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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
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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...."
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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
Page 21
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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

U-81-82
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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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Page 1
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,



Appendix A
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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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THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

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

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-81-52
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



) ACTION LNIf £> t.vT:

Ercliol t
A . LTTr?).
- @0 1 -
0'* Jjnvsrdrt
C/L. * Aotf'C »e>E ii-
A I
1L toy  6>AI?/ZV STATE OF ALASKA

Csthk:. j
/ THEJ/UAS&%JPUBLlc UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before oonunissioiieia; Carolyn S. Cuecs, Chairman
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
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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



i %
ﬂ(( u-((
>«

se

COMMISSION ACTION ACTION J  INllis "T*c
I OK d I m mi Dr»ft#d b>

Checkvd bv

Acyovnd by

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 <



