


« FLEXIBILITY IN THE SYSTEM OF REGULATION UHILE MAINTAINING 

* PROTECTION FOR CONSUMERS UHICH COULD VERY UELL AVOID MORE 

DRASTIC STEPS IN THE FUTURE.

HB 168 IS A PRIORITY OF THE ALASKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION.

LET ME LEAVE YOU UITH ANOTHER QUOTE FROM THE FEBRUARY FIRST 

COMMISSION MEETING IN UHICH COMMISSIONER UHITEAKER SAID,

"UHAT I THINK IS FORTUNATE IN THIS INSTANCE IS THAT UE HAVE A 

SITUATION UHERE UE’RE BEING ASKED TO PRIORITIZE SOMETHING 

THAT IS PROBABLY IN OUR BEST INTEREST TO PRIORITIZE." I ASK 

THE COMMITTEE TO AGREE UITH US AND UITH THE TUO COMMISSIONERS 

1 VOTING IN THE MINORITY ON FEBRUARY FIRST AND MAKE REGULATORY 

' SIMPLIFICATION FOR THE TELEPHONE INDUSTRY A PRIORITY.

I THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION. IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS,

I UILL TRY TO ANSUER THEM TO THE BEST OF MY ABILITY.

Minnich testimony
2/22/90
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Re: T r a n s c r i o t  o f  ApijC P u b l i c  M e e t i n g  on H B  1 6 8

7

E n c l o s e d  is t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  m e e t i n g  h e l d  b y  t h e  

A P U C  on H B  1 6 8 .  T h e  d i s c u s s i o n  u a s  h e l d  on F e b r u a r y  1. I 

a p o l o g i z e  f o r  t h e  d e l a y .  T h e  c o m m i s s i o n  c o u l d  n o t  p r o v i d e  

t h e  t r a n s c r i p t .  T h e y  d i d  p r o v i d e  t a p e s  of t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  a n d  

o n e  o f  o u r  t y p i s t s  d i d  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n .  T h e  p r o j e c t  u a s  

f u r t h e r  d e l a y e d  b e c a u s e  t h e  f i r s t  t a p e s  u e  r e c e i v e d  u e r e  
i n a u d i b l e .

I r e a l i z e  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  is l e n g t h y ;  b u t  I t h o u g h t  t h e  

d i s c u s s i o n  i m p o r t a n t  e n o u g h  t h a t  v o u  s h o u l d  h a v e  t h e  c h a n c e  
to r e v i e u  it.

F r o m  m y  v i e u p o i n t ,  t h e r e  a r e  1 9  p a r t i c u l a r  p o i n t s  o f  u h i c h  I 

t h i n k  y o u  s h o u l d  b e  a u a r e .  I l i s t  t h e m  b e l o u  f o r  o u r  

i n f  o r m a t  i o n .

1) P a g e  o n e :  T h e  d i s c u s s i o n  b e g a n  u i t h  C h a i r m a n  S o k o l o v  

s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  b i l l  r e q u i r e s  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  

r e g u l a t i o n s  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  s i m p l i f i e d  r a t e r n a k i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  

f o r  e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t i e s  t o  b e  e x p a n d e d  to c o v e r  t e l e p h o n e  

c o m p a n i e s .  C o m m i s s i o n e r  U h i t e a k e r  c o r r e c t l y  p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  

t h e  b i l l  a c t u a l l y  o n l y  r e q u i r e s  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  to i m p l e m e n t  a 

s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  t e l c o s  u i t h o u t  r e f e r e n c e  to u h a t  

t h a t  p r o c e d u r e  s h o u l d  be. S o k o l o v  a g r e e d  t h a t  h e  h a d  

m i s i n t e r p r e t e d  t h e  b i l l .

2) P a g e  t h r e e :  U h i t e a k e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  is in a

b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  p r o v i d e  p u b l i c  p r o t e c t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  t e l c o s  

t h a n  u i t h  a n y  o t h e r  u t i l i t y .  S h e  c o r r e c t l y  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  

t h e  d e c i s i o n  m a d e  b y  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  a d o p t i n g  a 2 0  p e r  c e n t  

a l l o c a t o r  in t h e  s e p a r a t i o n s  d o c k e t  u i l l  r e q u i r e  s o m e  

c o m p a n i e s  to a d j u s t  r a t e s .  S h e  s t a t e s  h e r  b e l i e f  t h a t  " . . . i t  

is i n c u m b e n t  u p o n  t h i s  c o m m i s s i o n  to f i n d  a s i m p l i f i e d  

p r o c e s s  f o r  c h a n g i n g  r a t e s ... r e c o g n i z i n g  t h a t  t h e e  a r e  o t h e r  

s a f e g u a r d s  f o r  t h e  p u b l i c  a n d  t h e r e  a r e  p r o c e d u r e s  t h a t  c a n  

b e  p u t  i n t o  p l a c e  a n d  ... p r o b a b l y  d o  a b e t t e r  j o b  of 

s a f e g u a r d i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  t h a n  p e r h a p s  u e  h a v e  d o n e  u i t h  t h e s e  

l o c a l  t e l c o s . "
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8) P a g e  12: U h i t e a k e r  d e f i n e d  w h a t  s h e  b e l i e v e s  a s i m p l i f i e d  

p r o c e s s  w o u l d  c o n s i s t  o f  a n d  s t a t e s  t h a t  s h e  b e l i e v e s  s u c h  a 

p r o c e s s  is n e c e s s a r y  to f a c i l i t a t e  a n n u a l  r a t e  c h a n g e s  

b e c a u s e  s h e  b e l i e v e s  a n n u a l  r a t e  c h a n g e s  n e e d  to be

f a c i 1 i t a t e d .

9) P a g e  13: U h i t e a k e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  " t h e r e ’s s o m e t h i n g  u r o n g  

u h e n  t h e  p u b l i c  p r o c e s s  is t h w a r t e d  b y  t h e  e x p e n s e  of r a t e  

c a s e s . "  S h e  a r g u e s  t h a t  a p r o c e s s  w h i c h  h o l d s  d o w n  r a t e  

i n c r e a s e s  f o r  y e a ^ s  t h e n  a l l o w s  t h e  p u b l i c  to b e  h i t  w i t h  

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e s  i s n ’t r i g h t .  "I d o n ’t t h i n k  t h a t ’s 

d o i n g  o u r  j o b .  I t h i n k  t h a t ' s  s o r t  o f  t h w a r t i n g  w h a t  o u r  
p u r p o s e  i s . "

10) P a g e  1 3 - 1 4 :  O ’T i e r n e y  b r o u g h t  a n  e n d  to a d i s c u s s i o n

o v e r  w h a t  is m e a n t  by " s i m p l i f i e d " :  " . . . s i m p l i f i e d  w i l l  be

w h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  r e g u l a t e s  it to b e . "

11) P a g e  15: K n o w l e s  a r g u e d  t h a t  a s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  

t e l c o s  w o u l d  be m u c h  m o r e  c o m p l e x  t h a n  it w a s  f o r  e l e c t r i c  

u t i l i t i e s .  U h i t e a k e r  d i s a g r e e d ,  a r g u i n g  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  

c o u l d  w i n d  u p  w i t h  a m u c h  s i m p l e r  p r o c e d u r e  t h a n  t h a t  a l l o w e d  
f o r  e l e c t r i c s .

12) P a g e  16: O ’T i e r n e y  c o r r e c t l y  p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  

d e r e g u l a t i o n  is n o t  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n  w i t h  H B  1 6 3 .

13) P a g e  17: S o k o l o v  h a v i n g  m e n t i o n e d  t h e  c u r r e n t  o p e n  

d o c k e t  r e g a r d i n g  s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  s m a l l  c o m p a n i e s ,  

U h i t e a k e r  m a d e  p u b l i c  t h a t  A P U C  s t a f f  w a s  c u r r e n t l y  w o r k i n g  

u n d e r  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  d o c k e t  w a s  to e x c l u d e  t e l c o s .

14) P a g e  2 0 :  H e a r i n g  O f f i c e r  J i m  J a c k s o n ,  O ’T i e r n e y  a n d  

U h i t e a k e r  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  a s i m p l i f i e d  

p r o c e d u r e  t o  t e l c o s  in l i g h t  o f  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  f i l i n g s  w h i c h  
w i l l  be m a d e  u n d e r  a c c e s s  c h a r g e s .

15) P a g e  2 1 :  U h i t e a k e r  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  s h o u l d  be 

in f a v o r  o f  a s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e  b e c a u s e  it c a n  h e l p  t h e m  

do t h e i r  j o b s  eas.'er. " Y o u  k n o w  w e  c o u l d  t u r n  t h i s  a r o u n d  in 

o u r  f a v o r  a n d  s a y  y e a h ,  w e ’re s u p p o r t i n g  t h i s  b e c a u s e  w i t h o u t  

t h i s  w e  e v e n  n e e d  m o r e  b o d i e s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  w h a t  is g o i n g  C o n ]  
a n d  w h a t  w e  e x p e c t  to h a p p e n . "
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T o :  R e p .  B o u c h e r

R e p .  D o n l e y  / y  
F r o m :  G o r d o n  P a r k e r y ^ y

R e :  T r a n s c r i p t  of A P U C  P u b l i c  f l e e t i n g  o n  H B  1 6 8

E n c l o s e d  is t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  m e e t i n g  h e l d  by t h e  

A P U C  o n  H B  1 6 8 .  T h e  d i s c u s s i o n  u a s  h e l d  o n  F e b r u a r y  1. I 

a p o l o g i z e  f o r  t h e  d e l a y .  T h e  c o m m i s s i o n  c o u l d  n o t  p r o v i d e  

t h e  t r a n s c r i p t .  T h e y  d i d  p r o v i d e  t a p e s  o f  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  a n d  

o n e  o f  o u r  t y p i s t s  d i d  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n . T h e  p r o j e c t  u a s  

f u r t h e r  d e l a y e d  b e c a u s e  t h e  f i r s t  t a p e s  u e  r e c e i v e d  u e r e  
i n a u d i b l e .

I r e a l i z e  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  is l e n g t h y ;  b u t  I t h o u g h t  t h e  

d i s c u s s i o n  i m p o r t a n t  e n o u g h  t h a t  y o u  s h o u l d  h a v e  t h e  c h a n c e  
to r e v i e u  it.

F r o m  m y  v i e u p o i n t ,  t h e r e  a r e  1 9  p a r t i c u l a r  p o i n t s  o f  u h i c h  I 

t h i n k  y o u  s h o u l d  be a u a r e .  I l i s t  t h e m  b e l o u  f o r  o u r  

i n f  o r m a t  ion .

1) P a g e  o n e :  T h e  d i s c u s s i o n  b e g a n  u i t h  C h a i r m a n  S o k o l o v  

s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  b i l l  r e q u i r e s  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  

r e g u l a t i o n s  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  s i m p l i f i e d  r a t e m a k i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  

f o r  e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t i e s  t o  b e  e x p a n d e d  to c o v e r  t e l e p h o n e  

c o m p a n i e s .  C o m m i s s i o n e r  U h i t e a k e r  c o r r e c t l y  p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  

t h e  b i l l  a c t u a l l y  o n l y  r e q u i r e s  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  to i m p l e m e n t  a 

s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  t e l c o s  u i t h o u t  r e f e r e n c e  to u h a t  

t h a t  p r o c e d u r e  s h o u l d  b e .  S o k o l o v  a g r e e d  t h a t  he h a d  

m i s i n t e r p r e t e d  t h e  b i l l .

2) P a g e  t h r e e :  U h i t e a k e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  is in a

b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  to p r o v i d e  p u b l i c  p r o t e c t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  t e l c o s  

t h a n  u i t h  a n y  o t h e r  u t i l i t y .  S h e  c o r r e c t l y  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  

t h e  d e c i s i o n  m a d e  by t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  a d o p t i n g  a 2 0  p e r  c e n t  

a l l o c a t o r  in t h e  s e p a r a t i o n s  d o c k e t  u i l l  r e q u i r e  s o m e  

c o m p a n i e s  to a d j u s t  r a t e s .  S h e  s t a t e s  h e r  b e l i e f  t h a t  " . . . i t  

is i n c u m b e n t  u p o n  t h i s  c o m m i s s i o n  t o  f i n d  a s i m p l i f i e d  

p r o c e s s  f o r  c h a n g i n g  r a t e s . . .r e c o g n i z i n g  t h a t  t h e e  a r e  o t h e r  

s a f e g u a r d s  f o r  t h e  p u b l i c  a n d  t h e r e  a r e  p r o c e d u r e s  t h a t  c a n  

b e  p u t  i n t o  p l a c e  a n d  ... p r o b a b l y  d o  a b e t t e r  j o b  of 

s a f e g u a r d i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  t h a n  p e r h a p s  u e  h a v e  d o n e  u i t h  t h e s e  
l o c a l  t e l c o s . "
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3) P a g e s  f o u r - f i v e :  S o k o l o v  s a i d  he c a n  s e e  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  

f o r  a  s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  s m a l l  c o m p a n i e s  b u t  n o t  f o r  

l a r g e  c o m p a n i e s .  U h i t e a k e r  a r g u e d  t h a t  s h e  c a n  f i n d  no 

d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  s m a l l  a n d  l a r g e  c o m p a n i e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  

i s s u e .  S h e  s a i d  s h e  w a n t s  t o  a v o i d  h a v i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  r a t e  

i n c r e a s e s  a n d  w o u l d  p r e f e r  s m a l l e r  i n c r e a s e s  m o r e  f r e q u e n t l y .

4) P a g e  s e v e n :  U h i t e a k e r  a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n ,  u i t h

t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  of i n t r a s t a t e  a c c e s s  c h a r g e s ,  u i l l  h a v e  

m u c h  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  t e l c o s  a n d  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  le v e l  
o f  r e g u l a t i o n .

5) P a g e  n i n e :  S o k o l o v  a n d  U h i t e a k e r  a g a i n  a r g u e d  t h e  s m a l l

c o m p a n i e s  v e r s u s  l a r g e  c o m p a n y  i s s u e .  U h i t e a k e r  a g a i n  

p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  i t ' s  t h e  l a r g e  c o m p a n i e s  t h a t  n e e d  h e l p .  

" I t ' s  A n c h o r a g e  a n d  F a i r b a n k s  t h a t  a r e  g o i n g  to h a v e  t h e i r  

r a t e s . . . u h o  p r o b a b l y  n e e d  t h e i r  r a t e s . . . C t o D  c h a n g e  e v e r y  

y e a r  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n ' s  d e c i s i o n  t o  go to a 2 0  p e r  

c e n t  a l l o c a t o r . "

6) P a g e  t e n :  U h i t e a k e r  a r g u e d  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  t h e  n e w  a c c e s s

c h a r g e  s y s t e m  g u a r a n t e e s  m o r e  p u b l i c  p r o t e c t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  

t e l c o s  t h a n  f o r  a n y  o t h e r  u t i l i t y  u n d e r  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n ’s 

j u r i s d i c t i o n .  " . . . u e  a r e  g o i n g  to be r e g u l a t i n g  a n d  

p r o v i d i n g  m o r e  p u b l i c  p r o t e c t i o n  in a n  a r e a  t h i s  c o m m i s s i o n  

h a s  n o t  d o n e  b e f o r e  u h i c h  t h e n  m a k e s  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  n o t  o n l y  

m o r e  f e a s i b l e  f r o m  a  r e s o u r c e  s t a n d p o i n t  b u t  a l s o  f r o m  a 

p u b l i c  p r o t e c t i o n  s t a n d p o i n t  t h a n  it w o u l d  b e  o t h e r w i s e .  A n d  

I t h i n k  it m a k e s  t h e  l o c a l  t e l e p h o n e  c o m p a n i e s  d i s t i n c t  f r o m  

o t h e r  u t i l i t i e s  a s  a r e s u l t  o f  t h a t . "

7) P a g e  11: C o m m i s s i o n e r  K n o u l e s  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n

h a s n ' t  y e t  h a d  e x p e r i e n c e  u i t h  a c c e s s  c h a r g e s  to d e t e r m i n e  if 

t h e  l e v e l  o f  p r o t e c t i o n  is s u f f i c i e n t .  U h i t e a k e r  q u e s t i o n e d  

w h y  K n o u l e s  t i e d  a d i f f e r e n t  f o r m  of r a t e m a k l n g  to a l e s s e r  

s t a n d a r d  o f  p u b l i c  p r o t e c t i o n .  S h e  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  n e w  

s y s t e m  of a c c e s s  c h a r g e s  is n o t  a  l e s s e r  s t a n d a r d  of 

p r o t e c t i o n .
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P a g e  t h r e e

8) P a g e  12: U h i t e a k e r  d e f i n e d  u h a t  s h e  b e l i e v e s  a s i m p l i f i e d

p r o c e s s  w o u l d  c o n s i s t  of a n d  s t a t e s  t h a t  s h e  b e l i e v e s  s u c h  a 

p r o c e s s  is n e c e s s a r y  to f a c i l i t a t e  a n n u a l  r a t e  c h a n g e s  

b e c a u s e  s h e  b e l i e v e s  a n n u a l  r a t e  c h a n g e s  n e e d  to be 
f a c i l i t a t e d .

9) P a g e  13: U h i t e a k e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  " t h e r e ' s  s o m e t h i n g  w r o n g  

w h e n  t h e  p u b l i c  p r o c e s s  is t h w a r t e d  b y  t h e  e x p e n s e  o f  r a t e  

c a s e s . "  S h e  a r g u e s  t h a t  a p r o c e s s  u h i c h  h o l d s  d o w n  r a t e  

i n c r e a r e s  f o r  y e a r s  t h e n  a l l o w s  t h e  p u b l i c  to b e  h i t  u i t h  

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e s  i s n ’t r i g h t .  "I d o n ’t t h i n k  t h a t ’s 

d o i n g  o u r  j o b .  I t h i n k  t h a t ’s s o r t  o f  t h u a r t i n g  u h a t  o u r  
p u r p o s e  i s . "

10) P a g e  1 3 - 1 4 :  O ' T i e r n e y  b r o u g h t  a n  e n d  to a d i s c u s s i o n

o v e r  u h a t  is m e a n t  b y  " s i m p l i f i e d " :  " . . . s i m p l i f i e d  u i l l  be

u h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  r e g u l a t e s  it to b e . "

11) P a g e  15: K n o u l e s  a r g u e d  t h a t  a s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  

t e l c o s  u o u l d  be m u c h  m o r e  c o m p l e x  t h a n  it u a s  f o r  e l e c t r i c  

u t i l i t i e s .  U h i t e a k e r  d i s a g r e e d ,  a r g u i n g  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  

c o u l d  w i n d  u p  u i t h  a m u c h  s i m p l e r  p r o c e d u r e  t h a n  t h a t  a l l o u e d  
f o r  e l e c t r i c s .

