri-
ous blending of the legislative with the
execytive than a rejection of a proposed
appointment. It is not to be implied.
The rejection of n nominee of the Presi-
dent for a particular office docs not great-
ly embarra$s him in the conscientious dis-
charge of his high duties in the selection
of those who aré to aid him, because the
President usually has nn ample field from
which to select for office, accordm? to his
?reference, comTpetent and cnpnblo men.

ho Senate has Tull power to reject newly
proposed nppointees whenever the Presj-
dent shall remove the incumbents. Such
a check ennbles the Senate to prevent the
]|I6I[|r?g of offices with bad or incompetent

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES.

Oct. Tebu,

men or with those against whom there is
objection.

The power to prevent the removal of
an officer who has served under the Presi-
dent is different from the authority to
consent to oy reject his appointment.
When a nomination is made, it may be
gresumed that the Senate is, or may be-
ome, ps well advised ns to the fitness of

tho nominee [122] as the President,

but in the nature of things the de-
fects in ability or intelligence or loyal-

ty in the administration ox the laws
of one who has served as an officer
under the President, are facts as to

f which the President, or his trusted sub-

ordinates, must be better informed than
the Senate, and the power to remove
him may, therefore, be regarded, as con-
fined for very sound and”practical rea-
sons, to the governmental authority which
has administrative control. *The power of
removal is incident to the power of ap-
pointment, not to the power of advising
and consenting to appointment, and when
the grant of ‘the executive power is en-
forced by the express mandate to take
care that the laws be faithfully executed,
it_emphasizes the necessity for mcludmg
within the executive Fower as conferre
the exclusive power ot removal.

Oliver Ellsworth was a member of the
Senate of the First Congress, and was
nctive in securing the imposition of the
Senate restriction” upon appointments by
tlie President. He was the author of the
Judiciary Act in that Congress, nnd sub-
sequently Chief Justice of tho United
States. "His view 0s to the meaning of
this article of the Constitution, upon the
point ns to whether the advice of the Sen-
ate was nccessnry to removal, like that
of Madison, formed and eeressed almost
in the ve_r?/ atmosphere of the Convention,
was entitled to great weight. Vrluit lie
said in the discussion in the Senate was
reported by Senator William Pa terson,
2 Bnneroft, History of the Constitution
of the United States, 192, as follows:

_ “The three distinct powers, legislative,
judicial and executive should he placed in
different hands. ‘He slini. take care that
the laws be faithfully executed’ arc sweep-
Ing words. _The officers should be atten-
tive to the President to whom the Senate
IS, not_n council. To turn a man out of
office is nn_exercise neither of legislative
nor of judicial power; it is like a tree
%rowm .upon land that Ims been granted.
he advice of tim Senate does not make
the appointment, The President ap-
points. = There {l,ZS] nrc certain re-
strictions in certain eases, but tho re-
272 u. s.
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striction is as to the appointment and
not as to the removal." _

In the discussion in the First Congress
fear was expressed that such a constitu-
tional rule of construction as was involved
in the passa(tge of the bill would expose the
country to tyranny through the abuse of
the exercise ‘of the power of removal by
the President. Underlying such fears was
the fundamental misconception that the
President's attitude in his exercise of
power is one of opposition to the people,
while the ConcTess is their only defender
In the government, and such a misconcep-
tion may be noted in the discussions
Imd befdre this court, This view was
properly. coutested by Mr, Madison
in_the discussion [1 Annals of Congress,
4G1), by Mr. Hart% (1 Annals, 481), by
Mr. Lawrence (1 Annals 485]) and b
Mr. Scott (I Annals, 533). The Presi-
dent is a representative of the people just
as the members of the Senate and of the
House are, and it may be_at some times
on some subjects that the President elect-
ed by all the Feople is rather more rep-
resentative of them all timn are the mem-
bers of cither body of the legislature
whose constituencies are local and not
countrywide; and as the President is elect-
ed for four years, with the mandate of
the people to exercise his executive pow-
er under the Constitution, there would
seem to be no reason for construing that
instrument in such a way as to limit and
hamper that power beyond the limitations
of it, expressed or fairly implied. .

Another argument advanced in the
First Congress a%alnst implying the Fow-
er of remgval in the President alone from
Its necessity In the proper administration
of the executive power was that all em-
barrassment in_ this respect could be avoid-

of officers, disloynl or_incompetent, until
the Senate could’act. To this M. Benson

said:

"Gentlemen ask, will not tho power of
sus?endlng nn officer be sufficient to pre-
vent mnlconduct? Here is some [L
mconswtencY in their arquments. They
declare that Congress Imvc no right
to construe the Constitution in favor
of the President, with respect to
removal; Y,et they propose to give
a_construction in favor of the power
of suspension being exercised bK him.
Surely gentlemen do not p.etend that the
President has the power of suspension
9hranted expressly by the Constitution; if
they do, they have "been more successful
in (heir reséarches into that instrument
than | have been, [f they arc,W|II|n? t0
allow aeéjower of suspending, it must be