12) P a g e  16: O ’T i e r n e y  c o r r e c t l y  p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  

d e r e g u l a t i o n  is n o t  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n  u i t h  H B  16 8 .

13) P a g e  17: S o k o l o v  h a v i n g  m e n t i o n e d  t h e  c u r r e n t  o p e n  

d o c k e t  r e g a r d i n g  s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  s m a l l  c o m p a n i e s ,  

U h i t e a k e r  m a d e  p u b l i c  t h a t  A P U C  s t a f f  u a s  c u r r e n t l y  u o r k i n g  

u n d e r  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  d o c k e t  u a s  to e x c l u d e  t e l c o s .

14) P a g e  2 0 :  H e a r i n g  O f f i c e r  J i m  J a c k s o n ,  O ’T i e r n e y  a n d  

U h i t e a k e r  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  a s i m p l i f i e d  

p r o c e d u r e  t o  t e l c o s  in l i g h t  o f  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  f i l i n g s  u h i c h  
u i l l  be m a d e  u n d e r  a c c e s s  c h a r g e s .

15) P a g e  2 1 :  U h i t e a k e r  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  s h o u l d  be 

in f a v o r  o f  a s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e d u r e  b e c a u s e  it c a n  h e l p  t h e m  

d o  t h e i r  j o b s  e a s i e r .  " Y o u  k n o u  u e  c o u l d  t u r n  t h i s  a r o u n d  in 

o u r  f a v o r  a n d  s a y  y e a h ,  u e ’re s u p p o r t i n g  t h i s  b e c a u s e  w i t h o u t  

t h i s  u e  e v e n  n e e d  m o r e  b o d i e s  t o  d e a l  u i t h  u h a t  is g o i n g  C o n J  

a n d  u h a t  u e  e x p e c t  to h a p p e n . "
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P a g e  f o u r

16) P a g e s  2 3 - 2 4 :  U h i t e a k e r  a r g u e d  a g a i n  t h a t  a s i m p l i f i e d

p r o c e d u r e  is r i g h t  f o r  t e l c o s  b e c a u s e  it is a n  i n d u s t r y  u i t h  

a c c e s s  c h a r g e s  a n d  u h i c h  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  k n o u s  r a t e  

a d j u s t m e n t s  a r e  n e e d e d .  S o k o l o v  o b j e c t e d  t h a t  h e  d i d n ' t  k n o u  

t h a t .  U h i t e a k e r  r e s p o n d e d :  " Y o u  k n o u  a b o u t  A n c h o r a g e  a n d

F a i r b a n k s  b e c a u s e  y o u  m a d e  a d e c i s i o n  t h a t  e n s u r e s  it C t h e  2 0  

p e r  c e n t  a l l o c a t o r  in t h e  s e p a r a t i o n s  d o c k e t s . "  S o k o l o v  s a i d  

h e  d i d n ' t  u a n t  to r e a r g u e  t h a t  i s s u e  C t h e  2 0  p e r  c e n t
a l 1 o c a t o r ] .

17) P a g e  2 5 :  U h i t e a k e r :  "I t h i n k  t h a t  u t i l i t i e s  a r e

s u g g e s t i n g  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  t h i s  c o m m i s s i o n  a c t u a l l y  n e e d s  to 

d o . . . e a s i e r  in t h e  l o n g  r u n . "

18) Pag'j 2 8 :  K n o u l e s  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  is b e i n g

p u s h e d  i n t o  d o i n g  s o m e t h i n g  p r e m a t u r e l y  by o n e  c o n s t i t u e n c y .  

U h i t e a k e r  r e s p o n d e d :  " U h a t  I t h i n k  is f o r t u n a t e  in t h i s

i n s t a n c e  is t h a t  u e  h a v e  a s i t u a t i o n  u h e r e  u e ' r e  b e i n g  a s k e d  

t o  p r i o r i t i z e  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  is p r o b a b l y  in o u r  b e s t  i n t e r e s t  

to p r i o r i t i z e . "

19) P a g e  2 9 :  O ’T i e r n e y  m o v e d  to e n d o r s e  t h e  b i l l ;  U h i t e a k e r

s e c o n d e d .  O ' T i e r n e y  a n d  U h i t e a k e r  v o t e d  y e s ;  S o k o l o v ,

K n o u l e s  a n d  F o s t e r  v o t e d  n o .

T h e  r e m a i n d e r  o f  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  r e l a t e s  to s e c t i o n  t u o  in 

u h i c h  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  s u g g e s t s  c h a n g e s  t h e  12 m o n t h s  n o u  in 

t h e  b i l l  to 18 m o n t h s .  Y o u  u i l l  n o t e  on p a g e  3 9  t h a t ,  u h e n  

a s k e d  if 18 m o n t h s  u a s  a c c e p t a b l e  t o  i n d u s t r y ,  I r e p l i e d  t h a t  

a s  p a r t  o f  a n  o v e r a l l  p a c k a g e  u e  u e r e  u i l l i n g  t o  d i s c u s s  18 

m o n t h s  b u t  t h a t  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  u a s  o f f e r i n g  n o  s o r t  of 

c o m p r o m i s e  at a l l  in l i g h t  o f  i t s  a c t i o n  on s e c t i o n  o n e .

I h o p e  y o u  f i n d  t h i s  m a t e r i a l  h e l p f u l .  I a m  a v a i l a b l e  if y o u  

h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s .
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Special Public meeting to consider the ... for House Bill 168. Presently 
participating are Commissioners Foster, Knowles, W hiteaker, O ’Tierney, 
and myself, Peter Sokolov. The bill has two sections and I think that 
they are mutually exclusive so that we can discuss them one at a time. 
And so by - in the first section, the proposal is to extend the simplified 
rating procedure that is now in effect for electric cooperatives for all 
telephone companies which includes municipal, cooperative and private 
telephone companies. Any comments?

Well, first I’m confused about the description you gave. You said it 
was to extend the simplified rating procedure of the cooperatives.

No that is used for electric cooperatives - all telephone companies.

Ok, extend the simplified rate making for electric co-ops to all 
telephone companies. I guess -

Well, it’s what the bill says. "The Commission shall adopt declarations 
for electric cooperatives setting and arranging for adjustment of rate by 
simplifying rate case filing procedures" is how it reads now and the 
proposed language change is still - "The Commission shall adopt 
declarations for electric cooperatives and local exchange telephone 
companies setting ... for adjustments for simplified ...

I read - I just don’t interpret the same way you do. I’m questioning 
it why you interpret it as an extension of the procedures for the electric 
co-ops. I see it as saying we have to adopt simplified procedures for 
electric co-ops and we have to adopt simplified procedures for local 
telephone companies. To me it doesn’t m ean what you are saying.

So that -

I may adm it that you are misinterpreting this but that’s why I had my 
question.

Ok, I might have misinterpreted it.

Based on what I have gathered that seems to be the general 
interpretation of people heAe may be putting on it based on some 
response. I guess I don’t understand --

So you interpret it as 2 separate sets of regulations.
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Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Well, yes I do. I would confirm. I think it’s always been - at least I’ve 
always understood there would be regulations from David or ... which 
to me makes it much more acceptable. Yes, I can understand you can 
not apply the same principals to the electric co-ops ... the telephone 
companies that you can to the electric co-ops. They have different 
situations on the policy premise for simplifying either I think are 
different. The public protections that are there in either case are 
different, but I don’t think those differences preclude the ability to 
simplify. I think I am in agreem ent with a lot of your premises, but 
... anyway I think we have to decide where we are starting. And we’re 
starting from somehow we are being asked ... really dealing with the 
issue of w hether there will be simplified rate making -

Let’s go over the second one and discuss that.

That causes me to ask a question about rate  making for electric co­
ops - a little history. Do we have any statutory intent language on 
there? Does anyone know? Does it ... that it’s because they have ... 
because i t ... more ... because they are owned by their membership and 
all that they are. O r is it fairly broad? The reason I am asking the 
question is because I know there is some concern in the ... the local 
telephone companies are getting a simplified rate making process that 
is somehow there’s either a question or implication with respect to 
extension of a’l utilities-. And as I look at the statute as it exists I don’t 
see anything in the statutory language regarding electric co-ops that they 
are somehow distinguished from other utilities and therefore that’s why 
they have simplified procedures. I am  wondering if there’s any statutory 
intent language that expresses that distinction.

... the statute itself by limiting electric cooperatives ... to companies -

Well, if th a t’s the case, then wouldn’t it be inherent in the statute itself 
that it was limited to electric co-ops and local exchange telephone 
utilities?

But then I think you are concurring with what P eter’s point is vis a vis 
a suggestion that there’s an implicit parallel situation vis a vis the basics 
of co-ops that you mentioned. I don’t know, Kathy, w hether - I don’t 
know w hether there is or was or is passed a specific paragraph of 
legislative intent. However, I can assure that ... back to you in 
committee meetings, etcetera etcetera we would find that the arguments 
that were raised in support of this in committee and generally before 
the legislature do specifically refer to the characteristics of cooperatives
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Whiteaker:

Sokolov:

and the democratic processes that are inherent in cooperatives. I don’t
•  t *

Which is good. Because you don’t want a statute that appears to be 
preferential to one type of utility because it has some reasoning behind 
it. And I feel the same way about the telephone companies with 
respect to what would be the policy premise.

... I think that a couple of years ago I would have felt differently about 
this proposal than I do today. I think the big change is that we have 
adopted access charges and as a result o f that there’s going to be 
annual revenue requirem ent filings that come before this commission. 
G ranted they are not going to necessarily be reviewed as they would 
in rate case proceeding, but nevertheless it is a rate case proceeding. 
It is an overall state-wide rate proceeding and even though these - the 
costs that are the focus in that proceeding are the costs that are being 
allocated to intra-state they nevertheless come from total costs and we 
will have total costs. So we are in a position with respect the to local 
telephone companies of having excellent information that can provide - 
for variance analyses to be performed. They provide an ability to 
institute an investigation on a regular basis. They provide us with, what 
I think may become a necessity, which is a need to institute a routine 
as far as audits go. And that type of situation, I think, provides a 
distinction for local exchange companies that will not be there for water 
and sewer and for electric utilities etc., etc., etc. And given the 
separation changes that are im plemented giving a five years’ progress - 
progression to a basic allocation factor of 20% which at least a few 
utilities will be a substantial change in each year. I really think it is 
incumbent upon this commission to find a simplified process for 
changing rates - possibly each year for these utilities - recognizing that 
there are other safe-guards for the public and there are procedures that 
can be put into place and ?re probably do a better job of safe-guarding 
the public then perhaps we have done with these local telecos. We 
haven’t been in here in years and years. So I see a distinction - 1 think 
that distinction could be obvious in our own comments and that the 
record would be there.

I am somewhat cautious about t h a t ... regard to access ch a rg es ... gain 
some experience. That ... the access charges will basically give all the 
information we want in a rate case and on the other side simplify. 
You’re making the access charges ... I don’t think that was our intent 
with the access charges.
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W hiteaker:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

I think you can amend the rep o rt You can do variance analyses with 
the annual report.

The variance analysis I am very cautious about telephone utilities 
because there are tremendous changes in technology ... changes in 
technology affect the operating cost and the investment. W hat used to 
cost $20,000 costs $10,000 today. F iber optics comes in. The costs are 
changing like ... so variance analysis - the additional variables that come 
in I think that variance analysis may not satisfy -

I’m not talking about doing this for 10 years. And with access charges, 
the main thing I am talking about there that facilitates this is actually 
setting up a routine audit. It’s my opinion that every telephone 
company ought to be audited every third year. And ... if you have 
something like that because of access charges, then all you have are two 
years where you are not auditing a utility, but that doesn’t mean to me 
that they shouldn’t have the opportunity to vary their rates within some 
reasonable limit based on analyzing the trends for your 2 to 3 year 
period ... which you either go from your access charge boundary or your 
report. I think annual reports - and I agree with you that you cannot 
accommodate major changes in technology. Essentially real variances 
in rate base are rate making, but I don’t think that’s your point. I 
think that your rules can establish the param eters under which rates can 
change under simplified classes - and to me that's revenues and 
expenses.

... new technology ... I’m not - 1 don’t think that the main impact is on 
rate base. The main impact is operating expenses because what it took 
10 people to do before now will take 1 person to do.

But you still have to have some investment associated with it - that 
triggers it.

So - I want to be rather clear, I think we have proceed through 
simplified rate making system for small companies. It is high time and 
we have to do it. But for the larger companies that have a ... interest 
like G eneral Telephone or TU N I/TU N A  ... involved in a simplified 
system. I mean what I have trouble with is what we define as a 
simplified system. If there are very definable changes in separations 
in something like that, I guess we could consider ... when you look at 
telephone companies some like a few cost-rate ad justm en ts... I haven’t 
explored it all. I am not saying that I’m for or against. They are 
ideas that should be explored. F or the smaller utilities I fully agree 
because the smaller utilities they just don’t have the resources to come
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Sokolov:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

in repeatedly ... rate case like a Bush Tel or somebody of that size. 
But -

But what are those sources? I don’t understand the distinction between 
small and large utilities. All I hear is there is a different motivation 
for small utilities ... costs so much for them to be regulated. I don’t -

Small utilities are fairly simple ... the filing is not that complex. So you 
can - I think it’s manageable. But the larger utilities are unique and 
their uniqueness - I think a rate proceeding for a Bush Tel and TUI 
that files depreciation studies ...

You can control that. We have already discussed the policy issue of 
w hether depreciation studies that file with rate cases. I thought the 
general conclusion was that you don’t have to file them with rate cases 
but that they are filed at any other time and treated separately. I really 
don’t understand where there should be a distinction between large and 
small utilities. I think regulations can be written which provide for 
appropriate safe-guards. And affiliated interest for example, if you 
audit a management contract or some administrative contract ... 
affiliated interest, if that is audited every three years, where is the great 
... in the other two years if you can see what those figures are - if you 
know what they are and if you say things can not vary more than x 
am ount in order to consider a simplified rate making process. And if 
you say you can’t vary your rates by m ore than x percent a year. I’m 
trying to avoid the situation of having significant rate increases, for 
example every three years -

I do think the institution under access charge environment does present 
an opportunity to reexamine telephone rate making. But I think we’re 
not there yet. The reason I think we’re not there yet is because I do 
think we have let the dust settle on the access charge system. I mean 
it has yet to go through its first iteration. I think we also have some 
fundamental policy questions tc  deal with. One is whether we would 
become ... doing local rate making on the same policy premises that we 
are using for access charges. A nother is as you recall there was a great 
reluctance and presently we will not be provided access to the local ... 
operation. That was something I think was arguable ... :o us by the 
participants ...

What do you mean we aren’t going to be granted access to - ... requires 
it.
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W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

It will be in the files ... but it will not be part of the information filed 
with us. We will have access to it in the sense of auditing information, 
but it is not being filed with us in any kind of institutionalized review 
form. I also think ...

I ’ll have to look at that because th a t’s not my understanding.

1 also think that you were talking about - the simplification that you 
were talking about is a considerable expansion of both company and 
commission resources over the status quo. Admittedly the status quo 
is an endangered species because of the rate of change the industry is 
facing. But to institutionalise - you know a regularized audit program 
and to have interim filings - which I know staff at least of the electric
co-ops thinks, from their perspective, there is still a fair c mount of
work involved. There is a lot less from the commissioner perspective 
because w e’re going to ... hearings. But there’s still a fair amoui.‘ of 
work involved. W e’ve also had the closest comparable experience as 
far as a m ore complex utility is the Chuf'ach experience. And I think 
Chugach fell right on the boarder of being acceptable jandidate for 
simplified rate making because it did have a separation ... aren’t there 
with your smaller electric co-ops. So I guess for me anyway, the 
bottom line is I think to consider simplification for LECs in p 
meaningful way. I ... we can go through the exercise ... statute ... 
regulations for simplified procedures which aren’t terribly simply is 
something in my mind is maybe a year or so away. And should be 
looked at seriously after we have considerably more experience with this 
sort of new system.

With respect to Chugach is there any routine audit? I haven’t looked 
at the regulation -

They have to provide their - you know the audit they do. They have 
to provide a cost of service study every year so that we can keep track 
of the allocations between retail and wholesale which is an extraor­
dinarily - extra requirem ent that we would not normally impose.

So doesn’t that cause ... when you say they’re on the borderline, but 
I don’t see where the public protection has lost if they are using the 
simplified process given the - I guess -

Borderline in that they have additional requirem ents - they have a lot 
of other scheduler. - you know we have our minimal ... they have a 
whole slew of o ther schedules they have to provide - the annual cost 
of service study, the aucft - 1 don’t m ean to suggest in any m anner that



W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

it is not an economy effort relative to what rate cases that took literally 
years to adjudicate. But they have a filing requirem ent that is 
materially greater than let’s say M EA  which is a much more simplified 
version.

I understand.

So simplification becomes less simple as the organization becomes more 
complex.

If I can respond to your other comments with respect to resources and 
... the dust not having settled on the access charge ... much less settled. 
First, I think that the telephone companies are already required to 
make whatever this extraordinary filing is. And they are going to 
making some extraordinary filing every year which requires that they 
separate their costs at a minimum between jurisdictions. There is no 
way you can have access charges without separating costs between 
jurisdictions.