ed b* the President's power of suspension |f

123-125

because they couslrn some part of tho
Constitution in favor of such a grant.
The construction in this case must  be
equally unwarrantable. But adm|tt|ng
it proper to grant this power, what then’
When' an officer is suspended, docs the
place become vacant? ~May the Presi-
dent proceed to fill it up? "Or must the
thc business be likewise suspended?
When we saY an officer is suspended, it
implies that the place is not vacant; but
the parties may be heard, and, after the
officer is freed from the objections that
have been taken to his conduct, he may
Rroceed to execute the duties attached to

im. What would be the consequence of
this? I the Senate, upon its meeting,
were_ to acquit the officer, and replace him
in his station, the President would then
have a man forced on him whom he con-
sidered as unfaithful: and could not, con-
sistent with his dut?l, and a proper regard
to the general welfare, go so far ns to
entrust him with full communications rel-
ative to the business of his department.
Without a confidence in the Executive De-
Partment, its operations would be subject
0 perpetual discord, and the administra-
tion of the Aqovernment become imprac-
ticable." 1 Annals of Congress, 50G.

Mr. Vining said: _ ,

"The Departments of _Fotelgn Affairs
and War are peculiarly within the powers
of the President, and he must be respon-
sible for them; but uke away his con-
trolling power, and upon wha Ermmple
do You require his responsibility?

[125] "“The gentlemen_"say the
President may suspend, They were
asked if the” Constitution gave him
this power nny more than the other?
Do they contend the one to he a
more inherent power than the other?
f they do not, why shnll it be ob-
ected to us thnt we are making n legis-
ative construction of the Constitution,
when they nre contending for the same
thing?” 1 Annnls of Congress, 512.

In" the cose before us, the same sugges-

1] tion has been mudc for the same purpase,

and we think it is well answered in the
foreqom . The implicutior of removal
by the President alone 1S no more a
sfrained construction of the Constitution
than that of suspension by him alone and
the broader power is much more needed
nnd more strongly to he implied. _
Third. Another armment urged against
the constitutional power of the PreSident
nlono to_remave executive officers appoint-
ed by him with the consent of Lhc Senate
is thnt in the absence of nn express pow-
er of romovnl granted to the President
power to make ‘provision for removalhoig
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Sewer Rate Increase in the
Anchorage, Eagle River, and
Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service
Areas

In the Matter .of the Filing of

a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-36
TA23-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER ORDER NO. 1

UTILITY for Consolidation of
Service Areas and Permanent
Reduction of Rates

ORDER SUSPENDING SERVICE AREA CONSOLIDATION
AND APPROVING PERMANENT RATE REDUCTIONS

On May 1, 1981, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER UTILITY (ASU) filed a tariff revision,
designated of TA23-126, requesting the immediate permanent
reduction of rates for sewer service in the Eagle River
Sewer Service Area (ERSSA) and the Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer
Service Area (GASSA). ASU requested that customers in the
ERSSA and GASSA be integrated into the appropriate rate
schedule of the Anchorage Bowl Service Service Area (ABSSA);
that all* ERSSA and GASSA rate schedules except for those
based on metered water consumption be deleted; that definitions
and other tariff references for Service Area 40 (ABSSA) and
Service Area 50 (ERSSA) be deleted; and that a definition be
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added for the Anchorage Sewer Service Area (ASSA) as "that
area established by Anchorage, Alaska, Ordinance 81-23...."

The Commission Staff (Staff) has reviewed the
filing and has determined that it meets the requirements of
3 AAC 48.200 through 3 AAC 48.420.

The filing was noticed on May 7, 1981, with a
closing date of June 8, 1981, for the submission of state-
ments in support of, or in opposition to, the proposed
tariff revision. As of June 8, 1981, five statements have
been received by the Commission, four of which were also
filed with ASU as required under 3 AAC 48.090(b)(2).

Of the four properly filed statements, two from
ABSSA ratepayers (opposed) the tariff revision in its entirety;
one from a GASSA ratepayer supported the tariff revision in
its entirety; and one from an ABSSA ratepayer included a
statement of non-objection to the decrease in ERSSA and
GASSA rates, -and a statement of vehement objection to the
creation of a consolidated service area and dissolution of

separate service areas.

On June 9, 1981, the Commission vreceived a memorandum,

a copy of which is attached hereto as Appendix A, from the
Staff setting forth a review and analysis of ASU"s request.
Discussion

In support of its request for consolidation of
sewer service areas, ASU cites the 1980 amendment (Sec. 5,
Ch. 136, SLA 1980) to AS 42.05.391(a) which provides that:

a municipally owned utility may offer

uniform or identical rates for a public

utility service to customers located in

different areas within its certificated

service area who receive the same class
of service. Any uniform or identical

U-80-4(10), U-81-36(1)
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rate shall, upon complaint, be subject to

review by the commission and may be set

aside 1f shown to be unreasonable.

In Appendix A, Staff discusses the consolidation
issue in relation to the amended AS 42.05.391(a). The
Commission concurs 1in part with Staff"s comments, bu.t takes
exception to Staff"s recommendation to summarily deny the
proposed consolidation.