I agree.

And having that go somewhere. I’m not sure it comes to us in the 
actual access charge tariff filing.

I think it does but maybe we ... because I think I argv-.d against it - 
against getting all that information - I think I lost. But I don’t think 
that it really m atters that we have to ... exactly how much effort is 
going to go into access charges or what’s going to be done with the 
information. I see it as a vehicle for allowing simplifying rate making 
and all I ’m doing is recognizing that this information is going to be 
available one way or another. That the utilities are going to be doing 
analyses every year and that we are going to be regulating in an area 
that we have never regulated before. We haven’t got involved in ... but 
if this commission as far as expenditure resources thinks that it is 
somehow going to be getting these filings and that is going to sail 
through in a m atter of three months and be implemented, I suggest that 
it’s kind of fooling itself. And I think what I’m suggesting, although it 
may be an initial expenditure of resources to get organized is simply 
that. It is forcing the commission to get organized and recognize that 
it’s going to have a lot more work on its plate and that if you organized 
up front, it’s going to go a lot more smoothly. I think you’re going to 
spend a lot less resources if you have a routine audit of the utilities 
and if you have simplified filings for the interim years. You’re going 
to be spending a lot more resources on the complaints that come in
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W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

Sokolov:

O ’Tierney:

eveiy year, on staff having no guidance with respect to what level of 
detail it looks at anything. We are going to wind up hiring consultants 
because it is too much work for staff. I think if it’s organized up front, 
it’s going to be less work in the long run.

You can organize all you want if you don’t have the resources. For 
example, this year we have a ... for access charges. If we get those 
three people, we can organize and proceed ...

... tie simplification for local rate making, and I would change this to 
be for local subscriber rates of exchange telephone utilities because you 
certainly don’t want it for access charges. I think it could be argued 
that access charge is a local rate.

Could I add something here ...

Excuse me ... I think that time ... new ... we have access charges that’s 
going to require a lot of work in the access charges if we do get our 
people on access charges, then yes it makes a lot of sense to simplify 
the general subscriber rates but I think ... anyway you were saying ...

Well, I guess my first question is there a concern that simplification 
mean: somehow less meaningful or effective oversight or review or is 
the question exactly what form simplification should take because ... 
when I just look at this without a great d e a l ... apparently this has been 
around the block a few times, this bill, and bounced back and forth, but 
what this is doing is essentially requiring the commission to adopt some 
regs to set a range for adjustment by simplifying the procedure - leaving 
it to the commission to determine what that procedure might be. I 
realize that language obviously invokes to  some extent what - 1 suppose 
at least in the minds of the commission - what was developed for the 
electric co-ops. I’m not sure that it requires that it be a carbon copy 
of th a t  ...

Carbon copy ... that’s not possible anyway. ... to me to start with the 
word simplification is a marketing word - what does it really mean? ... 
should make it simpler for both the companies and the commission ... 
going to simplify the rate making by asking for more resources ... on 
both parts.

That’s the next question I ask myself. Then I looked at ... the 
comments of the ATA from April of ’89 and they said that simplifica­
tion m eant the ability to adjust under predeterm ined conditions and 
through an established procedure which avoids the expense and
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Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

extensive time involved in the so-called complete rate case - you know 
full blown hearing, etc., etc. and later in that they say that the 
simplification process has the intent of allowing prom pt reaction 
reducing costs and administrative burdens. So, in my point of view ... 
quick on their feet and not have to incur a full blown rate examination.

I feel for smaller companies this we should do. And if you noted with 
the ATA filing that they give an example of 16 telephone companies 
and depending on the uniqueness of each state the limits of when a 
telephone company qualifies for simplification that should those limits 
change - each of the 16 examples cited that it’s enough to limit and the 
really large companies do not fall under the simplification. This is some 
of -

I just don’t understand the distinction between large and small utilities. 
The small utilities we do a expeditiously and as inexpensively as we can 
anyway and then we go through an extra step - we try to avoid 
hearings, so on an so forth. It’s the large utilities that need help. It’s 
Anchorage and Fairbanks that are going to have their rates - who 
probably need to have their rates ... change every year because of 

decision to go to a 20% allocator. The small utilities are not 
the ones that are going to need to be in here ... a year. I suggest to 
you if you make Anchorage and Fairbanks go through some huge 
proceeding every year, we’ll discourage them from  coming in because 
of the onerous proceeding then I don’t think w e’re serving the public 
interest.

Let me interject because you’re taking the examination one step further. 
The first question is whether simplification of some sort makes sense 
for the industry. The second question may be w hether or not it should 
apply to all or some, or small or large, or blue or red companies ... 
You’re arguing for all of i t ...

I’m suggesting ...

You’re arguing for ...

... expense to the industry at this point in time because we’ve 
implemented access charges which facilitates protection of the public 
interest and with simplification and because of commission’s decision 
in Part 36 which are going to require that these utilities come in - their 
going to ... financially liable utilities and ... properly they are going to 
be required to come in and ... as a result of this commission’s decisions.
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Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

Whiteaker:

Sokolov:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

T here’s is nothing wrong with a utility coming in with a rate case and 
have a - saying this year ... this is the requirement, next year we’re 
going to do that much more because of all the shifts in separations and 
this is the rest of it where money changes and I think we will, a t least 
I will, look favorably at ... this change occurs, incorporate it like to 
FCRA.

I don’t think they can rely on that Peter. I don’t think they can rely 
on that. You’re one commissioner, it’s not in the rules, it’s not in the 
regulations and this commission has not operated that wav in the past 
in my experience.

May I just ask - is what you’re saying is given the compliance 
requirements and review thereof in the access charge context that in 
conjunction with that you will not be able to  have a simplified rate 
review process for general purposes. Is that - ... provide you with a 
sufficient level ...

I’m saying that whatever level of review that allows for - access charge 
allows for we are going to be regulating and providing more public 
protection in an area this commission has not done before which then 
makes simplification not only more feasible from a resource standpoint 
but also from a public protection standpoint than it would be otherwise. 
And I think it makes the local telephone companies distinct from other 
utilities as a result of that.

I would be much m ore comfortable with your position next year or so 
when I see what the access charge filing and the whole thing looks like 
and ...

It will take us that long to develop the rates.

Why? W hat are you going to see? W hat - I just don’t understand 
that. W hat is the big unknown out there? It’s a m atter of this 
commission deciding - making some policy decisions like w e’re going 
to audit these utilities every third year.

Don’t we need to as a first m atter decide whether we are comfortable 
regulating local exchange rates ... adjustments and the standard access 
charge proceedings because I think we’re coming at the same thing 
from two different directions. As you said earlier, Kathy, ... was 
basically an unregulated environment about the complaints. When we 
moved into, and adopted, an access charge system, I think we tried to, 
at least as a first cut, compromise or consider both the fact that we

Page 10



Knowles:

Whiteaker:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:
Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

were obviously materially increasing the level oversight, but we were 
trying to do in a m anner that was not as administratively encumbersome 
as 275A filing. And also wanted to recognize that annual quality of it. 
But we consciously -

I don’t think that happened though.

I think it did. We consciously made some compromises over the 
standards the standards we would presently apply in a rate proceeding - 
in our projections, of traffic, of certain rate base investment that would 
be coming in, etc. I think we have to arrive a comfort level as a 
m atter of fundamental policy w hether or not that approach is workable 
and fulfills the public protection function for local rates which normally 
did have a higher level o f scrutiny because they are truly the monopoly 
service. People m oderate their long distance calling ... that’s where I 
think some experience with access charges seems ... getting staffs 
reaction to the data. And it does provide some meaningful feedback 
in terms of then using that data for auditing purposes.

I don’t understand why you’re tieing a different form of rate making 
to some lesser standard of public protection. The fact that we will be 
considering projections - and by the way, we did put some limits oh 
those protections, we didn’t say you could use a future test year - it was 
a historical test year, it limits how far you go with rate base - there 
were some little limi s on these projections, in fact they would probably 
be facts by the time you were doing the audit. And that to me is not 
a lesser standard of review. The fact that it’s not an old, old test year 
that isn’t updated to current situation does not -

I t’s different - 1 don’t whether it’s less or not but I think it’s a different 
standard. And I think we have to assess whether that standard is 
acceptable. That’s why -

But if it’s not you change it. Let me ask you this -
T hat’s where experience - I’m not going to change it before I’ve
experienced it.

This isn’t telling you how to do simplified rate making either. If you 
wind up with a historical access charge here with absolutely no 
projections, I don’t see where it eliminates ...

... up o r down

But maybe that gets back to -

Page 11



Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

Sokolov;

W hiteaker:

G o ahead, I’m  sorry.

I wanted to pose a hypothetical. W hat if you have a situation where 
you have an access charge filing, which we have every year, and it’s - 
you get it in 1990 and it’s based on an ’89 test year updated for 
dem and and all that sort o f thing ... current as much as possible to 1990 
and goes a little bit into projections into 1991. I f  you get a revenue 
requirem ent filing in 1990, how different is it going to be -

I can’t tell you.

It seems to m e that you would still end up with a  utility, if it’s done 
its work for access charges, trying to get those same projections through 
in a normal 275A filing and if on the other hand you used two different 
standards you end up with a mismatching betw een what you’re doing 
for local rates and what you’re doing for inter-state rates.

I think part o f this question gets back to what Daniel said and that is 
what is the definition of simplification. I really think there’s an illusion 
here m ore than a reality. And in part w hether we adopted your 
approach right this m om ent and have rates ready to notice and adopted 
them  as well, I ’m not sure whether the constituency that is advocating 
this necessarily views that as simplification. I really do think that 
people do use the electric - I’ve heard testimony from some of the 
industry representatives, I really do think the electric co-op regs do set 
some sort of a  standard that people consider. Now -

Isn’t that where our comments and testimony come in?

Absolutely. But I mean, what is simplification?

The way I would define our goal in doing simplification, it would be 
allow the possibility of ... rate changes within some specified range 
without the need for a full revenue requirem ent filing based on the fact 
that access charges filings are required and that there will be some 
routine total investigation on a rotational basis on these companies.
I would do it facilitate the annual rate changes because I think they 
need to be facilitated.

So if ... a  company like A TU  ... you know how complicated it was ... 
so what would you - let’s say you have the annual adjustment for 2 
years, the third year what would you do? You -

They’re going to have an audit.
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Sokolov:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

Whiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

An audit as in depth, an audit as in ... as the A PU  regulates one? 

And a ra te  case?

I think it depends on what you find. And I think it depends -

Well, you’re going to be auditing. In the course of the audit you find 
that there are rate adjustments that need to be made then you have 
some reaction, I would supposed, that would be anticipated by the 
utility. If you’re talking about a rate decrease, then it seems to me that 
you would be happy ... anyway and if you find a  ra'.c increase, I don’t 
think we would need to initiate that in the first place because the utility 
will know that the audit will probably just assume to be able to raise 
their rates. And certainly as large as that utility is you can’t expect 
to not audit them for years on end - not without having some significant 
impact on the total rates - 1 mean rates for everyone in state. And as 
far as ... you know what worries me, I think th ere ’s something wrong 
when the public process is thwarted by the expense of rate cases. And 
yes, I can sit here and say, if we don’t do this, Anchorage and 
Fairbanks will probably not be in here every year to change their rates, 
even if they should change because they don’t want to go through the 
grief and the expense of doing it. But to me that’s not - that - you can 
say great tha t holds the rates down for people for two years but then 
the get socked on the third year with 15% instead of 5% a year. I 
don’t - one, I don’t think that’s doing our job. I think th a t’s sort of 
thwarting what our purpose is. And I don’t think -

The third year would you do the same type of audit that we did in the 
ATU case?

Potentially, Peter, yes. But how long was it since A TU was in here? 
Maybe you’d find that they didn’t need as extensive audit as that 
because you know what they sent in before. Maybe you don’t need to 
do certain areas as what - as you did the last time. ... how much work 
any of this is.

Let me just add here - I don’t know ... we may be asking what we 
would do a t the end of the full regulation drafting noticing period of 
analysis, commentary, etc. I don’t know if anyone can do that here in 
a two minute response. But I don’t know that’s really the obligation 
at this point in time. Well, it’s - what this language suggests is that the 
commission shall adopt setting a range with a "simplified rate filing
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Foster:

W hiteaker:

Foster:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Foster:

Knowles:

procedure." I just want to observe we certainly reacted to legislation 
with just itsy-bitsy technical comments as opposed to taking on full bore 
the policies, premises, and whatnot. I don’t know in reaction to this 
... possible o f doing it a t all. I think simplified is - simplified will be 
what the commission regulates it to  be. I think given what we’re 
looking at here, and it also states that the commission will review 
im plem entation of whatever that simplified procedure is determined to 
be by virtue of the regs that we will pass and that they may be revoked, 
the im plem entation or modified - 1 guess it doesn’t state either at large 
or with respect to a particular utility presumably. I t’s pretty hard to 
• ••

Let m e ask a question in terms of regulation process. W hat would 
anyone anticipate in terms of a length of the process o f actually getting 
regulations out? Hypothetical that this is passed.

I talking about starting now when everything ...

For example, the bill passed and signed into law this summer, it would 
be about a year from that point in time?

The co-ops were very quick - I think it was within 90 days.

But this is much more complex -

A  year because I think there’s lots o f things that need to be sorted out. 
I t’s my own feeling that a  regular audit ought to be done every third 
year. ... You can argue about that for a few days and whether it should 
be three years or five years or two years ...

A nd so the ...

T h a t’s right - and there’s always a tim e involved in seeking comments 
... maybe nine months. I would say nine months minimum. I think ... 
it seems to m e that the heart o f the m atter is if we don’t think we can 
produce an exercise or a  procedure I think is a better word that will 
allow for some level of quasi-automatic readjustments that we should 
oppose this. I think that’s really - 1 don’t think w e’re going to simplify 
filing in any m anner resembling what we were able to do for electric 
co-ops. They ha REA forms, they have - it’s just a whole different
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W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

situation. I don’t think the telephone industry lends itself to 
simplification in that manner. To me it boils down to the rate
ad justm en t... and if you don’t think there’s any prospect of coming up 
with a procedure that we do that, then I think in good conscience we 
shouldn’t support this because I think that’s truly the benefit that the 
advocates hope to get out of it, and might get out of it. Because 
otherwise I think a lot of the procedures, although they may be 
economies, because they tie into other things that are  new since we last 
commented on this bill, will still be relatively complex compared to the 
other ...

I don’t disagree with you with respect to supporting automatic - some 
sort of autom atic rate adjustments - bu t I do disagree that there can’t 
be some simplified filing process. I think that annual reports, some 
sort of forms that supplement the - th a t take off o f the annual access 
charge filings - 1 think there are methods of doing that. But you might 
also say - might prefer even a lesser standard of review than are given 
to co-ops. I don’t know. I think there’s a wide range of possibilities.

I agree with you fully, but I think ... so that ... much narrower than it 
was for electric co-ops - a lot more possibilities there. I guess I include 
access charge filings, Kathy, as indicative of the lack of simplification. 
I mean they can be used for different purposes, and in that sense ... 
bu t they are still relatively complex filings.

Which are those?

The access charge filings.

But they’re ... anyway.

T hat’s r ig h t ...

So they might facilitate simpler filings and simpler procedures than the 
co-op situation did. And actually I think the only thing that may make 
this seem m ore complicated than co-op is that I think under the co­
op situation there really was only one direction to go. I think there are 
a real wide range of possibilities here which at first make it appear 
more complicated - which it may be as far as instituting the regulation 
itself - but you may ultimately end up with a simpler process. But 
there are probably more adjustm ent schemes here than were ... price 
caps ... something that is getting a whole lot of national attention in a 
whole lot of ways which would suggest that the types of adjustments 
would be a whole creative exercise unto themselves.
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O ’Tierney:

Woman:

O ’Tierney:

Woman:

O ’Tierney:

Woman:

O ’Tierney:

Woman:

O ’Tierney:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

Lei m e just ask in tern.., of the summary of simplification activity which 
was Exhibit A  to  the ATA’s comments, their filing. ... Some of these 
are simplifications in that they talk about not subject to general rate 
case requirem ents or what’s another com m ent ... would use ... not 
subject to hearings that type of thing. ... somewhat indicative of what 
simplification means. But others o f these ... are really deregulation, 
aren’t they? In fact half of these to the extent that they talk about not 
subject -the language used is not subject to regulation.

D o you have an example?

Which one of these? ... I just w ent through and annotated these ...

Well it doesn’t say, it just says not subject to rate regulations.

Oh, you’re talking a b o u t ...

... which is a different proposition from w hat we’re talking about here

... This is interesting b u t ... that’s no t w hat w e’re talking about. We’re 
not talking about rate deregulating. W e’re talking about whether or not 
there’s a - w hether or not we can develop - the  charge would be adopt 
regs, set a range, using a simplified procedure. Beyond that I think the 
frontier’s ours to explore, isn’t it?

We have a proceeding now ...

For little ones ...

For little ones, yes. And we have a  proceeding in effect for the little 
ones, for all of them  ... and i think those regs should go on the front 
burner and we should work with those regs because ... telephone 
companies ... electric utilities ... desperately need rate simplification ... 
As far as the telephone companies, if we file the access charge

Page 16



Knowles:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Sokolov:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

information, what prevents a company from saying this is my access 
charge information, this is my rate case? ...

They’d have to get a waiver of 275A for starters. ...

Can I ask you a question about your small utility proceeding? As I 
recall, whether it was the order that went out that included this, I don’t 
know, I certainly know that in the meeting involving - I recall the 
docket manager - who was the docket m anager? - (Carolyn Guess) - 
saying that she felt telephone utilities should be excluded from what was 
being considered in small utility rate making. And it was my 
understanding that the direction tha t staff was at least given as far as 
coming up with some simplified procedure. T hat it in fact did not 
consider - would not consider telephone companies. I don’t know 
whether that changed since then.

I think maybe you’ve got it reversed in a sense I thought stuff as it was 
looking at the whole subject ... felt m ost comfortable advancing a 
proposal for telephone companies. It was beginning it’s internal analysis 
with why utilities.