The utility originally requested the Commission to
authorize a consolidation of its service areas on December 12,
1979. In Docket U-80-4, the Commission had established a
procedure to determine this issue. The Commission would
analyze each of the three revenue requirements separately,
and. then based on this information, decide whether consoli-
dation would be in the public interest. In Docket U-80-4(7),
the Commission stated its intention tohold hearings 1in
Girdwood, Eagle River and Anchorage to take testimony on
ASU"s request to consolidate the rates of the three service
areas. Any ruling on consolidation at this time would be
premature and would conflict with the schedule the Commission

has established in U-80-4.

In the current proceeding, the Commission finds

iself in the position of being asked to rule on the consolidation

issue without having all the facts. Specifically, without a
Girdwood revenue requirement, the utility 1is unable to

present a consolidated revenue requirement, separate service
area rates, and consolidated service area rates, in a manner
which would enable the public and this Commission to determine
2i.f undue discrimination from cross-subsidization of service

areas would exist under the proposed consolidated rates.

U-80-4(10), U-81-36(1)
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Since granting continuous extensions of time for
the filing of a profcrmaed normalized revenue requirement
for GASSA, as ordered in U-80-4(9), the Commission was
informed on March 20, 1981, by ASU"s attorney that because
of the Assembly®s Ordinance No. 81-23, ASU believed it
"inapproppriate..., unduly expensive... and serving no parti-
cular purpose” for i1t to comply with the Commission®s order
requiring a GASSA revenue requirement. Even if these allegations
of the utility are true, the appropriate procedure available
to the utility, a motion or petition to change a Commission
Order, 1is abs :nt. In addition, at least one other party, in
uU-80-4, is of a contrary mind.

It may be that the approach to a revenue requirement
for GASSA, 1in the traditional sense, needs to be modified
due to the change in circumstances since the utility filed
its initial request on December 12, 1979, to consolidate its
service area.-- The Commission notes that the utility"s
request to consolidate its service area predates the amendment
to AS 42.05.391(a), and the change in statute may not apply.

It is not evident to the Commission, however, that no additional
information is necessary or required. To the contrary,
Commission decisions must be based in findings of fact, and

the facts regarding the revenues and expenses associated

with GASSA are lacking.

Therefore, the Commisison will direct the Staff to
submit a timetable and a listing of required information
regarding GASSA within 30 days. The Commission encourages
the utility to coordinate its efforts with Staff in order to

expeditiously move forward in this proceeding.

U-80-4(10), U-81-36(1)
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the ser* ice area consolidation portion of TA23-126. The

Commission also believes that TA23-126 should be combined

with Docket U-80-4 for purposes of Commission consideration.

ASU has also requested rate reductions for Eagle

River and Girdwood rates in TA23-126. In order to maintain

current levels of revenue,

reductions

the State of Alaska by

ASU proposes to offset these rate

with municipal assistance revenues furnished by

legislative appropriation. The

Commission believes that Staff"s analysis set forth in

Appendix A,

concerns and position

pages 4 and 5, adequately reflects the Commission®s

in this regard and will accept Staff"s

recommendations to grant the utility"s request to reduce

rates in ERSSA and GASSA. In addition, the Commission

believes Staff"s

On June 11, 1981, John Spencer,

inquiry regarding the ABSSA is reasonable.

Executive Manager

of the Anchorage Municipal Utilities, filed a letter with

the Commission reiterating his concern about the results of

the tariff action meeting at which the decisions embodied in

this Order were made, as reported in th*"

local newspapers.

Spencer enclosed copies of documents filed in U-80-4, the

permanent rate request of ASU

in the ABSSA, ERSSA and GASSA.

The Commission appreciates the concern of the

utility regarding Commission procedure which provides a

mechanism for decision making

open to the public,

in tariff action meetings,

prior to the issuance of a formal order

setting forth the Commission®"s action and tha rationale

therefor.

R ::
The Commission notes, however,

instant proceeding, the Staff"s analysis,

U-80-4(10),
Page 5
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in the Commission®s decision, was made available to the
utility representatives present at the tariff action meeting
immediately after the Commission'§ action was taken.

Reference to a Petitio# for Reconsideration 1is
made by Spencer in his June 11, 1981, communication to the
Commission. This is certainly a proper procedure to be
invoked when a party, as a result of a Commission order,
believes there 1is relevant information which could result in
a change ir. the Commission®s action. The utility should
note, however, that there is opposition to the utility’s
consolidation request both in Docket U-80-4 and in response
to TA23-126. AS 42.05.391(a) as amended by Sec. 5, Chapter
13 SLA 1980, mandates review by the Commission if complaints
are received regarding uniform rates offered to customers of
a utility located in different areas.

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1. ASU is a public utility as defined in AS 42.05.701

and is subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of this Commission.

2. It is in the public interest to suspend ASU"s
request to consolidate its service areas in the tariff
revision designated as TA23-126 pending the additional
information required in Docket U-80-4, ASU"s permanent rate
increase request.

3. The 1issues lelating to Docket U-81-36 should
be combined with Docket U-80-4 for purposes of Commission
consideration.

4. Staff should submit a listing of required
information and a proposed timetable for the resolution of
the GASSA revenue requirement issue within 30 days from the
date of this Order.

U-80-4(10), U-81-36(1)
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5. ASU should be granted rate reductions of
$130,439 (54.22 percent) and $84,266 (68.05 percent) for
ERSSA and GASSA, respectively. The decrease should be
applied across-the-board to the currently effectivetariffed
rates for recurring charges.

6. ASU should exclude any losses resulting from
rate reductions from the actual debt/equity structure of ASU
for future rate proceedings.

7. ASU should show cause within 30 days from the
date of this Order why ABSSA ratepayers have not been included
in proposed rate reductions.

8. ASU should add a definition to its tariff for

GASSA.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The request of the Municipality of Anchorage
d/b/a Anchorage Sewer Utility for consolidation of sewer
service areas, designated as TA23-126, 1is suspended for a
period to coincide with the Commission®s consideration,
final decision and disposition of Docket U-80-4.

2. The 1issues relating to Docket U-81-36 are
combined with the permanent rate proceeding, Docket U-80-4,
for purposes of Commission consideration.

3. Within 30 days from the date of this Order,
Commission Staff shall file with the Commission the necessary
information and proposed calendar needed to enable the
Commission to go forward with the proceedings to establish

the Girdwood-Alyeska Service Area revenue requirement.

U-80-4(10), U-81-36(1)
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4. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage

Sewer Utility is granted permanent rate reductions of 54.22 per-

cent for the Eagle River Sewer Service Area and 68.05 percent
for the Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service Area. The decrease

is applicable on an across-the-board basis to currently
tariffed rates fcr recurring charges for sewer service upon
bills rendered on or after June 15, 1531.

5. For ratemaking purposes, the actual capital
structure of the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage
Sewer Utility shall exclude any losses resulting from rate
reductions in the Eagle River Sewer Service Area and the
Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service Area.

6.Within 30 days from the date of this Order,
the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Sewer Utility
shall file with this Commission information to show cause
v/hy rate reductions have not been proposed for the Anchorage
Bowl Sewer Service Area. Such information will include an
analysis by the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage
Sewer Utility why the rate reductions as currently approved
do not constitute undue discrimination under AS 42.05.391(a).

7. The Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage
Sewer Utility shall add a definition for the Girdwood-Alyeska
Sewer Service Area to its tariff.

8.Within 30 days from the date of this Order,
the Municipality of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Sewer Utility
shall file any tariff sheets necessitated by this Order.
DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 15th day of

June, 1981.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles not participating)

> "h</

(SEAL)
U-80-4(10), U-81-36(1)
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Susan M. Knowles

Stuart C. Hall FILE CO.

Kathleen W. Hesser

Chief of Finance an” SUBJECT:

Marianne L. Turner," Utility Financial TA23-126 - Anchorage

Analyst 111 Sewer Utility, Rate
Reduction and Consolid—
ation

02-CC1A

On May 1, 1981, Anchorage Sewer Utility (ASU) filed a tariff
revision (TA23-126), which 1is a proposal to reduce rates for
sewer service in the Eagle River Sewer Service Area (ERSSA)
and the Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service Area (GASSA) to the
rates currently being charged in the Anchorage Bowl Sewer
Service Area (ABSSA) for all customers other than for 12
metered commercial customers in the ERSSA and GASSA. In
addition, ASU proposes to delete the definitions of Sewer
Service Area 40(ABSSA) and 50 (ERSSA) and add a definition

"of Anchorage Sewer Service Area (ASSA) as "that area

established by Anchorage, Alaska, Ordinance 81-23..."." ASU
has requested that the filings take effect on a permanent

basis no later than the end of the statuatory notice period
which expires June 15, 1981.

The filing was made in compliance with Sections 3 AAC 48.200
3 AAC 46.420 of the Alaska Administrative code. The filing
was noticed to the public on May 7, 1981. Four responses
have been received, one supporting the tariff revision
(Alyeska Resort), two opposing the revision (Anchorage
residential ratepayers), and the response of David Rose

who opposes the proposed changes in sewer service area
definitions.

Summary Of Staff Recommendations

1. Commission deny ASU"s request to delete the definition
of the ABSSA and the ERSSA.

2. Commission order ASU to add a definition for the
onjort.

3. Commission deny ASU®"s request to partially delete

rate schedules for ERSSA and GASSA.

4. Commission approve rate reduction across-the-board
to all rate schedules 2.5 through 2.11 as follows:
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Service Area Percent Reduction Rate Schedules
ERSSA 54.22% 2.5 2.7
GASSA 68.05% 2.8 2.11
5. Commission order that AES3A rate schedules 2.1,
2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 remain titled Sewer Service Area
#40.
6. Commission order ASU to show cause within 30 days

why ABSSA rates should not be decreased under
AS .42.05.391(a).

History

On December 12, 1979, ASU filed TA20-126 requesting permanent
rate relief for all sewer service areas, rate redesign, and
consolidation of sewer service area rates into a single rate
schedule. Although the Commission granted permanent rate
increases for Anchorage and Eagle River (U-80-4(6), July 22,
1980), action on the consolidation and rate design phases

was indefinitely suspended pending the refiling and
resolution of a normalized GASSA test year.

In a letter from ASU dated March 20, 1981, the Commission
was notified that the Municipality of Anchorage had approved
orc Z.nance AO No. 81-23 on March 3, 1981. The ordinance
consolidated the three separate sewer service areas into a
new service area entitled the Anchorage Sewer Service Area
(ASSA) (Exhibit 1 attached). As a result of that action,
ASU 1indicated that it would not continue its plan to develop
a first normalised operating test year for Girdwood, that
the utility would file for reduction in Eagle River and
Girdwood rates on May 1, 1981, and that ASU would file a

1980 consolidated revenue requirement study by September 1,
1981.