Well whoever ...

... em anated from staff ... my understanding that small utility rate 
making was going forward - o r if it was going forward at all it wasn’t 
for small telephone companies.

... when Joe Franco looked at the telephone - or whoever worked on 
staff in his section - that they said telephone was more complicated - 
but this is pre-access charge filings. ... The access charge decision does 
present a vehicle to go forward just like the IA forms were a vehicle 
for the simplified cooperative ... that the access charge filing ...

Do you think that you can come up with one set of regulations for all 
types of utilities that happen to be small?

Probably n e t

I don’t think so. I think you’re better off working on simplification for 
telephone and forget about this small versus large stuff and then when 
you look at m oderate utilities you may have to do away with rate base

Page 17



Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

regulation. You know a lot of utilities ... ra te  base regulation ... go very 
well together. You may be looking at operating ratios, all sorts of 
different types of things ... if you really want to  look at what these 
companies need I don’t think you’re going to do it in a  generic, 
simplified rate  making packet. I just don’t think its going to work.

My suggest is that we don’t let a course of development in that docket 
which is yet to be truly framed. We shouldn’t consider anything that 
happened in that docket as eliminating any and all avenues o f inquiry 
to us because we simply haven’t advanced that discussion far enough.

I agree with that and I don’t think there’s a safe-guard or suggest that 
this is a really viable or likely alternative for the telephone companies.

I think it’s totally in our power to make it o r not. I would concur with 
you to this extent - I know ... second section that the sponsors of the 
bill while they trust us totally are not comfortable with having these 
kinds o f things a m atter of law. I think that’s there approach - they 
want it to be mandatory as opposed to discretionary. So - it’s certainly 
right now discretionary. We don’t need this law in order to do anything 
with any compliance of our existing statute.

... I think it’s ... first of all do we want to consider whether this ... an 
automatic annual adjustment.

How can it?

I don't think - what I was expressing in that regard Peter was what I 
think in my conscious what I have to be considering if I vote on this 
because I think telephone utilities are relatively complex and will ha^e 
the benefit of access charge filings to assist in simplification but I really 
think that the ultimate pay off if you will of people who are interested 
in this will come from some possibility that there will be some periodic 
autom atic readjustments. If all we did was have access charge filings 
and move into full blown rate proceedings with witness and the works,
I mean if I thought that was the only possible outcome ... I’m not sure 
in good conscience I shouldn’t bring that to somebody’s attention 
because I don’t think that’s simplification.

I don’t disagree with you at all ... Can’t the co-ops adjust ...

They can do this quarterly.
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Knowles:

W hiteaker:

O Tierney:

Moniski:

W hiteaker:

W hiteaker:

I can see one major difference between telephone and co-ops being I 
couldn’t see this commission adopting regulations that would provide 
for m ore than - more frequent than annual. I think ...

... virtually impossible to do ...

... and I ’m not sure it would be worthwhile to do. I think that -

So, I wonder if iliere’s any comments from ... to the chair. Staff?

The only concern - it’s not a substantive concern - it may be a 
psychological concern - ... legislature and the chairr "m  and I ... picked 
up on the ... I think it’s there in terms of how ol* budget’s going to 
go forward and the difficult of predicting what ... in the future for 
resources as access charges are im plemented as the courts decide the 
fate of the commission’s decision on municipal deregulation as all of 
those many pieces come together I think simplification in this context 
... I think that the legislature will not view this ... they’re going to try 
to make some mental trade offs as they consider simplification vis a vis 
access charges and municipal deregulation o f ... ultimate resources and 
somehow that equation ... come up with an answer to our resource 
perhaps resource allocation problem that doesn’t quite compute. 
Y ou’re going to see something falling out simplification in terms of our 
ability to create ... a process that I ’m not sure is really there and when 
you add the o ther dimensions in, I think it’s going to get very confusing 
for us to convince them of what we believe we ultimately need. I think 
the chairman touched upon it. T hat’s a  concern of mine. It was a 
concern of mine before this morning’s public meeting and I would say 
it is probably m ore of a concern after having listened to this discussion.

People ... are somehow ... message has to get across that these 
telephone companies have not been coming in. We do not - I don’t 
think it would be too difficult to come up with the statistics that show 
that there have been infrequent rate case filings by telephone utilities 
and that in fact you could expect to ask for resources simply as the 
result of Part 36 decisions and the other separations changes to deal 
with telephone even of itself. I mean I haven’t heard that anybody’s 
proposed that bu t rather have just tied that to access charges but even 
without access charges, you could expect more telephone rate activity 
and simplification may help offset that ... with the access charges still 
being a project on top of it but it’s not going to change the reality.
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Whiteaker:

Jackson:

O’Tierney:

Jackson:

•••

Jackson:

Whiteaker:

I ce rtainly concur that those other changes may very well drive resource 
requirements. W hat I’m not sure I understand yet and maybe this goes 
back to even if simplification does have a beneficial result of impacting 
resources beneficially for somebody, it’s not clear to m e after our 
experience with electric co-ops that it has got beneficial results on 
A PUC resources and on staff resources in particular. And again I think 
what happens when the legislature takes a look at simplification they 
will crank that into their decision making and view it as a potential 
offset. It is not at all clear to me that it will be an offset as far as our 
resource requireme^ '

... if utilities ... but if they’re discourage coming in ... they can’t afford 
it, then I agree with you.

My only com m ent would be I don’t know what simplified means but 
I think one thing you can definitely say that it means is that it means 
more simple than whatever we use for other utilities. And therefore 
you would need, in my mind, to have some reason that you should treat 
local exchange companies differently from Enstar, AEL&P, etc., etc., 
etc. You know, co-ops the reason was self-governing and all that - 1 
can’t come up with any reason personally for local exchange except 
maybe access charges and I think Kathy’s made a good argum ent in 
that regard ... access charges as a distinct feature. That may also 
somewhat cut the both ways because I think you can argue that because 
they are doing access charges they already have all the information to 
use for the present procedure without it being as complicated as it now 
is because now they because they have to do it ... access charges ...

Just put a ribbon on it and pass it over to the rate case.

Pretty mvch. ...

Beyond that I just can’t see any reason I would state to put local 
exchange companies in a more simple category than Enstar. But ...

I don’t disagree with you and I said that at the start. And I said that 
if this was two years ago, I couldn’t support this. ... I would support 
coming up with something for all utilities.
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Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Man:

Jackson:

W hiteaker:

Jackson:

Exactly. A nd the impetus behind this is that we take too long for all 
rate cases. And I would love it to do things to make all rate cases 
better and shorter and quicker and ... but w hether or not I can 
distinguish LECs from Enstars, I don’t know.

It is basically - from what I hear you saying - is that, as far as the 
telephone companies, ... to some extent what you’re saying is that 
telephone companies should not be treated  differently bu t since we have 
access charges, the access charges provides a vehicle by which the rate 
case can be m ade different. I mean it provides a  lot o f ... information 
that i: needed in the rate case. And why duplicate the effort.

And it does provide - yes, it provides a vehicle for simplified annual 
rate adjustments and in fact we expect several telephone utilities to 
need annual rate adjustments which heretofore they have not needed 
and have not requested. So, you can tie that to T ed’s concern about 
simplification looking like it cuts our need for resources. We can come 
right out ourselves and say that it will facilitate our ... job which we
presently have not had to do in ... not being able to handle with our
present resources otherwise. You know we can turn  this around in our 
favor and say yeah, we’re supporting this because w ithout this we even 
need more bodies to deal with what is going and what we expect to 
happen.

Okay I think we have ... point of information ourselves ... when you’re 
talking about in terms of cutting both ways perhaps it’s one - I guess - 
one point informs that how it cuts is t h a t ... how truly less than a 275A 
filing are that the requirem ents are that we impose for access charge 
purposes. I m ean the differential between what 275 requires and then 
... the long list of items that we require - is that differential - is that 
what speaks to how it might cut in either way - whether you put a 
ribbon on it - if you’ve got it all here, why can’t you file it over there?

I think in part - it’s conceivable even that there’s a difference you have 
to go through one to get to the other so that the 275 may be an 
interm ediate step, but I think ... I think that’s a large part of ...

I don’t totally understand.

I think he saying - I think he was asking - as I understood it is the 
question of w hether or not the access charge would make it simpler, 
in and of itself, would make it simpler to filing a rate case under
existing procedures - is that question determined by whether or not
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O Tierney:

W hiteaker:

Hickson:

W hiteaker:

Jackson:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

their access charge filing equals 275A filing ... or how much difference 
there is - however much less so means it’s not much less simple.

O r it m eans there is that much more to do in the rate case context 
then in the access charge context.

... right now the rules for rate making are different from the rules for 
access charges.

Commissioner Sokolov I htive ju st one comment and tha t’s on the 
timing of the regulation ... how long we have ... you should be well 
aware o f the fact that there is an interest, I b e liev e ,... what regulations 
are adopted when the legislature convenes next year or where in the 
process the commission was in the adoption. ...

It should be very far along in the process right now - well into it. At 
least to the point where the telephone companies are complaining about 
it.

Well I guess ... Ted was talking about. I think you have to consider 
the whole competitive question. For instance, I ’m working on the ... 
regulations, I’ll call them ... if tha t were to be the road we were to 
end up going down, then during the same period of time cs access 
charges next year - we already know access charges will be developed - 
there would be quite a few additional complex things that we would 
be doing during the September to January period o f next year 
associated with the ... which would both take m ore staff and would also 
take staff away from this project.

Which means a certain amount of prioritizing if that’s true, but you also 
have to recognize that you may also end up with several rate filings 
early next year absent the knowledge that this is in process that might 
facilitate them in their rate filings if they ... yeah, it’s going to be a lot 
of work bu t let’s not forget about ... out there that may be offsetting 
or causing to detour.

I’m not going to be that swayed by it myself. You create the mix ... 
as you go ... it’s nice ... what I’m hearing is that it’s one of those 
fundamental do you step off on the left foot or do you step off on 
the right foot in terms of do you need sort of a compelling reason to
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Knowles:

O ’Tierney:

ICnowles:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

*J/- ■

Sokolov:

Whiteaker:

Sokolov:

adopt rates for simplification or barring any compelling reason why not 
to should you go ahead and em bark not knowing exactly what you 
might come up with but I think assuming that you have to be at least 
under the rubric of the simplified rate filing procedure ... at least for 
your own purposes or in your own mind, it would need to mimic to 
some extent the automatic rate adjustment mechanism that we regulated 
in favor of electric co-ops.

I think that expectation is there, and will be there. I suppose I should 
qualify what I am  saying because, like you said yourself, ... earlier the 
regs will be what ...

We need to be responsible.

... for that m atter those features. I can assure you that there will 
probably be very loud howl from the affected constituents. I mean if 
that feature was not there and at that point I question whether 
simplification as conceived by the advocates of this has anything ...

Well, there any point simplification that does not provide for some 
automatic aspect of rate adjustments?

I don’t know.

I don’t know what other point there would be expect to say ok, 
commission 275A is not really workable anymore, it’s time to revise rate 
making in general. But otherwise ... I don’t know what ... purpose of 
simplification is.

It seems to me to provide for some easy form ... of adjusting rates ... 

Well, then I have a problem ...

p ecp it’s a logical mix ... you’ve got access charges and you have an 
where you know they need rate adjustments. You don’t know 

.hat aoout Enstar and the water utilities and all that. You don’t know 
that these companies are likely to need annual rate adjustments. You 
know that about the telephone companies right now.

I don’t select the telephone companies -
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Sokolov:

Whiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

• ••

Woman:

Sokulov:

Whiteaker:

W hiteaker:

Knosvles:

You know about Anchorage and Fairbanks because you made a 
decision that ensures i t

Well, le t’s not reargue -

I ’m not rearguing, it’s a fact.

... this is not ... telephone companies that don’t need ...

If they don’t need it, then they don’t really qualify to change their rates 
do they?

... automatic adjustment ...

It has to be. It’s not automatic - I’m not assuming that it’s automatic 
in the sense that you’re just going to come out with regulations that say 
that everybody gets their rates changed by 5% a year.

I ’m assuming that a t least it’s going to be reactive to a filing or request 
o f some sort that has to have some m easure of justification. I don’t 
think we can be too carried away ...

... enough of this ... we would be better ... finalize our discussion. I 
would feel much easier to do that a year from now because we would 
know what we would see from access charges because the old form ... 
ECA is supposed to develop uniform forms ... o r whatever is being 
developed so the data’s presented in a logical way. ... I don’t know 
right now and secondly to some degree I ... competition with the other 
regs that we have to  come with this year - the access charge filings and 
other things we have before us. We just can’t load the wagon - 
overload the wagon to ... I think we’ll know a heck of a lot m ore when 
access charge filing are actually in hand -

Why can’t you support it and say how long you think it would take to 
realistically im plem ent this with the reasons being - the only reason you 
think is feasible for telephone companies is because of the annual 
access charge requirem ents but in order to come up with a workable 
process it requires a t least finishing the process o f ... access charges and 
seeing what ... fighting with that process.

Legislature ... certain day ... access charge regs ...

Page 24



W hiteaker: T hat’s what I ’m saying why not propose -

Knowles: It could be they would say in 6 months -

W hiteaker: It could be they would say that anyway if we don’t support it ... just
maybe the telephone companies would support the commission with
some effective date. I think we stand a better chance ... if they go 
against this that will happen. I don’t think going against this is really 
a responsible reaction to what the ... industry ...

Knowles: Although I would say this, there is nothing to  preclude ATA having -
walking in the door tomorrow with a set o f regulations which ... two 
recent examples - we would have to consider ... they could be noticed 
for the purpose of setting up the procedure that they desire. So there 
is presently within state law a vehicle for someone who has a particular 
interest to prod the commission into action. So I do think that we are 
not the only player in this. There is that opportunity if someone wishes 
to take it. I would concede there is some work in preparing such a 
thing.

Whiteaker: We have recently rejected two sets o f regulations that have been
proposed that didn’t happen to fit in to what our work plan was at that 
moment.

Knowles: And I think that is an issue here as well.

Whiteaker: I think that utilities are suggesting something that this commission
actually needs to do ... easier in the long run.

Sokolov: Well, how do you want to open this? Leave it as is? Do we suggest
any modifications of it? O r do we reject it outright?

O ’Tierney: W hen faced with either endorsing or rejecting a charge to adopt regs
to simplify for any given segment industry, I suppose I would endorse. 
And if there is then to be a useful debate w hether or not it should 
be all-inclusive in terms of lengths ... make some access line cuts or 
something then maybe that would be the next round. I hate to say that 
but by way of just starting ... I would make a motion ...
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Foster:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

Hickson:

W hiteaker:

Do you want to assign a time to it ... idea that it goes now or do you 
want to look a t in terms of it is a  next step after the first rounds of 
access charge filings if things go through?

Well, I suppose the letters w eren’t directed ... in terms of putting 
something up here ... can dig in ... however it falls I mean let if fall out. 
Let’s just move on -

I have no problem with an effective date bu t I wouldn’t put in the 
context o f setting it up  to happen after the round of access charges. 
I mean I can see it having an effective date of July 1 o r something 
like that. ... bu t I wouldn’t - 1 can’t see us having to get ... leaving it 
open ended and tieing to ... I don’t see why the process can not begin 
before the access charge tariff is approved for example.

Mr. Chairman let me ask counsel by way of attem pt to refram e my 
motions for clarity purposes to allow for M ark’s com m ent... something 
you might suggest in terms of reframing the motion to ... effective date 
or whatever the hell makes most sense.

Well I think the effective date is usually what you find in legislation o.f 
this sort that a date certain regulations will be adopted. O r you might 
find that in the intent language accompanying the piece o f legislation. 
That would perhaps be a better place to include an effective date 
particularly due to the fact that you have two sections of this bill. So 
if it is the intent o f this commission that latitude be given so that 
regulations can be adopted after perhaps the first day of the legislative 
session next year which I think - you have to think that’s when they will 
be wondering what happened to that piece of legislation that they 
adopted ... You need to  tell the legislature and let them perhaps figure 
it out. I think perhaps it may be best to put it in ... Does that answer 
your question? The reason I say that is because whoever is truly 
concerned with this piece of legislation if they are re-elected they are 
going to walk in and say what the heck happened to those regs. And 
they ought to be process - if they’re in process and the telecos are 
happy, then big deal. There’s not a big deal if you anticipate taking 
longer than the beginning of the session next year then you ought 
indicate to  the legislature - give them  a time when you think you can 
complete the project. We’re under direction, by we I mean the 
departm ent of law, that regulations need to be adopted within a year 
from the notice period so you know you’re working within that 
framework.

W hat happened on the electric co-op regs? Did we have a date?
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Hickson: I don’t remember.

Hickson: 

• ••

Man:

Knowles:

Man:

Knowles:

Man:

Knowles:

Sokolov:

Knowles:

There was incredible pressure ...

... spoken to in the statute ...

I don’t know why we would want to put a date in. I can see where 
in our comments on it - 1 can understand why you would describe and 
attach it to a certain process but I don’t know why unless asked you 
would put a specific date in. I guess I also don’t know that the 
ramifications of putting a date in and not making it for some reason. 
I wish someone would start asking about the electric rates ag a in .... how 
many years it’s been since that ...

I don’t know how to handle your comment ... get going ...

It doesn’t sound like Elizabeth’s responding to - 1 m ean if I understand 
what is being bounced around here is for a date that goes beyond the 
beginning of the next legislative session which I think a later date 
rather than a sooner date. Especially if the access charge filing is to 
be in ... process ... people get a hands on feeling ...

How that will inform the degree and nature of simplification.

I mean January 10th, 12th, 9th whatever date it will be will be too 
soon.

Kathy said July of 1991 and in that regard as far as a date ... indicate 
... next legislative session because o f ... access charges ... but a year later 
like 1992 ...