Commission Staff (Staff) analysis of TA23-126
and Staff Recommendations

1. Consolidation issue:

In analyzing ASU"s tariff revision Staff has considered the
following sections of the Alaska Statutes:

Sec. 42.05.391. Discrimination in rates, (a) A
public utility may not, as to rates, grant an
unreasonable preference or advantage to any of its
customers or subject a customer to an unreasonable
prejudice or disadvantage. A public utility may

not establish or maintain tin unreasonable difference
as to rates, either as between localities or

between classes of service. A municipally owned
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utility may offer uniform or identical rates for a
public utility service to customers located in
different areas within its certificated service
area who receive the same class of service. Any
uniform or idertical rate shall, upon complaint,

be subject to review by the commission and may be

set aside if shown to be unreasonable. (am 85 ch
136 SLA 1980)

Section 42.05.701. (3) "service" means (unless

the context indicates otherwise) every commodity,
product, use, Tfacility, convenience or other form
of service which is offered for and provided by a

public utility for the convenience and necessity
of the public;

In Docket U-80-4, the consolidation issue was indefinitely
suspended pending the outcome of preparing and auditing a
normalized GASSA test year revenue requirement. That revenue
requirement was considered to be necessary by the Commission
in order to determine the impact of consolidated rates on

the ABSSA ratepayer in conjunction with Alaska Statutes on
Discrimination in rate.; (AS 42.05.391(a) first sentence).

AS 42.05.291(a) was amended in 1980 by the addition of
sentences 3 and 4. Sentence 3 allows a municipality to
provide uniform rates in different areas for the same class

of service, and is the authority cited by ASU as a basis for
consolidated rates.

Refering to the definition of service provided under

AS 42.05.701(3), Staff notes that service includes facilities.
The ASSA has three separate facilities providing different
qualities of effluent. The Anchorage bowl area is currently
provided with primary treatment, the Eagle River Area with"
secondary treatment, and Girdwood/Alyeska with tertiary
treatment:. Staff question® whether 3 different methods of
sewage treatment can equate to one class of service as
described in the statutes.

Sentence 4 of AS 42.05.391(a) provides the Commission with
the power to set aside uniform rates if found unreasonable.
Commission review is initiated by complaint, and the burden
of proof rests with the complainant and the Commission. The
current filing does not provide ratepayers with the information
necessary to determine whether or not a complaint should be
initiated. Both the filing and the public notice address
rate reductions, and indicate that a consolidated revenue
requirement filing will be made in the future. The ABSSA
ratepayer cannot determine the impact of consolidation on
his rates under these circumstances.



Based on the facts that 1) the consolidation issue is beinci
reviewed in other proceedings 2) that TA23-126 does not
adequately set forth to the ratepayers the potential 1impact

of consolidation and 3) that there are important questions

to be answered before the Commission can rule on consolidation,
Staff will not utilize consolidation arguments 1in its

approach to the requested rate reductions.

For purposes of these proceedings, Staff recommends that the
Commission deny ASU"s request to delete the definitions of

the ABSSA and ERSSA, and that ASU be ordered to add a definition
for GASSA. Staff further recommends that the three separate
service area rate schedules remain in the tariff.

2. Requested decrease in rates, rate restructuring:

ASU has requested rate reductions of $130,439 (54.22 Percent)
for ERSSA, and $84,256 (68.05 Percent) for GASSA (MLT-1 and
HLT-2). In each service area, ASU has requested grandfathering
of metered customers (no rate reduction). ASU has also
requested that for customers other than metered customers,

the rates be restructured to coincide with the ABSSA rate
schedules.

Staff believes that ASU has the right to lower rates if it
so chooses, subject to the conditions discussed below.

A. Losses sustained be excluded from actual debt/equity
structure:

In Docket U-80-4, Order No. 7, ordering paragraph 2, the
Commission ordered that the accumulated revenue shortfall
created by the Stipulated rate increase for Eagle River to
the extent that it is attributable to rater which do not
recoup the Stipulated revenue requirement be excluded from
the actual debt/equity structure of ASU. Both ERSSA and
GASSA .sustained net operating losses in 1980 (MLT-4). In
accordance >ith prior Commission ruling"s, any losses arising
out of rate reductions in the ERSSA and the GASSA not offset
by revenues from other sources (i.e., Municipal Assistance
Revenues) should be excluded from the actual debt/equity
structures of ASU for future rate proceedings.

B. Rate Reductions for ERSSA and GASSA shall not give undue
preference or advantage to any of its customers or subject a
customer to an unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage. Rate
Reductions should be applied across-the-board to current
approved tariffed rates.

ASU has requested rate restructuring for the ERSSA and
GASSA, by proposing adoption of ABSSA rate schedules. No
support has been provided for the rate restructuring, and
results in reductions 1in rates varying from 51.05 percent to
81.94 percent in the ERSSA (MLT-1), and reductions 1in rates

ta .wLnrvy -nJ r
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varying from 31.07 percent to 78.87 percent in the GASSA

(MLT-2). In addition ASU has requested that 12 metered
customers (7 in EF.SSA, 5 in GASSA) remain on current tariffed
rates. Staff believes that exclusion of certain customers

from a service area rate reduction is discriminatory under

AS 42.05.391(a), and therefore recommends that the rate
reduction be applied to each service area®"s currently approved
tariffed rates across-the-board as follows; for ERSSA A

54.22 percent reduction in rates, and for GASSA a 68.05 percent
reduction in rates.

C. ASU should show cause within 30 days why preferential
treatment through rate reductions has been requested for
ERSSA and GASSA ratepayers, and why ABSSA ratepayers have
not been included in proposed rate reductions.

Ratepayers of ERSSA and GASSA are not currently providing

any return to ASU (see MLT-4). The rate reduction in ERSSA
and GASSA may result in increased losses in these service
area. However, ABSSA ratepayers are currently providing a
return to the utility. Staff believes that ASU has subjected
the Anchorage Bowl rate payers to an unreasonable prejudice
or disadvantage by requiring them to provide the only profits
to the utility and excluding them from rate reductions. In
establishing rate schedules a utility may design its rate
schedules so that the return from one class of customer will
be higher or lower than the return from another class of customer,
but the difference must not be so great as to create undue or
unreasonable discrimination. Re Delmarva Power and Light Co.
of Maryland, 71 PUR 3d 195, 202, (Md. 1967). In this case,
the difference in profit and loss between ABSSA, ERSSA and
GASSA are so dramatic ehat this would result in unreasonable
rate discrimination. AS 42.05.391(a).

As..of December 31, 1980 as adjusted by Staff for the
Commission approved methodology for accounting for amor—
tization of contributions in aid of construction, the
net income (losses) for ABSSA, ERSSA and GASSA are
$571,741 (%$61,706) and ($930,358) respectively. Assembly
appropriations for the sewer utility of municipal assistance
revenues are $3,390,230 for fiscal year 1981; an increase of
$890,230 over ad valorem taxes allocated to ASU in 1980. (MLT-3)
ASU states m its tariff filing that the increased revenues
allocated by the Assembly are being used to offset GASSA* f
rate reductions by $130,439, GASSA rate reductions by
$84,266, with the remaining balance of $675,525 to be
utilized at the discretion of the utility.
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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA  DiIC:
AO NO. 81- 23 Py

AN ORDINANCE CONSOLIDATING THE SEWERAGE SERVICE FUNCTION OF THE
ANCHORAGE BOWL SEWER SERVICE AREA, THE EAGLE RIVER SEWER SERVICE
AREA AND THE GIRDWOOD-ALYESKA SEWER SERVICE AREA
WHEREAS, the Anchorage Assembly finds that in the
Anchorage Bowl Sewer Service Area, the Eagle River Sewer Service
Area and the Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service Area, the
Municipality of Anchorage provides the same level of sewerage
service; and
"WHEREAS, Section 9.01(a) of the Anchorage Municipal
Charter provides that the Assembly, by ordinance, may"
consolidate service areas in which the Municipality provides
services at the same level in each of the areas;
NOW, THEREFORE, the Anchorage Assembly ordains:
e Section 1. The Anchorage Bowl Sewer Service Area, the
Eagle River Sewer Service Area and the Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer
Service Area are consolidated into one service area, called the

Anchorage Sewer Service Area.

Section 2. Title 27, Service /vreas, of the Anchorage
Municipal Code 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

27.30.230 Anchorage Sewer Service Area
(ASSA) . There 1is established, pursuant to
Section 9.01 of the Anchorage Municipal Char—
ter, a service area within the Municipality
of Anchorage to be the "Anchorage Sewer
Service Area" (ASSA) of the Municipality of
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Anchorage as outlined on the maps following.
The Anchorage Sewer Service Area shall con—
sist of the areas formerly known as the
Anchorage Bowl Sewer Service Area (formerly
known as Service Area Number Twenty-three,
also formerly known .as Sewer Service Area Num—
ber Forty) , the Eagle River Sewer Service Area
(formerly known as Service Area Number Fifty,
also formerly known as Sewer Service Area Num-—
ber Fifty - Eagle River) and the Girdwood-
Alyeska Sewer Service Area (formerly known as
Service Area Number Sixty, also formerly known
as Sewer Service Area Number Sixty - Girdwood-
Alyeska) . Sewerage services shall be provided
in the Anchorage Sewer Service Area.

Section 3. Sections 27.30.140, .150 and .160 of the
Municipal Code are repealed.

Section 4. This ordinance shall become effective

Passed and approved by the Anchorage Assembly, this

day of / T. j 1981.