I think we are debating on ... here - frankly as far as just think this will 
be adopted and there will not be some expectation of relatively prompt 
reaction. I just don’t think that’s what will happen. And if I were 
affected entity, I ’m not sure that I would find that acceptable having 
argued actively for this legislation.
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W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

• ••

W hiteaker:

All you would have to do is have a regulation that says thou shall not 
do the simplified process unless you have had a revenue requirem ent 
filing that is as recent - as current as 1988 to do one and you’re not 
going to have anyone able to use it. I mean ... anyway you look at it 
you have to have a basis to move forward on and in discussion with the 
telephone companies on this last year they acknowledged and they 
realized that - I m ean I don’t think that it’s reasonable to assume that 
these companies are going to be going out of their way to undermine 
effectiveness and credibility of the commission. And they’re going to 
have to have - I think they are going to cooperate

I guess I ’m not suggesting that but you have said ... concur that there 
may be some companies who are feeling pressured to come in especially 
since they haven’t been in maybe never. And for those companies ... 
I’ve heard  testimony ... they are really hoping that this will be the 
beacon - I think -

Which it may be -

I guess I feel that this is getting to be a bit like a contortionist after 
something ... We conceptually see merit to an idea here. We are going 
to be well positioned to implement an idea, but I feel that we are sort 
of forcing ourselves into a mold because this particular legislation is on 
the table a t this time. ...

I don’t disagree with you but unfortunately I happen to think that’s the 
only way that some things get done - to force them to. ... It prioritizes 
things. It has an impact as far as prioritizing and that is the one 
benefit I guess to any constituency that tries to do this sort of thing.

... doesn’t necessarily prioritize things ... the legislative process is a very 
lumpy process. It fills priorities for the group ... it isn’t just our ... 
this is generally for a group that may be advocating something. But 
whether or not that is a priority in the larger picture may or may not 
be the case.

I agree with you.

W hat I think is fortunate in this instance is that we have a situation 
where we’re being asked to prioritize something that is probably in our 
best interest to prioritize.
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O ’Tierney: ... don’t even have a second ...

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

O ’Tierney:

Hickson:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:
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Sokolov:

• ••

Man:

Sokolov:

• ••

Woman:

, v  <\ fru & l '

... I didn’t second it because I don’t like it.

Right, well -

... the fact that you’ve split into smail versus large utilities. As far as 
I’m concerned the motion ...

I just moved ...

So you’re moving either approval or rejection of what is there?

That’s right. It seems to me t h a t ... now that I read the ... regs the - 
whatever timelines are applicable aren’t invoked until a notice period 
commenced. Is that right?

That’s right.

So, to that extent we have control over - at least I think we will have 
control over how we proceed on this. I’ll j u s t ... I ’m just going to move 
that we endorse the legislation as it amends 381(b) -

I second.

My turn? - I feel that it’s a year prem ature so I ’m opposed to it.

... roll call vote so ...

... Let’s vote

Was that a vote? Was that a no, no, no?

I’m an aye.
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Sokolov:

Woman:

Sokolov:

Woman:

Sokolov:

Man:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

I’m an aye. 

I ’m a no. 

I ’m a no.

p o S r t / L  ' I ’m  a no.

Motion fails.

Next step, shall we look at some modifications?

... was there another motion with respect ... is that your question? 

Yes.

I don’t have one. Do you have one to propose? It seems like if 
there’s one to be generated here it should come from  the no’s. How 
could you change this so they would find it acceptable?

This is where ...

I think the problem inherent is when it’s limited to ... discussion that 
you attem pt to instill some timeframe on it ... sending a mixed signal 
that I think may be inappropriate.

Can I ask a question about this? Isn’t it possible that your ... shoved 
down your throats because you’ve just sat here and proven that the 
majority of the commission doesn’t want to deal with this in the next 
year?

I don’t want my vote being interpreted that way.

T hat’s why I asked the question.

W hiteaker: I think that risk is there.

Knowles: I suppose that risk is always there.
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Woman:

Woman:

Sokolov:

Whiteaker:

Sokolov:

Knowles:

O ’Tierney:

Man:

Knowles:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

I don’t think we have any obligation to and I think we voted on that 
we ought to - if there’s another motion on the issue we ought to ... let’s 
consider that and if not let’s we have a second section of legislation I 
believe.

T hat’s right.

So there’s no motion.

Let’s go with the second part. This is ... the bill proposes ... period 
may be no longer than 6 months. In other words, this asks that all rate 
cases for telephone utilities be completed within one year. The second 
part of this proposal is that the - if an interim is requested, it would 
automatically go into effect after 6 months and that it would be equal 
to what is requested. Discussion?

... you have a lot of ... to deal with all of this ... 8 lines ... I support 
part of the proposal ...

Let’s look a t the overall period for a rate case.

The non-rate case - the 6 months is for non-revenue requirement 
proceedings. A  filing that does not include an increase in the utility’s 
revenue requirement.

The decrease might involve ... would that involve a revenue requirement 
filing?

No they’re never done.

They are done, but pretty rarely. I guess that would ... change in the 
utility’s revenue requirem ent to generize ...

L et’s talk about the non-rate case ...

... you’ve got the non-revenue requirem ent section and the revenue 
requirem ent section ... if you do I would propose changing to say that 
this does not include a change in the utility’s rates - which I think 
affects revenue requirem ent and rate design - which otherwise puts rate 
design in the 6 months category.
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Knowles:

Sokolov:

Man:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

Can I suggest that we may want to say revenue requirem ent for rate 
design rather than rates because there are a lot of non-recurring minor 
- I think this was designed - part of this came from earlier suggestions 
we m ade - I think it was designed to weed out those kinds of minor 
rate changes from full blown whatever -

Shall we take a vote on that one?

One question before we vote, if we’re talking about a 6 month 
processing standard for ... regulations ... in terms of commission type 
tariff changes, would that standard, in the commission’s mind, apply to 
things like wholesale as in huge comprehensive changes that have been 
produced as a result of service and safety standards - those kinds of 
filings. And of course even before we add service and safety standards, 
we had utilities who would periodically come in and make major 
housekeeping changes to their entire tariff with ... standard ...

I think it would, but I don’t know why that’s unreasonable. Right now 
... operate ... your 6 months suspension period to begin with. And 
some of those types of filings ... and some of them are in response to 
commission findings ... which are certainly within the control of this 
commission as far as ... as far as filing ... and that sort of thing goes. 
And you also have - we’re really talking about - are you talking about 
7 1/2 months also? It says ... I assume - this appears to be attached 
to schedule 45 ... now if it’s m eant - maybe it needs clarification. I 
don’t know if it’s meant to supercede the 45 days and do away with the 
45 day requirem ent. But I would think we don’t want to do away with 
the 45 day requirement.

There is also the catch-all standard period for due cause. I think that 
should be invoked truly on an exception basis, but if we got something 
... you’re suggesting Ted, I think it may follow from that category. 
Statistically most of them are SRAs. As you know, if you look at the 
non-rate case filings, most of them do very easily m eet those standards 
but there will be those exceptions. I think that can be handled with 
this - within this proposal.

So are we all in agreement with that portion? ...

... an increase change ...

Does not include a change in the utility’s revenue requirem ent or rate 
design. 6 months to process ... o r something longer ...
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Woman:
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Man:

Sokolov:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Foster:

O ’Tierney:

Sokolov:

Woman:

Sokolov:

Foster:

Man:

O ’Tierney:

Well, either move it, second, or vote yes whichever is appropriate at 
this point.

Yes, that’s what ...

I think we need to move it first.

Second it. L et’s vote.

Aye.

Aye.

Aye.

Aye.

Aye.

And now comes the real difficult part ... includes an increase ... also a 
change in the utility’s ...

Could you split this into an issue that would ... interim ... at what point 
a perm anent ...

I would like to - what would make more - the sequence - first to look 
for the overall period. So, this proposes 12 months unless - for good 
cause more time is required. Discussion.

Question to staff. ... if go beyond that ... period, what are nature of 
those case where we are going longer than that?

Only in general terms. I don’t nave the statistics immediately at hand, 
but there certainly are numbers of cases that could extend beyond that. 
They tend to be cases that are submitted by very large utilities that are 
very complex that may require the assistance of external resources and 
the time associated with bringing those reso u rces... in general those are 
the types of cases ... in fact at one point in time I proposed to the 
commission as it considered some earlier version of this bill a 
mechanism the court system uses which is a major case litigation
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W hiteaker:

Man:

W hiteaker:

Man:

Woman:

Woman:

Man:

Woman:

designation. The court’s not obligated to process cases within a 
timeframe but they oppose some timeframes upon themselves and they 
do it by distinguishing between m ajor case litigation and other litigation. 
They fast-track one or the other ...

Ted, I realize you don’t have any statistic in front of you, but could you 
hazard a guess at how many cases p e r year might fall into that category
out of all the rate related filings that come in?

Numbers that stick in my mind as to just how many of these kinds of 
cases we get in a year would range anywhere from 5 to 7 on the low 
end to 15 to 20 on the high end - revenue requirem ent and rate design 
type proceedings.

It used to be up to 24 a year ... they may be going down ... I suggest
they’re going to go up again.

... and with the telephone situation they may be going up again. The 
question really is of that num ber how many are taking longer to process 
than a year -

That aren ’t related to what might be utility ...

Right, that wouldn’t related to a utility coming in and asking for a 
change or revision or that sort of thing. A  lot of the lengthy ones seem 
to involve that sort of situation which might suggest a different process 
... reaction ...

I did an analysis of that and ... because it’s so dated. But I did an 
analysis again on an earlier version of this bill a long time ago. And 
the order of magnitude num ber I came up with was about 75% of 
those cases were being processed in a year because of very old number 
and it was not a completely scientific analysis but it did - I wanted to 
ball-park it for myself - about 75% of those cases are processed within 
a year. O f the 25% that were over a year, I can’t tell you whether it 
was because the utility came in an m ade a m ajor revision to the filing 
which required extended periods of time or w hether we needed outside 
consultants ...

You can ... how many cases a year in the last 3 years for example that 
had outside consultants on them.
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Man:

Woman:

Man:

Sokolov:

Looking at this - and I don’t know which way this was thought of in 
T ed ’s discussion - 1 think we tend to look - in general we tend to feel 
that we have met the suspension date if we’ve come out on a 
substantive revenue requirem ent decision. But I think that’s pretty 
tenuous. W ithout substantive revenue requirem ent decisions only comes 
out with decisions that someone has to go take add, subtract, divide, 
and come up with a percentage rate increase which is not - which the 
utility doesn’t actually ever get to start collecting for another 2 months 
sometimes depending upon how complex it is. I think probably that 
2 month later date could well be considered the date by - 1 mean that’s 
the action that you have to get done within a certain period of time. 
I think would be fairly arguable and a t that - given the length of time 
to do those computations in the cases which are the ones you are 
worried about, it really makes it even more difficult that the time 
period’s shortened.

Y ou’re still talking about that handful of cases too.

Yes.

But in addition we also have to give us perhaps a little leeway - what 
if we have 2 or 3 or 5 over the course - filed simultaneously and I’m 
not sure that would qualify under the cause because the commission 
doesn’t have resources.... U nder normal procurem ent p rocedures... you 
say ok with this one we need a consultant what is the normal period 
between going to Juneau, jumping through all the hoops, and actually 
engaging the consultants so we can start - hop a plane and go the ... 
to audit.

Man: Mr. Chairman if you asked me that question day before yesterday, I 
would have given you an answer that may have been completely wrong. 
The game plan is constantly evolving as a result of new procurement 
code and I found out yesterday that it is evolving even more. We’re 
going to be receiving a 12 point check list which will service as 
contracts and there are 2 more levels of review in the RFP process that 
are being added to the procedure as a result of considerable amount 
of concern on the part of procurem ent officers at the departmental 
level, but there’s not enough oversight of the process. I’m not sure I 
know the answer to that question anymore. At one time I would have 
said typical - normal circumstances - we could bring a contractor on
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Whiteaker:

Sokolov:

board in 90 days. That’s what I used to quote. I don’t think that’s 
possible anymore under normal contracting.

It’s really interesting that I am  hearing a lot of emphasis and comment 
about the exception - I mean about the 5 cases in 3 years - or about 
a handful m ore that don’t involve consultants that are just very 
complicated and take a lot of time. Yet, when I think of something 
that belongs in statute - and I may be totally off base - I think of 
something that should be handling the norm and allowing for the 
exception which it seems as though this does just based on the 
discussion we’ve had here. In fact, I guess I’d like to hear some 
discussion about what impact this proposed statute might have on the 
norm. Right now we have a statute that has a 6 month suspension 
period. It’s an initial 6 month suspension period so - and which we’ve 
interpreted I guess to mean that we can have however many additional 
ones we want. And I don’t know whether that 6 m onth suspension 
period needs anything any m ore because of that. And maybe Ted you 
can tell me that staff really strives to schedule a case and staffs 
involvement in the case in such a m anner that it gets cleared in 6 
months. O r maybe you could say that given the resources we don’t do 
that anymore. W e used to do that, but given resources we really do 
that anymore because we know we’re not tied to that ... Well it seems 
to me if you put - if you change this statute and you put a new date 
in, you run the risk of - that’s truly influencing the norm. I can see 
where 12 months may result in all cases being set up on a track that 
balances out so that they are completed within 12 months. W hereas 
if right now the - if the 6 months means anything - right now there’s 
a 6 month track maybe will slow down. Maybe some things that staff 
would like to do or the commission would like to do, but you know 
staff really sort o f drives these things. So maybe other things will be 
able to be worked on in the 6 months doesn’t mean so much anymore 
- 1 mean it’s not 12 months. A t the same time it scares me to no end 
to think that som eone might propose to put an 18 month, because I ’m 
afraid that really will affect the norm - it will affect those 75% or more 
of the cases that right now hopefully are on a 6 month track - 5 or 6 
month track I should say.

Kathy, from what I hear you it’s - if we have to do the regs ... you 
need a little bit of leeway. I mean if you look at a rate case alone - 
on a stand alone basis - then you can squeeze it into 12 months, but 
there’s a little bit of leeway we overlap immediately. In the last 2 out 
of 4 rate cases for telephone utilities, TU A  and ATU, they went over 
12 months.
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Whiteaker: First o f all ATU, I think would fall in the exception category for a 
couple of reasons. One is - let me tell you what happened on ATU - 
there were a few different things happen - one didn’t we have a 
consultant on ATU? Ok so it’s one of the 5 cases in the last 3 years. 
There was a 6 week hearing - I don’t know if we’ve had any 6 week 
hearings except in certification proceedings. Plus the hearing was 
delayed a t ... request of the staff and the utility which seems to me also 
impacts justification for an extension period. And then as I recall, there 
were several things that were competing for actually making the 
decision. But I think the decision came itself ...

Man: That will always happen ...

Whiteaker: T hat’s right. But I think - I think ... was leaving then, we had a
commissioner who was on the case resign which m eant we had to put 
another panel m em ber on who was responsible - who was just coming 
back to work - who was responsible for looking at the entire case. It 
was rather a special situation. Even then we came extremely close to 
initial - to issuing the initial decision within 12 months. Instead we had 
to go through the 2 month process that Jimmy’s talking about to 
complete the revenue requirement. ... we came real close to doing it 
in 12 months, yet there are all sorts of things which would have 
provided - even under this statute - to get - to certainly be a case that 
would fall under ... TUA/TUNI had no business being here for all that 
time. I mean for as many revisions as there were that’s a case that 
could have easily been out the door - sent back to that utility and come 
back in as a new case. In addition it involved a depreciation filing 
which since then the commission has determ ined ought not to come in 
with rate cases. ... ought to be in regulations somewhere.

Man: Mr. Chair let me back this up just a second - just so I am fully with 
the program. W hat we have now is initial period of suspension of 6 
months, renewable thereafter with no ceiling?

Yes.

All this would do - what this would do is require a 6 month ceiling - 
no, absent good cause for extension, this would require a 6 month 
ceiling on interim determinations ...

Man: And a 12 month cap if you will on full disposition absent good cause 
for extension. ...
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Man:

Man:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Man:

Only on the overall cap.

So as I hear what you’re - I m ean I’ve already heard some other
members suggest, I certainly agree, that the good cause ought to be for 
the exceptions - that’s what it ought to be for. I guess what I want to 
know is what you’re making a point about is what the record would 
suggest the exceptional cases ...

I made that point but I’m also reacting to ... P eter saying - which
frightens me - that maybe things are going to start taking 12 to 18
months on average.

I am not saying that at all.

That - when you put it in there it changes the standard. You can set 
ultimates of internal ... but it changes - the people who deal with this 
commission have a right to know what the norm is and what they 
could expect or should expect. And the faces and attitudes change.

U p to now we have no ceiling and we process most of the cases within 
12 months. I agree in haring a ceiling, but I also know if 2 out of 4 
rate cases for telephone companies the last 2 are exceptions.

I think so.

So with all the things happening - if you want a cap, I would go for 18 
months on a cap and at the same time maybe add some other 
incentives for us to process this stuff within 12 months.

You just voted down simplified rate making.

This applies to every utility we regulate. We have to keep that in 
mind. I don’t think we should let it get totally ... this applies to 
everybody ... we have to keep that in mind.

I agree.

W hat’s the best objection to - as I understand it that apparently there 
is some receptivity to 18 even on the part of the industry -

Sokolov: They don’t like it but ...



Man: It’s better than nothing.

Sokolov: ... they want something.

Man: I don’t know - is that true G ordon?

Parker:

W hiteaker:

Man:

Knowles:

W hiteaker:

Knowles:

I think that we are willing to consider 18 months as a possibility given 
other sections of the bill but I would say at this point we’ve been 
offered no section 1 and 18 months in section 2 - it is not much of an 
offer.

You know there is only - there’s only one thing that I can think of that 
would support an 18 months ... rather than 12 months, and that’s a fear 
that the exception would become the rule. ... this commission to have 
the benefit of not being a higher law if the exception becomes the rule. 
I’ll tell you if the exception is going to become the rule, then we ought 
to be doing something else. We either ought to be going to the 
legislature and succeeding in getting resources or we need to change 
the way we regulate because you cannot deal - you can’t live with the 
exception becoming the rule without information and filings becoming 
so outdated as to ->ot be useful, without pancaking - having it become 
•••

Is there some consensus about 12 months for the m ost p a r t ...?