(vk—-D A L[|
CHAIRMAN \

1

municipal clerk
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FORMER ERSSA
- Number ERSSA ERSSA. old
Cuytomer Rate Month iy Monthly
___Type Accounts/Units Schedule Rate Revenue
SF 60-J/60m 2.5 $ 17-90X $10,811.60
Duplex i5/36 2.5 35.50"" 5 1. *o
Tri-pi ex 1/3 2.5 53-70"- 53-70
4 -p1L"A 3/12 2.5 71.60 21% 80
5 -pLex i/5 2.5 7CroCo5~  CT0*!.o"S
6-pi ex 12/72 2.5 10770 1,288.80
8-pi ex 2/16 2.5 1%6.20 286.<i0
9- plex 1/5 2.5 161.10 161.10
10-plex 3/30 2.5 179.00 537.00
11-pi ox 2/22 2.5 156.90 393-80
16-plex 1/16 2.5 286 %D 286 .0
Trailer i
Court 2/72 2.5 .30 1,029.60
Subtotal $15,811.65
Commerci al 3/3 2.6 -2/ % 361.30
Coinmercial 6/6 2.6 320.60
Commercial 9/9 2.6 §00.33
Commercial 1/1 2.5 - 371.80
Commercial 1/1 2.6 657.80
Commerc ial 1/1 2.5 J 2.6 190
Sublotal 21/21 $ 2,553J 3
Total 671/913 $18,165,38..
Total Monthly Decrease in Revenue AMS 3C,G".32
I nATct*.iv-coui XZ Hy&l.*Jl
it3.D0» 0w
'TOTnL p £+ IN\NrJroO IY\ A QIIQ 599

2/ Conniereial accounts accumulated by rate schedule.

wrfifovioso N)G-OOCNTAL).

NOT CHMOft&C-

ABSSA ABSSA New
Rate Monthly Monthly
Schcdule Rate Revenue
2 .1 $ ~7.50 $*1,530.00
2 .1 X 15-00 270.00
2 .1 21.00 21 .00
2.1 28.00 8¥.00
2 .1 e*10.55...> C*i0..55"M
2.1 *12.00 50*1.00
2.1 56.00 112.00
2.1 63.00 63.00
2.1 70.00 210.00
2.1 77.00 193?00
2.1 112.00 11£.00
2.1 7.00 50*1.00
$6,60*1.55
2.2 & 24 $ 16*1.80
2.2 57.90
2.1 153.65
2.1 182.00
2.1 322.00
2.1 & 2.2 - 10.50
$ 890.90

Decrease

In Monthly

Revenue

$6 ,281.60
37*1.*i10
32.70.
130.80
6§3.50
78*1.80
17*i.*i0
98.10
327.00
239.80
174Ji0

525.60.

$9,207.10.

$ 196.50

262.70 .

6%6.68

189.80.

335.80
31.35

$1 .662.83

S7.*1g5.*»5 $10.R6<1.<P

£7718*% $10,869.93
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Purber GASSA

Customer Rate
Type Accounts/Uni ts Schedule
sr 205/205 2.3.2
Duplex 2/ 2.8.2
2 S.F. s
on | lot *1/3 2.8.2
10-plex 1710 2.3.2
"=3ple.x 1/-3 2.3.2
Subtotal 2137270
Commercial *iA 2.9.2
Commcrcial 1/1 2.3.2
Conniercial 1/1 2.8.2 & 2.9.
Coatacrcial 2/2 2.8.2 & 2.9.
Commercial 2/2 2.9.2
Subtotal 10/10
Total 223/280
Total Monthly Decrease in Revenue
5 met to i-.tctotiii
eTotal PI1

2/ Commercial

1931

accounts accumulated

TA M2l fisu prv.ingen

FORMER GASSA

GASSA old
Monthly Monthly
Rate Revenue
$ 35.50 $7,277.50
- *7.*10 9*1.80
67-30 269.20
222. 20°¢ 222.20
9173.25 9*0-25
$8,806.95
-2/ $ 36.00
- 38.65
- 119.90
- 75-50
- 311.70
$ 511.75
$9,318.70
9,31 S.I0
9qq.LM

it 10,2.1&. 37

i

by rate schedule.

IToCoj-tv,P-TV"JT

ABSSA ABSSA New
Rate Month iy Monthly
Schedule Rate Revenue
2.1 $ 7.50 $1,537.50
2.1 15.00 30.00
*
2.1 15.00 60.00
2.1 70.00 70.00
2.1 301.00 301.00
$1,998.50
o=

2.2 $ 22.10
2.1 - 7.50
2.1 & 2.*%1 - 32.*15
2.1 & 2.2 - 21.10
2.2 & 2.4 - 21*1.85
$ 298.00
$2,296.50
2,2/«pob

cl<H o1

& " osip. il

N 31 .55M

Decrease
in Monthly
Revenue

$5,7*10.00
6*1.80

209.20
152.20
6*i2.25

$6,808.75
$ 13.90
=31.15
17.*15
5*1_*10
96.85

$ 213.75

$7,022.20

$7,022.20
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners, Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of

a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-4
TA20-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER

UTILITY for a Permanent General

Sewer Rate Increase in the

Anchorage, Eagle River, and

Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service

Areas

In the Matter of the Filing of
a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-36
TA23-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER
UTILITY for Consolidation of
Service Areas and Permanent
Reduction of Rates
CERTIFICATION OF MAILING
Sally Kay McDaid Certifies as follows:

That 1 am Clerk Typist 11l in the offices of the
Alaska Public Utilities Commission, 1100 MacKay Building,
338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501.

That on the 16th day of June, 1981, 1| mailed true
and accurate copies with postage thereon to the parties
indicated on the attached service list of

ORDER NO. 10

ORDER NO. 1

ORDER -jSEENDING SERVICE AREA CONSOLIDATION
ANT APPROVING PERMANENT RATE REDUCTIONS

in the above entitled cause.

DATED at Anchorage, Alaska, this 16th day of June, 1981,
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SERVICE LIST

U-80-4
U-81-36
Peter Argetsinger John L. Harshman
Counsel for the Anchorage General Manager
Sever Utility Anchorage Water and

Wohlforth & Flint Sewer Utilities
900 West 5th Avenue, Suite #505 3000 Arctic Boulevard
Anchorage, Alaska 90501 Anchorage, AK 99503

Elizabeth H. Ross, Esquire
Counsel for the Alaska Public
Utilities Commission Staff

1100 MaoKay Building
338 Denali Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

COURTESY LIST

Mr. John D. McGrav; Lucian M. Abernathy, Jr.
Manager, Tariffs and Regulatory Box 448

Affairs Girdwood, Alaska 99587
Alascom, Inc.
Pcuch 6607 . Ben Marsh & Associates

Anchorage, Alaska 99502 Denali Towers North
Suite #1600
2550 Denali Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Randy Phillips Mr. Stephen J. Crispen
Box 142 21st Combat Suppoit Group/JA
Eagle River, Alaska 99577 Elmendorf AFB, Alaska 99506
Irene Dupont Larry Honchen
518 East 9th Avenue Honchen, Uhlenkctt & Martmsen
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 1016 West 6th Avenue, Suite #415
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Norman F. Kaelber, Chairman
Advisory Commission Ms. Ginny 1lrving
Anchorage Sewer and Water P. 0. Box 207
Utility Girdwood, Alaska 99587
3000 Arctic Blvd.
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 Mr. George A. McCoy
P. 0. Box 318
Karen Baker Girdwood, Alaska 99587
3742 W. 42nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 Ms. Susan Barnett
P. 0. Box 132
Ms. Barbara J. Bov/ers Girdwood, Alaska 99587
P. 0. Box 224
Girdwood, Alaska 99587 Ms. Jacky Graham
P. 0. Box 272
Mr. Gene L. Tenny Girdwood, Alaska 99587
S.R.A Box 2508
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Jill Lange .Chairman
Girdwood Open Forum

P. 0. Box 142

Girdwood, Alaska 99587

Mr. Chris von Imhof, Chairman
Girdwood Board of Supervisors
P. 0. Box 249

Girdwood, Alaska 99587 John Trautner

Girdwood Open Forum
Mr. Jim E. Hackett P. 0. Box 722

P. 0. Box 595 Girdwood, Alaska 99587
Girdwood, Alaska 99587

Tim Bennett
Ms. Nancy L. Simnerman P.0. Box 57

Alyeslca Village Box 578 Girdwood", Alaska 99587
Girdwood, Alaska 99587

Mr. James R. Hendershot
Mr. Tim R. Crawford 3<109 lowa

c/o Alaska Cleaners, Inc. Anchorage, Alaska 99503
610 17. Fireweed Lane

Anchorage, Alaska 99503
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CCURTESY LIST

(CONTINUED)
Mr. David A. Rose

4326 East Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 39504
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of

a Tariff Revision, Designated as Uu-80-4
TA20-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER

UTILITY for a Permanent General

Sewer Rate Increase in the

Anchorage, Eagle River, and

Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service

Areas

In the Matter of the Filing of

a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-82-36
TA23-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER

UTILITY for Consolidation of

Service Areas and Permanent

Reduction of Rates

ERRATA NOTICE
ORDER NOS. 10 and 1
ORDER SUSPENDING SERVICE AREA CONSOLIDATION

AND APPROVING PERMANENT RATE REDUCTIONS
(Issued June 15, 1981)

Page 2, line 13: Delete parentheses around word "opposed".
Page 3, line 22: Change "iself" to "itself".

Page 4, line 6: Change "inapproppriate" to "inappropriate".
Page 4, line 22: Change "in" to "on".

Page 5, line 28 : Change ™"tha"™ to "the".

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 16th day of
June, 1981.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles, not participating)

(SEAL)

U-80-4 (10E), U-81-36(IE)
Page 1



STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Carolyn S. Guess, chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of

a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-80-4
TA20-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF

ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER

UTILITY for a Permanent General

Sewer Rate Increase in the

Anchorage, Eagle River, and

Girdwood-Alyeska Sewer Service

Areas

In the Matter of the Filing of
a Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-36
TA23-126, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE SEWER
UTILITY for Consolidation of
Service Areas and Permanent
Reduction of Rates
CERTIFICATION OF MAILING
Sally Kay McDaid Certifies as follows

That 1 am Clerk Typist Ill in the offices of the
Alaska Public Utilities Commission, 1100 MacKay Building,
338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501.

That® on the 16th day of June, 1981, 1 mailed true
and accurate copies with postage thereon to the parties
indicated on the attached service list of

ORDER NO. 10

ORDER NO. 1

ORDER SUSPENDING SERVICE AREA CONSOLIDATION
AND APPROVING PERMANENT RATE REDUCTIONS

AND
ERRATA NOTICE

in the above entitled cause.

DATED at Anchorage, Alaska, tlis 16th day of June, 1901.
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