I’m not sure - I have a couple of concerns about that because one 
we’ve already eliminated all non-revenue requirem ent rate design cases. 
I think any of those that are on this sort of experimental fast-track we 
have would fall by the wayside. I’m not sure that every fully 
adjudicated revenue requirem ent and rate design case doesn’t eventually 
become that exception that you are talking about. I guess I’d like to 
ask the attorneys a question as to what the legal standard will be for 
the good cause because I do not necessarily concur that it is ... any time 
we have so many a year the costs sprouts up and we get to extend it.

I’m not saying that either.

Well, I’d like to hear what the legal standard is for good cause because 
I think it has some bearing on the discussion as what we are talking 
about as far as exceptions versus norms.
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Hickson:

Woman:

Hickson:

W hiteaker:

Jackson:

W hiteaker:

Hickson:

•••

Hickson:

Well it certainly is the issue that will be the focus ... and litigated 
perhaps and Mr. Jackson and I ... have some concerns regarding what 
would qualify for good cause. And I can not tell you right now what 
would qualify for good cause in every case because it’s going to turn 
on the individual case itself and the complexity involved in that case. 
I can tell you that the courts do not place administrative inconvenience 
in the same category as say complexity in say an ATU case, an Alascom 
case or the individual characteristics of the utility and what’s before the 
commission. And so I don’t have a list of what’s going to qualify. That 
is going to have to be based on w hat’s filed before you, your expertise 
in reviewing that, clearly the utilities expectations - Mr. Jackson and I 
were just talking about what happens if the utility doesn’t agree with 
the commission that this - that ... are good cause ... but the utility 
doesn’t agree the commission is going to have to make a greater 
showing of why in fact good cause does exist.

We haven’t had much problem to getting an utility to agree to an 
extension.

No. In my experience of the cases I’ve been involved in ...

... related to  the utility wanting to do something.

I don’t think that really proves anything. W e’ve been asking for an 
extension under which the current theory is that we have almost an 
absolute right to extension and therefore they haven’t had a good 
bargaining position and their bargaining position will change with the 
legislation.

I assumed that they were being cooperative and maybe that’s a bad 
assumption on my part ... tend to have some faith that utilities aren’t 
out there just to somehow take advantage of the process.

My experience has been that the utilities are generally cooperative 
unless ...

... whenever you’ve got - let’s look a t the Alascom case, I mean that 
had been around forever and at varying times the utility was more
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Hickson:

Woman:

Woman:

Woman:

Woman:

Woman:

Woman:

cooperative than at other times. But generally speaking we did agree 
on extension of times due to the complexity, due to the extensive 
discovery.

For good cause?

I think that whenever you have parties to an action asking for an 
extension of time that translates as good cause unless the commission 
decides otherwise and they would do that by denying the extension. 
Because the parties had not presented you with reasons that amounted 
to good cause.

W hat’s the ... like to the 12 months with good cause exception.

That the legal standard for us invoking the good cause exception is not 
totally clear for starters and two I think it’s a burden on the commission 
for justifying the extension in a context which ultimately will be found 
legally acceptable to the courts. But I’m just worried about the time 
line. If you look at - I think it’s realistic in a rate proceeding to allovv 
a minimum of 60 to 90 days before the decision goes out. Given our 
adjudicatory meeting cycle, given the review time, I think if you add to 
that 30 days for reconsideration, if you add in the two months that 
Jimmy’s saying, I think it’s very easy - and this is a standard that’s 
accepted in court circles - for it to take 6 months for us after the 
proceeding has ended to issue the decision. And I ’m not sure that I 
would feel that using normal procedures to conclude a case constitutes 
good cause. That only leaves 6 months to do the substantive part of 
processing the case. I just don’t know why we would put ourselves in 
this position. And I say that without in any m anner disagreeing with 
your administrative objectives because I support them wholeheartedly. 
But I don’t know that that is the issue here. W hat we have is a 
statutory constraint that is being proposed to us on every single utility 
that we would handle a rate case for -

... statutory constraint that we used to have. D idn’t we use to have 6 
months - o r was it always an initial 6 months?

I think it has always been a - there has been several different ...

... proposal to leave that ...

Page 41



W hiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

Knowles:

Whiteaker:

I agree with you that the normal administrative process would 
necessarily follow from the definition of good cause. And I agree with 
you that there is certainly risk involved with good cause not being 
clearly defined, however my experience with this commission is this 
typically turned broad or undefined language to its advantage in its use 
of its own statute in the past and I can’t see why that would be 
different in the future - until challenged. It also concerns me Susan - 
as I hear your main concern suggesting that the normal process is very 
likely to go outside of 12 months, that this might be difficult to live with

I think that is true Kathy ...

I think we have a bigger problem in cases if other than a handful of 
cases gets solved outside a 12 m onth processing, it’s a much bigger 
problem because you’re dealing with cases that involved financial figures 
for the m ost part and once you cross somebody calendar fiscal year and 
you get into another fiscal year I think you raise serious questions about 
the applicability of that, case, about the fairness of the whole process, 
you open it up to more complication because of repeated requests for 
modifications which causes the case to grow even more and ...

... talking about a handful of cases and the 6 months I am talking about 
is post hearing. I think it is very conceivable - yes time will go on but 
I’m not sure - a lot of your arguments - if we were holding the hearing 
well into the last 6 months of a ... time frame, I think some of your 
arguments Kathy as to staleness o f data might very well be pertinent. 
But I’m really saying that I think this cuts us too short in that handful 
of cases that this bill already address - when there is a change in an 
utility’s revenue requirem ent or rate design. There aren’t that many 
cases that presently fall in that category if you consider the total body 
of TAs that are filed before this commission. The resources the an 
entity that makes a filing is able to bring into the process they are - 
they know they are planning to come in - we don’t necessarily know - 
we don’t control how many come in simultaneously. All these things 
have to be factored in to coming up with what I want to be a good 
faith statutory closure not a good faith or a beginning of exercising a 
loophole - but a good faith statutory closure. And I think 18 months 
is much m ore realistic and practical.

I don’t know whether it’s realistic or not. I think statistic would 
probably prove that a very large majority of commission cases are
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completed within 12 months even considering all the odds and ends in 
the case ... I ’m afraid you put 18 months in here it will change.

Woman:

Man:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

•••

Sokolov:

O ’Tierney:

Hickson:

O Tierney:

Hickson:

I think ...

And I don’t know the fear is. I just don’t know what the fear is. If 
that’s the way we operate and that’s the way we feel we should operate 
and if we have an exception for good cause and in good faith wouldn’t 
go outside that period if it wasn’t good cause anyway, I don’t 
understand why we would risk the possibility of people who don’t feel 
the way we do - of causing the norm to change to something that is 
really disadvantageous.

I think there should be a maximum which 18 months would provide. 
W hat is the fear ... on the regs for simplifying rate cases and everything 
else ... try to have the attorneys argue before a judge that some - that 
good cause is the fact is the procurem ent of a consultant took 6 
months.

But Peter you can’t set aside a rate case because you’re working on 
regulations.

I ’m not setting aside ... you misunderstood me. I’m not saying that I 
was setting aside the rate case, I ’m going over the rate  case - I don’t 
want to use resources in arguing what good cause is before every major 
rate case.

I have two questions that need answering. Liz, with regard to the good 
cause ... did I hear you say that would ... be the utility ... that the 
commission would not be ...

I think that whenever you have the utility agreeing to an extension of 
time ... that would then place you beyond the allowable period of time 
that certainly adds - I mean who’s going to protest ...

T hat’s my next question.

I think that if the utility - let’s just say - maybe a typical situation would 
be staff wants to hire a consultant and you get a utility that figures well, 
heck I don’t w ant them to have a consultant, so I’m going to oppose
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O ’Tierney:

Hickson:

O ’Tierney:

Hickson:

Man:

Hickson:

Whiteaker:

Hickson:

Whiteaker:

Hickson:

any extension of time that may be necessary ... that doesn’t mean that 
good cause cannot be found by the commission because of that but it 
would be a complication if the utility opposed. That does not add up 
to that good cause cannot be ...

I guess what I’m asking is what you’re saying is the extent that staff is 
a party, staff would be the only - it’s the only other option for making - 
for moving for a basic good cause extension - it’s not the utility. If it 
is the utility ...

Who cares.

... well ok ... they could be the other movant ...

Right. I ’m think of a situation ... intervene also -and I ’m not speaking 
to the merits of this piece of legislation here, I ’m just trying to give you 
examples of what might come up. For instance, let’s say that you are 
book up - the hearing calendar io booked up - which fortunately that’s 
not necessarily the situation right now. There have been times in the 
last 2 1/2 years where we could not slip in one other hearing. Is that 
sufficient for good cause? Administrative inconvenience is the category 
I would place that in. I don’t know.

... sounds like administrative impossibility ...

It may very well amount to impossibility.

And something that has to be provided to the utility for its own due 
process. You can’t do the case without the hearing.

If you’re going to have the hearing. And that’s why it’s driven by the 
initial complexity of the case involved.

But you owe the utility a hearing.

Unless you just approve it. I mean we are talking about the extensions, 
we’re talking good cause must be shown, we’re talking about an 
exception. An exception is going to be based on the complexity of 
the case itself. I think that’s where you come into the handful of cases 
you’ve discussed. But if I might I have a couple of questions as to this 
piece o f legislation, and if you look under section ... of page 2 line 9 
as well as line 14 the words requested rates are used. Now I realize 
that our existing statute on 1114 uses requested rate. It is unclear to 
me what requested rate we’re talking about. If we’re talking about the
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Hickson:

W oman:

Woman:

Hickson:

Woman: 

•« •

Hickson:

W oman:

Hickson:

interim requested rate or if we’re talking about the perm anent 
requested rate. The clarification that I believe you should inform the 
legislature tha t needs to be clarified.

W hat w e’re talking about ... perm anent rate.

Well it says before an interim rate  equal to the requested rate goes into 
effect and not longer than 1 year before the perm anent rate goes into 
effect. If you look under 2 requested rate goes into effect not longer 
than 1 year before perm anent rate. I can tell you, based on experience, 
it is unclear o f the intent of this section. A t least it is unclear within 
the A ttorney G eneral’s Office w hether or not that means interim or 
p e rm a n e n t...

... perm anent.

Exactly, so that I’m saying you may understand it. As recently as 
August of this year, it was unclear and therefore if anyone is modifying, 
amending, revising this section it would also be nice to take care of 
this uncertainty. The other is a m atter that Commissioner W hiteaker 
raised and that is whether or no t you would tack on the 6 month ... 
period to the 45 days contained in AS 42.5411. It is unclear and 
therefore I would ask ...

Except the term  is the suspension may last. You don’t suspend until 
you have taken that express action within the first 45 days correct?

I think for clarity’s sake that you need to bring that to the attention of 
the legislature.

I don’t quite understand what needs to be clarified Liz because a thing 
walks in the door - I mean we have to affirmatively - I mean there’s 
no automatic suspension status. So, I guess I ’m just not following what 
the problem is there. You have to take an action in order to get it in 
a suspension mode, do you not?

Well, reading the proposed legislation and reading 411 - 1 mean it may 
be clearer to some than to others and I think that there’s nothing 
wrong in clarifying ...
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Man:

Man:

Man:

Woman:

Man:

Woman:

Man:

Woman:

Woman:

Man:

Man:

•••

Man:

Woman:

... that was my next question. Was in fact it would be whatever the cap 
- extension period is - say 12 or 18 or whatever or 50 - but actually you 
would be plus 45 potentially because you would have to make the 
suspension take that action until you have 45 - you can do it earlier of 
course - but ...

... so it would be whatever the cap is plus 45 though - potentially.

The statute specifically says that you are measuring the suspension 
period from the effective date th a t’s referenced in the tariff filing.

Oh, that’s an interesting quirk.

So it a very precise - as I read it is very precise ...

So someone comes in and asks for it to be effective the next day, the
suspension period then is effective ...

If that were to happen, we would ...

... ask for a waiver though ...

... because the effective date is ...

Thank you Ted ... means the 45 days is added o n . ... effective date has
to be 45 days from when they filed.

So just so I’m clear, whatever the cap - whatever the drop dead date 
is it’s going to be pius - that direction of time would be plus potentially 
up to 45 days.

So there’s that slight additional slack if you will in terms of the 12 
m onth being tight concern.

No that doesn’t address my 12 months. I mean the 12 months I’m 
talking about is after we’ve gone to  a TA  meeting and - we don’t see 
it until 3 days before a TA m eeting - our entire analytical process is 
done within a 72 hour period. T h a t’s really when for us anyway - the 
decision makers - that’s when the clock starts run. I t’s usually the TA 
meeting closest to the end of the 45 ... So I guess I see such things as



W hiteaker:

Hickson:

Woman:

Hickson:

W oman:

Hickson:

Woman:

Hickson:

Woman:

the post-hearing time and all that as being indifferent as to whether we 
were able to  take that action on day 1 or day 45. The suspension 
period activities is what I ’m referring to.

I ’m a little concerned also. I guess I wouldn’t ask for any clarification 
for the perm anent rate reference. I m ean it says ... our reaction to it 
... done and make our decision ... I don’t think it’s any advantage to us 
to say perm anent rate equal to the requested rate because to me that’s 
the only possible ultimate clarification that would go beyond what it 
says now.

Commissioner W hiteaker the situation came up that a utility, as you 
know, may request an interim rate and may request a perm anent rate. 
Sometimes they request only one rate and that’s the perm anent rate. 
And the question is what does the existing requested new rate - which 
one does it go in when they request 2. And all I’m  saying is that if the 
goal is to make the legislation as clear as possible so the public 
understands what it’s talking about, I ’m telling you that I have talked 
to 3 attorneys that don’t understand that. And they may or may not
have as much expertise as members o f the public in general ... there’s
a problem there.

A t the risk o f making you more angry ...

Oh, I’m not angiy. I’m just saying that there’s just a problem with 
understanding ...

... confusion with respect the interim rate  equal the request rate. I do 
not understand the confusion, and would prefer not to ... any further 
clarification of the later part of the sentence which you included in 
that which was and not longer than 1 year before a perm anent rate 
goes into effect. I don’t think that’s related to - right now it’s not 
directly tied to the requested rate - 1 would just assume that it not be 
directly tied to the requested rate.

I just need an  adjective for requested rate.

... it relates to the first p a rt of the sentence ...

Which requested rate when two are requested.

Maybe also this relates to  the issue of rate design changes at the 
automatic interim stage. Generally people tend to ask interims in terms 
of a percentage in order to  keep themselves whole in terms of revenue
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requirement. But I can also see some interesting complexities emerging 
there.

Sokol, v: 

Man:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

W hiteaker:

• ••

Sokolov:

•••

W hiteaker:

Sokolov:

Knowles:

Well, le t’s go back to where ...

May I say - 1 don’t have the benefit - if it is a benefit - o f a real sense 
of how long - what normalcy is in terms of processing time. And I - 
it sounds to m e what I ’m  hearing is that’s a critical fact to me. It 
sounds like w hat I’m hearing is 12 months is probably about right, but 
for those cases that are monsters and they take longer. Is that correct 
so far?

... I disagree with ... Kathleen is that if you put 18 months we 
automatically get sloppy ...

I didn’t say th a t Peter.

Then what did you say?

I didn’t say th a t we would automatically get sloppy, I said - 1 suggested 
... thinking ... risk that being the overriding factor ...

... risk is that it would take longer for cases to  go through this 
commission than  in the past.

... policy to have statutory language th a t provides -that in general ...

... procurem ent - the possibility that some utility ... demand the 12 
months limit to  avoid perhaps us going to consultants. I think that 
administratively we have to keep administratively we have to strive to 
keep the rate cases going as fast as we can. Not at 12 months ... as 
we possibly can. But to have this imposition of 12 months that may 
increase litigation with the utilities - is just extra work.

I think also w hat you might find is if on average they would conclude 
within 12 months, you’d probably find a bell curve - that is to say that 
a lot of them  would be in the 10 to 14 m onth period. I’m just 
guessing. So, therefore I think it puts a slightly different cast on it ...
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Man: ... understand and th a t’s only the first line o f  inquiry for me because
I don’t know w hether it makes sense to institutionalize necessarily by 
statute w hat we have been doing. Maybe what we have been doing is 
way too damn slow. I just don’t have a handle on that. That’s part 
of the difficulty that I have. I don’t know, maybe th a t’s a biding 
difficulty for anyone in terms of trying to actually make a determination 
about are we sufficiently timely or are we not.

Woman: We have one rate case pending versus 10 you’re going to find your
definition of timely will probably vary accordingly.

Woman: ... I would support the status quo ...

Man: • I don’t h ea r anyone ... I think you’re  taking it to an illogical conclusion
under that. I understand what you’re saying. It seems to me no one 
is arguing against a straightjacket of some sort and I can’t figure out 
where the - where’s the line ... and  I can understand why institution 
would have some concern about too tight a siraightjacket and that’s not 
an illegitimate concern. On the other hand I would not want to 
institutionalize what’s a  tardy process to begin with. W here does that 
leave me? I don’t think I’ll know until I vote which I’m prepared to 
do if someone would offer a motion but I don’t think I ’m the best 
person to do it because I would frankly only be doing it to  move the 
process. I ’m getting tired frankly of - I m ean we’re giving this a - I 
think a very solid and deserving review but this is ...

Man: ... I mean if someone wants to offer something ...

Man: I’ll offer a  motion ...

Man: Let’s take a vote.

Man: And your best shot support of that is w h a t ...

Sokolov: And along with that my best shot is to keep it ... processing rate cases 
here and not to have more priorities ... otherwise w e’d have to go to 
court and this kind of thing. I m ean we have to ...



Woman: The most difficult cases we have - the longest hearing periods a 
commissioner panel m em ber quitting before the decision, we almost 
made 12 months.

Man:

Woman:

Sokolov:

Sokolov:

Knowles:

O ’Tierney:

W hiteaker:

Foster:

•••

O ’Tierney:

Sokolov:

It’s clear the  question is is 12 months normal o r not in terms of some 
distribution and is that an acceptable number. And I don’t have a very 
good feel for it. I get the sense that there are exceptions and our 
num ber of cases that could be complicated in any given question - what 
is good cause ... getting in to that debate ... how likely is that to come 
up and how stable do you feel and where you feel you’re going to 
come out. With that my inclination is to take ...

... let’s not suggest that the norm is 12 months and have the influence
the decision we are making because the norm  is something somewhat
less than 12 months so we’re - I feel like a  character of this is moving
that the norm  is 12 months and therefore there is not a great deal of
being on the edge of administrative problems as a result of that when
in fact the norm  is probably m ore in the 6 to 9 month range or the 8 i
to 10 m onth range. It doesn’t approach 12 months. So let’s not
suggest the norm is ...

I think considering most of our bills are small ones ... shall we take a 
vote.

Yes.

Yes.

No.

No.

Yes. I

I ’m getting sluggish of mind - the interim items ... what is before us...

... when a utility comes before us we have 45 days to do a ... interim 
and we enact an interim  ...
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Man: ... is that a regulation?

Knowles:

Sokolov:

Man;

Sokolov:

Woman:

Woman:

Man:

Woman:

Man:

Hickson:

Woman:

Hickson:

I t’s a legal standard  that has evolved from the court cases on interim 
rate increases.

W hat is here before us is that after 6 months an interim would go into 
effect equal to  what the utility requests - so not based on a probable 
success standard but ... the utility requests.

So, in this is in some respects duplicative, isn’t it? We already do - if 
we make a cut at 45 ... is that ...

I t  is duplicative except with the probable success ... we may determine 
certain issues ... tha t we feel the utility would not prevail ... success. 
Those issues would have a  revenue requirem ent associated with it and 
after 6 m onths that would be added to the interim.

... potential ...

... we’ve had some requests ...

Given whatever this case load is, how could this be - how could this not 
be violative - if the case law has spawned a standard that we might ...

There is nothing in our statute yet tha t requires us to do this. The 
statute is silent so therefore we are governed by case law. I assume 
if the statute were passed it would preem pt ...

The case law establishes a  standard which we use to limit the amount 
which we give the utility below what they ask for. ... sort of the only 
way that works ... standard we have to  apply but it doesn’t say that we 
couldn’t grant them  more liberal

Basically the court requires that we not place the utility in a 
compensatory position and that’s based on findings that come before 
the commission. T hat doesn’t mean that you can’t give them more.

T ha t’s the minimum.

It truly is.

Page 51



Woman:

Man:

Woman:

•••

Woman:

•••

Man:

Woman:

Man:

Woman:

Man: The thing that Liz raised earlier here comes in. The utility comes in 
and asks for 15% interim and 30% perm anent and we give them 10% 
interim after this period of time does it go - after whatever this period 
of time is - does it jum p up to 15% or does it jump up to 30%?

I’ve always interpreted this as the ... you’ve introduced a wrinkle that 
frankly had not crossed my mind before you spoke of it. I assume - 
I’ve been assuming that it was the objective when section 2 was 
originally passed and it was the objective of section 1 ... I don’t consider 
them discussed.

The existent language in paragraph 2 already sets up a standard for 150 
day standard for interim if you’re not one of the big boys. I don’t 
know ho is the greater than 3 million is. Is that just a handful.

It’s more than a handful. I couldn’t tell you - list them  by name 
although the annual reports ... look a t ...

M ore than half.

Why wouldn’t we have something similar for those greater than 3 
million as for those -

... our opinion on the other provisions ...

... don’t have the benefit of that - don’t have a c.’.ue ...

... run the risk o f an unfair rate going into effect before you get a 
change to do what may be a fairly complicated proceeding. I mean 
with the smaller utilities there’s a real good likelihood that the whole 
case will be completed - and usually is - within the time frame. So that 
this is no big threat to the public I don’t think to have a rate go into 
effect that the utilities requested without any review by the commission. 
Whereas with this other - as people have voted here you’re talking 
about an 18 month process to get perm anent rate determination. Well, 
if within 6 months they get what they asked for, you potentially have 
the public with a bad rate for a year which I think would be very hard 
to support.
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Woman:

Man:

Man:

Woman:

Woman:

Woman:

Woman:

W oman:

W hiteaker:

Man:

W oman:

I have the impression that we’ve tried to explain our procedures that 
people - legislatures who have read this were not aware that within the 
first 45 days there is typically an  interim agreement. Well, a t least 
some do not make that association. So that this I think in some minds 
has been perceived as the clock’s rolling, you’re not getting any money 
here’s a protection. But we m ust review in the context of what we 
know is the way we operate which is generally an interim ... if there’s 
any showing that it’s a reasonable request.

How does this work now with those less than 3 million? D o we apply 
the case law spawned 45 day -

We do that and then we also do the second step.

We treat these 150 days as we presently trea t the initial 6 month 
suspension period. W e try our darndest to get the case done.

And that’s what makes the 6 months on the interim so unrealistic. 
Because w hat it does is it creates almost a perceived ... to get through 
the analysis of the case so that this section doesn’t get invoked or 
become operative which given the concerns on how long it takes the 
case. At a minimum you’d have to change it to 12 months which, you 
know, that’s another way of approaching it, you can say if you change 
this to 12 months, it gives the commission an incentive to try to get the 
case done in 12 months ... gives them  outside o f the 18. T hat may be 
one way o f taking care of some of my concerns.

I ’m not uncomfortable with that.

It really creates an incentive because you’d have the perm anent request 
going into effect on an interim basis. And it’s in nobody’s b e s t ...

Is that a motion Kathy?

Yes, I move that ...

Seconded.

And this be clarified to be the requested perm anent rate.
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Man: So we’ll be amending the proposed legislation? ...

Man:

Man:

Woman:

Man:

Man:

Hickson:

Sokolov:

Man:

•••

Sokolov:

Woman:

Man:

Man:

I just want to make sure ...

Are you suggesting 12 months in 1 and 2 or just in 2 or just in 1? 

Just in 1.

Just in 1.

How’s it read?

... 12 months before the interim rate equal to the requested perm anent 
requested rate goes into effect and not longer than 18 months before 
a perm anent rate goes into effect - on num ber 1.

Far be it from me to object to that. Let’s take a vote. 

Unanimous consent.

Any reconsideration on the 18 rather than the 12? You said some of 
your concerns ...

The motion right now is based on the prior commission vote. The 
motion is let it read 12 months before an interim rate equal the 
perm anent requested rate goes into effect and not longer than IS 
months before a perm anent rate goes into effect. As I see it that is 
the motion because we already passed the other.

Ok.

... reconsideration ... would have to be someone who voted in favor of 
whatever the motion that you’d like to reconsider. So in that case she 
wouldn’t have the capacity to ....
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My vote stands ... given the commission vote on that I am moving that 
we put the interim  to 12. Otherwise I would move to eliminate ...

... on the 12 can we take another vote ...

... it’s passed ...

... unanimous co n sen t...

No objection was made.

This completes it.

Before the m eeting is adjourned there is another issue and that is how 
does the majority intend to rep re sen t... commission. Since we do have 
2 of 5 which I consider to be fairly significant voting differently on these 
two matters.

ff I may just rem ind us that Representative Donley requested that there 
be a roll call response - h e ’ll get that ...
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STEVE COWPEP , GOVERNOR

420 "L" STREET  
SUiTe 100
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(907) 276-6222

Representative Dave Donley, Chair
H oubo  Labor and Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature
House of Representatives
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Donley:

This ia in response to your letter of January 15, 1990, regarding 
the Commission's position on the simplified rate filing process 
and time limits set forth in H5 168 and on the status of the 
reconsideration petitions on the Commission's jurisdictional cost 
separations decision.

The Commission held a public meeting on the proposed particular 
modifications to AS 42.05.421(a). All Commissioners agreed that 
the regulations adopted for eleotrio cooperatives cannot directly 
be applied to telephone utilities and that data attained in con­
junction with access charges could provide a basis for simplify­
ing local exchange carrier (LEG) rate cases. However, the Com­
missioners disagreed as to how and when simplified ratemaking 
regulations should be addressed.

The majority of the Commission (Commissioners Knowles, Sokolov 
and Foster) opposed the addition of LECs to AS 42.05,381(c) at 
this time. The minority, Commissioners Whiteaker and O'Tierney 
endorse the proposed modification to AS 42.05.381(c).

The majority's reasoning is based on the premise that regulation 
is inherently more complex for LECs than for other utilities be­
cause it is necessary for them to p n r f c m  cost separation studies 
to divide their revenues, expenses', and investment between local 
exchange, intraatate and interstate toll services and among their 
regulated and unregulated serviaes. The majority believeB, 
however, that after some experience is gained with access charge
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filings which are due to be filed for the first time in the fall 
of 1990, these filing* may provide a logical starting point for 
simplifying rate cases for all, or at least for the smaller,
LECs,

In addition, the Commission is now developing regulations that 
may introduce intraBtate toll competition within the next year,
If this were to occur in addition to the implementation of 
access charges, the majority believes that it would be somewhat 
unrealistio to expect that simplified ratemaking regulations 
could be developed and adopted within the same timeframe.
However, this does not preclude the primary advocate of this 
bill, the Alaska Telephone Association, from filing proposed 
regulations with the commission to achieve its purpose 
(AS 44.62.220 - .230.) Hot only would this likely advance the 
timetable but also it would give the Commission the industry’s 
preferred position as a starting point for evaluating simplifica­
tion options at a later time.

Tims Limit;

The amendments in AS 42.05.421(a) apply to all utilities. Given 
the "good cause" exception in the current version of the bill, 
the Commission does not opposu the six month time limit imposed 
on tariff filings that do not change utility rates. In this 
regard, the Commission proposes the following textual changes; 
"For a tariff that does not [INCLUDE AN INCREASE IN] change the 
utility's revenue requirement or rate design, the suspension may 
last for a period not longer than six months beyond the effective 
date established in ths tariff filing unless ths commission 
extends the period for good cause. For a tariff filing that 
includes [AN INCREASE] a ohar.qa in the utility's revenue require­
ment or rate design, the suspension period may last for a period 
not longer than". . . "

Also, given the "for good cause" exception, the Commission also 
does not oppose a time limit for a permanent rate to go into 
effect for utilities grossing more than $3,000,000. Thera was 
disagreement, however, as to what that time interval should be. 
Commissioners Whiteaker and O'Tierney aoncur with the proposed 
12 month time limit before a permanent rata goes into effect, 
reasoning that complex cases, which are considerably less fre­
quent than routine rate cases or rate design cases, are likely to
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qualify under the "for good oauee" exception. Commissioners 
Knowles, Sokolov and Foster endorse an 18 month time limit which 
would allow the Commission to complete all but the most unusual 
cases within the statutory time limit. In the view of the 
majority, tha lengthy State procurement procedures for hiring 
consultants that are sometimes needed in the more complex rate 
caBes, the time required for Staff audit, discovery and deposi­
tions, hearings, briefs, deliberations, preparation of a substan­
tive order, and subsequent calculations makes the 12 month limit 
simply too right. The Commission will, of course, continue its 
objective to complete the vast majority of rate oases within less 
than one year.

Given the majority endorsed the 18 month time limit, the Commis­
sion was unanimous in recommending that the proposed six month 
time limit before an interim rate EQUAL to the requested rate be 
increased to 12 months.

Interim rate increases are currently granted within 45 daya after - 
a utility files for a change in rates; however, these are not 
necessarily equal to what the utility r$$ueste. Normally, the 
CommiBBion grants interim increases on a probable success 
criterion. That is, the commission eliminates from the interim 
amount those items which, upon a preliminary analysis, more 
likely than not will be disallowed on final hearing. An interim 
increase may also be modified during any time it is in effeot if 
circumstances dictate. Thus, requiring a further interim that 
equals the utility's request increase as six months introduces 
unnecessary administrative complexities into the process without 
countervailing benefits.

The Commission also believes that both AS 42.05.4212(a)(1) and
(2) should be clarified with respeot to which requested rate 
becomes the permanent rate when both an interim rate and perma­
nent rate have been requested by as utility.

Reconsideration:

By a three to two vote, the Commission adopted a 20 percent 
factor for allocation of certain non-traffic sensitive costs to 
intrastate toll service. (Order R-88-3, dated November 17, 
1989.) on December 1, 1989, the Alaska Telephone Association
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(ATA) filed a petition for reconsideration of this decision, and 
on December 11, 1969, Alascom, Inc. filed in opposition to a t a 's 
position. The procedures for handling reconsideration petitions 
are clearly set out in 3 AAC 48.105, a copy of which is attached 
to this letter for your convenience. This regulation gives the 
Commission 30 days from the filing of a petition to order recon- 
sideration and further provides that no action on a petition 
during the time allowed for reconsideration results in automatic 
denial. The ATA petition was effectively denied on December 31, 
1989, under this automatic provision.

I hope this adequately responds to all of the questions in your 
January 15 letter. However, if you need more information or 
further explanation of the Commission's views, please be sure to 
let me know.

sincerely,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Peter Sokolov 
chairman



3 AAC 48.105 Commence and JEcon. D ev. 3 AAC 48.110
Authority! AS 42.06.141 AS 42.05.451

AS 42.05.1D1 AS 42.06.140(a)

3 A A C  48.105. P E T I T I O N S  F O l i  R E C O N S I D E R A T I O N .  
W ith in  15 d a y s  a f te r  a n  o rd e r  o f  th e  c o m m is s io n  is  served , a  p a r ty  
m a y  f i le  a  p e t i t io n  fo r  re c o n s id e ra t io n  o f  th a t  o rd er s o t t in g  o u t sp e c ifi­
c a l ly  th e  g r o u n d s  u p o n  w h ic h  t h e  p e t i t io n e r  b e lie v e s  th e  o rder is u n ­
re a s o n a b le , e rro n e o u s , u n la w fu l ,  or o th e rw is e  d e fe c t iv e . T h e  p e t i­
t io n e r  m a y  a lso  e u b m it  a  p ro p o sed  o rd e r  d e s ig n e d  to  c u re  th e  a lle g e d  
d o fec ts  o f  th e  c o m m iss io n 's  o rd e r . A  p a r ty  o p p o s in g  a  p e t it io n  fo r  r e ­
c o n s id e r a t io n  h a s  10 d ays  a f te r  th e  d a te  on w h ic h  th e  p e t it io n  is  f i le d  
w i t l i  th e  c o m m iss io n  to  re sp o n d . T h e  c o m m is s io n ’s p o w er to  o rder 
r e c o n s id e r a t io n  e x p ire s  30 d a y s  a f te r  th e  d a te  on  w h ic h  tho  p e t it io n  
for r e c o n s id e r a t io n  is  f i le d  w i th  th e  c o m m iss io n , i f  th e  co m m iss io n  
ta k e s  n o  a c t io n  on  a  p e t it io n  fo r  r e c o n s id e ra t io n  w i th in  the t im e  a l ­
lo w e d  fo r  o rd e r in g  re c o n s id e ra t io n , t h e  p e t it io n  is  a u to m a t ic a l ly  d e ­
n ie d . T h e  c o m m is s io n  m a y  o rd e r  r e c o n s id e ra t io n  i n  w r it in g  o f  a ll  or 
p u r t  o f  t h e  reco rd  in  a  p ro c e e d in g  to g e th e r  w ith  a n y  a d d it io n a l e v i­
d e n c e  a n d  a r g u m e n t  w h ic h  m a y  be  p e r m it te d  e i th e r  in  w r it in g  o r  
o r a l ly .  T h e  m e re  f i l i n g  o f  a  p e t i t io n  fo r  r e c o n s id e r a t io n  does n o t  excu se  
th e  p e t i t io n in g  p a r ty  fro m  c o m p lia n c e  w i th  a  d e c is io n  or o rder o f  th e  
c o m m is s io n . ( E lf . 1/13/73, R e g is te r  44; a m  6/29/84, R e g is te r  90)

Authority: AS 42.05.J41 
AS 42.05.151 
AS 42.06.140(a)

3 A A C  48.110. I N T E R V E N T I O N ,  (a) P e t it io n s  for p e rm iss io n  to  
in te r v e n e  as a  p a r ty  w i ll  be  co n s id e re d  o n ly  in  th o s e  cases t h a t  a re  to  
be  d e c id e d  u p o n  a n  e v id e n t ia r y  record  a f te r  n o tice  u n d  h e a r in g . A n y  
p e rso n  w h o  h a s  a  s ta tu to r y  r ig h t  to  be m a d e  a  p a r ty  to t h a t  p ro ce e d in g  
w i l l  be  p e r m it te d  to  in te rven e '. A n y  p e rso n  w h o se  in te r v e n t io n  w i l l  be  
c o n d u c iv e  to th e  e n d s  o f  ju s t ic e  a n d  w i l l  n o t  u n d u ly  d e la y  th o  c o n d u c t 
o f  th e  p ro c e e d in g  w i l l ,  in  th e  c o m m is s io n ’s d is c re t io n , be p e rm itte d  to  
in te r v e n e .  T h e  c o m m is s io n  d o es  n o t g r a n t  fo r m a l in te r v e n t io n ,  a s  
s u c h , in  n o n h e a r in g  m a tte r s , a n d  a n y  in te r e s te d  p e rso n  m a y  f i le  d o cu ­
m e n ts  a u th o r iz e d  u n d e r  3 A A C  48.010 — 3 A A C  48.170 w ith o u t  f i r s t  
o b t a in in g  p e rm is s io n .

(b) I n  p u s s in g  u p o n  a  p e t i t io n  to in te r v e n e ,  th e  fo llo w in g  fa c to rs , 
a m o n g  o th e rs , w i l l  be co n s id e re d :

(1) th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  p e t i t io n e r ’s r ig h t  u n d e r  s t a tu t e  to be  m u d e  a 
p a r ty  to  th e  p ro ce ed in g ; .

(2) th e  n a tu r e  a n d  e x t e n t  o f  th e  p ro p e r ly , f in a n c ia l ,  or o th e r  i n ­
te r e s t  o f  th e  p e t it io n e r ;

(3) th e  e f fe c t  o n  p e t it io n e r 's  in te r e s t  o f  tho  o rd e r  w h ic h  m a y  be 
e n te r e d  in  th e  p ro ce ed in g ;
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

STEVECOWPER, GOVERNOR

« Q  " l"  STREET  
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(907) 276-6222

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

COMMENTS ON CSHB 168 (State Affairs1

April 26/ 1989

The following comments are submitted in response to the 

House State Affairs Committee substitute for HB 138:

Section I s
The Commission continues to oppose extension of the 

simplified rate filing procedure to local exchange companies 

(LECs) for several reasons:

1. The policy premise for establishing a simplified rate 

filing procedure for electric cooperatives does not apply to all 

LECs, AS 42.05.381(e) effectively transfers some regulatory 

responsibility to the elected boards of directors of electric 

cooperatives. Theee boardB represent, and are otherwise account­

able to, ratepayers, if ratepayers object to the rates which are 

implemented by the boards, they can change directors through the 

electoral process. In any event, any "excess profits" which may 

result under this reduced regulatory soheme ultimately flow back 

to ratepayers through capital credit distributions.

2, LEG regulation is more complex because it involves the 

separation of costs and revenues bstween looal, intraatate toll, 

and inteistate toll services, Therefore, there are some inherent 

limits on simplification which are not present with electric 

cooperatives.



3. The Commission is currently addressing the issue of 

simplification of regulation for all small utilities through a 

generic proceeding and believes that this approach is more ap­

propriate and more targeted than what has been proposed in Sec­

tion 1.

4. There is no historic basis for justifying simplification 

of ratemaking for LECs, given the small number of LEC rate cases 

there has been over the last 10 years. However, the Commission 

understands the concern of the LECs that they may be faoing rate 

cases in the future due to cost increases resulting from deci­

sions made by the Federal Communications Commission and pending 

before this Commission. The Commission believes that this prob­

lem is speoific and short-term in nature and can best be ad­

dressed in conjunction with the actual rulemaking proceedings,

5. If this regulatory scheme is good policy for the LECs, 

it is difficult to imagine why an argument could not be made that 

it is equally applicable to all other types of utilities. This 

’ogic and conclusion effectively results in little or no utility 

regulation in Alaska.

Section 3 i

While the form and substance of this section have been im­

proved, the Commission believes that the time framee set forth in 

proposed AS 42.05.421(a)(1) are too short. At a minimum, it is 

recommended that they be inoreaeed to 12 months and 18 months.

The basis of this suggestion is the recognition th.it fuJly 

adjudicated rate oasas involving large utilities cannot realisti­

cally be completed in lass than one year's tims. Within 45 days 

of receiving a request from a utility for a rate increase, the 

Commission performs an initial evaluation of the filing; deter­

mines whether the request should be suspended for investigation 

and hearing; and, if so, grants an interim rate increase. The



processing of a rata case whioh is suspended for full Ldjudica- 

tion includes any or all of the following steps:

1. preparation of utility prefiled testimony,

2. auditing by staff and intervenors,

3. discovery and depositions by Staff and intervenors,

4. preparation of Staff and intervener prefiled testimony,

5. discovery and depositions by utility,

6. preparation of utility prefiled reply testimony,

7. preparation of statements of issues,

8. public hearings,

9. preparation of briefs and reply briefB,

10. deliberations and decision-making by Commission,

11. drafting of decision,

12. distribution, editing, and meeting on decision,

13. publication of decision,

14. computation by utility of revenue requirement in 

conformance with decision,

15. comment by Staff and intervenors on the correctness 

of utility's revenue requirement computation,

16. issuance of final rate determination, and

17. preparation and processing ot petitions for reconsidera­

tion at varying decision phases.

The Commission operates more like the Supreme Court than the 

Superior Court or a state agency because the decision-making pro­

cess involves bringing together three to five people. Thie 

uecessarily expands the time necessary for coordination and dis­

position of decisions. The supreme Court typically allows at 

least six months for Issuing opinions after the record is closed 

in a case, and the Commission requires a similar amount of time 

to finalize decisions in complex rate proceedings. In is also 

important to consider that the Commission's decisions may be ap­

pealed to the courts and must be legally and technically 

sustainable.
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Local Exchange Phone Utilities/Tariff Filings

The committee substitute for HB 168 has substantially reduced the A P U C’s 
original estimate of fiscal impact. However/ a review of both sections 
of CSHB 168 reveal that some level of augmented resources will still be 
necessary if this bill is enacted. Section 1 contributes to this impact 
creation of a new rate review procedure for telephone utilities, while 
simplified filing may require less analysis than a traditional rate caBe 
filings will be made with muoh greater frequency and are likely to be ut 
by a significant number of regulated telephone utilities. The combinati 
this effect will contribute to a positive fiscal Impact.

Although section 2 of the bill now provides for the exercise of Commissi 
discretion in extending the processing time for cases based on "good cau 
obvious intent of this section is that the Commission should improve its 
turnaround time for tariff review and decision making. Although it ia 
difficult to quantify, it is clearly necessary to enhance the level of s 
resources available to achieve the Intent of this provision.

The APUC estimates that the combined impact as noted above will result i 
need to add three positions to ita authorized staffing. Proposed additi 
include a Utility Finance Analyst II, a Utility Tariff Analyst IX, and a 
Administrative support Technician III,

CSHB 168

-  l  -
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I n  o r d e r  t o  p r o c e s s  t h e  s i m p l i f i e d  r a t e  
f i l i n g s  f o r  t e l e p h o n e  u t i l i t i e s  c r e a t e d  
b y  t h i s  b i l l  a n d  t o  c o m p l y  w i t h  t h e  i n t e n t  
o f  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  t o  
i m p r o v e  its t u r n a r o u n d  t i m e  f o r  t a r i f f  
r e v i e w  a n d  d e c i s i o n  m a k i n g ,  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r  
t o  r e i n s t a t e  a p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  A d m i n i s­
t r a t i v e  S u p p o r t  S e c t i o n  s t a f f i n g  t h a t  w a s  
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l i__
F i n a n c i a l  A n a l y s t  I I

Not. of Pnciikau Range/Step | Barg. Unit
L otidoi

A n c h o r a g e
Election District

CoNtractaal
Co« mod kies 
Equipment

T B 5 “
Total Coat

5  7 7 1 9

2..5AQ,.

-uaao.

Som e for Total Coo I

1006
O ff Receipts 5 .8 .Q12

Jollification
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f i l i n g s  f o r  t e l e p h o n e  u t i l i t i e s  c r e a t e d  
b y  t h i s  b i l l  a n d  t o  c o m p l y  w i t h  t h e  i n t e n t  
o f  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  to 
i m p r o v e  i t s  t u r n a r o u n d  t i m e  f o r  t a r i f f  
r e v i e w  a n d  d e c i s i o n  m a k i n g ,  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  
t o  r e i n s t a t e  a  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  F i n a n c e  
S e c t i o n  s t a f f i n g  t h a t  w a s  p r e v i o u s l y  l o s t  
a s  a r e s u l t  o f  b u d g e t  r e d u c t i o n s .
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Component Operations______________ . Revised Date

FY 90



AP
L 

2?
 

'6
9 

1
0
:
3
0
 

A
P
U
C
 

9
0
7
-
2
6
3
-
2
1
5
5

rn
Cl

_ ,'txdtioa Title
" -A.Lk. & a a lZ g l_  . -■tfj Min

12

Funding S o w e  for T io l Cbrt

I002..
G. F. Muct 1003
Gcaari Aad 1004
I-A R ocdftt 1006
CIP Reoeipq 1061
tXhcr

4 9 , 0 6 6

No. o f  P a i iu o i RtmgcJSlcp

Location
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I n  o r d e r  t o  p r o c e s s  t h e  s i m p l i f i e d  r a t e  
f i l i n g s  f o r  t e l e p h o n e  u t i l i t i e s  c r e a t e d  
b y  t h i s  b i l l  a n d  t o  c o m p l y  w i t h  t h e  i n t e n t  
o f  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  t o  
i m p r o v e  i t s  t u r n a r o u n d  t i m e  f o r  t a r i f f  
r e v i e w  a n d  d e c i s i o n  m a k i n g ,  it is n e c e s s a r y  
t o  r e i n s t a t e  a p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  T a r i f f  Sectioi 
s t a f f i n g  t h a t  w a s  p r e v i o u s l y  l o s t  a s  a 
r e s u l t  o f  b u d g e t  r e d u c t i o n s .

keque. . For 
New Position

Agency C o m m e r c e  & E c o n o m i c  novelopmpnf- FY 90
BRU A l a s k a  P u b l i c  U t i l i t i e s  C o m m. 

Component O p e r a t ions_______________ • R e v ie w
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S i n c e  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o n s e n t  d e c r e e  r e q u i r i n g  A T & T  

t o  d i v e s t  i t s e l f  o f  its local e x c h a n g e  t e l e p h o n e  c o m p a n i e s  in 

1984i t h e  t e l e c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  i n d u s t r y  h a s  b e e n  c o m p l e t e l y  

r e s t r u c t u r e d . T h e  o l d  s y s t e m  o f  s e t t l e m e n t s !  t h a t  isi c o s t  

r e c o v e r y  t h r o u g h  n e g o t i a t e d  a g r e e m e n t s  b e t w e e n  l o c a l  e x c h a n g e  

c o m p a n i e s  (LEC s )  a n d  i n t e r e x c h a n g e  c a r r i e r s  ( I X C s ) i  h a s  b e e n  

d o n e  a w a y  w i t h  at t h e  i n t e r s t a t e  level in f a v o r  o f  a n e w  

s y s t e m  o f  c a r r i e r  a c c e s s  c h a r g e s i  t h a t  isi c h a r g e s  p a i d  by 

I X C s  to  L E C s  for a c c e s s  t o  t h e  local l o o p .  C o m p e t i t i o n  in 

t h e  p r o v i s i o n  o f  i n t e r s t a t e !  i n t e r e x c h a n g e  s e r v i c e s  h a s  

b e c o m e  p r a c t i c e .

T h i s  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  h a s  r e s u l t e d  in a r e t h i n k i n g  o f  s t a n d a r d  

m e t h o d s  o f  r e g u l a t i o n !  b o t h  at t h e  f e d e r a l  a n d  t h e  s t a t e  

l e v e l .  S i n c e  198di 2 5  s t a t e s  h a v e  p a s s e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  

p e r t a i n i n g  to d e r e g u l a t i o n  o f  t e l e c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  s e r v i c e s .

H o s t  o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  p e r t a i n s  to t h e  p r o v i s i o n  o f  

j i n t e r e x c h a n g e  s e r v i c e s .  V e r y  f ew o m i t  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  of

u n i v e r s a l  s e r v i c e  a s  a c o n t i n u i n g  g oa l .  M o s t  o f  t h e m  doi 

h o w e v e r i  c o n s i d e r !  t o  v a r y i n g  e x t e n t s !  t h e  e f f e c t  on  b a s i c  

local s e r v i c e .

I n d i a n a i  for i n s t a n c e !  e n a c t e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  w h i c h  a l l o w s  a L E C  

    _________________________________



s e r v i n g  l e s s  t h a n  6 >Q00 a c c e s s  l i n e s  or a r e p r e s e n t a t 1 v e  

g r o u p  o f  t h e i r  c u s t o m e r s  to p e t i t i o n  for d e r e g u l a t i o n  in t h e

a r e a s  o f  r a t e s i  c h a r g e s  a n d  f i n a n c i n g .  M i s s o u r i  d e r e g u l a t e d

r a t e s  o f  c o o p e r a t i v e  t e l e p h o n e  c o m p a n i e s .  O r e g o n  d e r e g u l a t e d  

r a t e s  for L E C s  w i t h  f e w e r  t h a n  1 5 i 0 0 0  l i n e s .  V i r g i n i a  

p r o v i d e d  f or r e l a x e d  r e g u l a t i o n  for s ma l l  i n v e s t o r  o w n e d  

L'.;f,s. T e x a s  p r o v i d e d  for a r a n g e  o f  r a t e s  c o n c e p t  for

c e r t a i n  L E C s i  w h e r e b y  r a t e s  c o u l d  be  a l t e r e d  w i t h i n  a

p r e d e t e r m i n e d  r a n g e  w i t h o u t  t h e  e x p e n s e  a n d  t i m e  i n v o l v e d  for 

a f u l 1 r a t e  c a s e .

S i n c e  t h a t  f i r s t  r o u n d  o f  s t a t e  a c t i o n »  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  

e n o u g h  p a s s a g e  o f  t i m e  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  e f f e c t  on c o n s u m e r s  

a n d  t h e  L E C s .  T h a t  e f f e c t  h a s  b e e n  u n i v e r s a l l y  g o o d .  In 

an a r t i c l e  in t h e  J a n u a r y  i s s u e  o f  T e l e m a t i c s :  T h e  N a t i o n a l

J o u r n a l  of  C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  B u s i n e s s  a n d  R e g u l a t i o n )  U a r r e n  

G. L a v e y  a n d  R o n a l d  W. G a v i l l e t  t r a c k  t h e  p r o g r e s s  of  t h e s e  

m o v e s  t o w a r d  l e s s  r e g u l a t i o n .  T h i s  e x c e l l e n t  a r t i c l e  

c o n c l u d e s :  " W h i l e  m e a s u r i n g  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e s e  e f f o r t s  is

d i f f i c u l t )  all i n d i c a t i o n s  a r e  p o s i t i v e .  N o  l e g i s l a t u r e  or 

c o m m i s s i o n  w i t h  e x p e r i e n c e  in l i g h t e r  b u r d e n s  for s m a l l  

c o m p a n i e s  h a s  s u b s e q u e n t l y  i n c r e a s e d  or r e i m p o s e d  r e g u l a t o r y  

r e q u i r e m e n t s .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y )  Iowa> M i n n e s o t a )  S o u t h  D a k o t a  

a n d  V i r g i n i a  h a v e  r a i s e d  t h e  m a x i m u m  n u m b e r  o f  a c c e s s  l i n e s  

for s m all t e l e p h o n e  c o m p a n y  e x e m p t i o n s )  a n d  t h e  W i s c o n s i n  

P u b l i c  S e r v i c e  C o m m i s s i o n  h a s  r e c o m m e n d e d  t h e  s a m e  a c t i o n . "



T h e  s t a t e s  r e f e r r e d  t o  in t h e  L a v e y - G a v i 1 1 et a r t i c l e  h a v e

a d o p t e d  d i f f e r i n g  s i z e  l i m i t a t i o n s  for r e l a x e d  r e g u l a t i o n .

L o o k i n g  b r i e f l y  at t h e  l i st> w e  f i n d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :

I l l i n o i s  - 1 5 » G O Q  

I n d i a n a  - 6 1 O O O  
I o w a  - 1 5 i 0 0 0  

M i n n e s o t a  - 3 0 i 0 0 0  

M i s s o u r i  - 2 5 i 0 0 0  

M o n t a n a  - 5 i 0 0 0  

N e b r a s k a  - All C o m p a n i e s  

O h i o  - 1 5 , 0 0 0  

O k l a h o m a  - 1 5 , 0 0 0  

O r e g o n  - 1 5 , 0 0 0  

S o u t h  D a k o t a  - 1 0 , 0 0 0  

T e x a s  - 5 , 0 0 0  

U t a h  - 5 , 0 0 0  

V i r g i n i a  - G r o s s  R e v e n u e s  L e s s  T h a n  S 1 0  M i l l i o n  

W e s t  V i r g i n i a  - 2 , 5 0 0  

W i s c o n s i n  - 7 , 5 0 0

T h e r e  a r e  t w o  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  s t a t e s  a n d  A l a s k a

w h i c h  c o m e  to  m i n d  in t e r m s  o f  t h e  s i z e  a n d  s t r u c t u r e  of

L E C s .  F i r s t ,  t h e  c o m p a n i e s  in A l a s k a  a r e  m u c h  s m a l l e r

o v e r a l l  t h a n  in a n y  o f  t h e  o t h e r  s t a t e s .  T h e r e  a r e  2 2  L E C s

p r o v i d i n g  s e r v i c e  in A l a s k a .  O f  t h o s e ,  all b u t  t w o  w o u l d

b e  e l i g i b l e  for r e l a x e d  or s t r e a m l i n e d  r e g u l a t i o n  in

M i n n e s o t a ?  19 in M i s s o u r i ;  17 in I l l i n o i s ,  I o wa, O h i o ,

O k l a h o m a  or O r e g o n ;  15 in M o n t a n a ,  T e x a s ,  U t a h  or W i s c o n s i n ;

a n d  13 in W e s t  V i r g i n i a .  O f  t h e  fou r  l a r g e s t  c o m p a n i e s  in

A l a s k a  ( t h a t  is, o v e r  2 0 , 0 0 0  a c c e s s  l i n e s ) ,  t h r e e  a r e

c o n s u m e r  or  m u n i c i p a l l y  o w n e d .

S e c o n d ,  A l a s k a  h a s  h e r e t o f o r e  n o t  b e e n  s u b j e c t e d  d i r e c t l y  to  

c o m p e t i t i o n  in t e l e c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  

t h e s e  o t h e r  s t a t e s  h a v e  f e l t .  T h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  i n t r a s t a t e  

c o m p e t i t i o n  is b e i n g  p r e s s e d ,  h o w e v e r .  A d d i t i o n a l l y  w e  h a v e
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b a c k  t o  r a t e p a y e r s  w i t h i n  t h e  s t a t e ,  H o w  t h o s e  c o s t s  w i l l ,  

in t u r m  be  d i v i d e d  b e t w e e n  i n t r a s t a t e  tol l  r a t e p a y e r s  a n d  

local r a t e p a y e r s  h a s  n o t  y e t  b e e n  d e t e r m i n e d .

U e  k n o w  t h a t  c o s t s  a r e  b e i n g  s h i f t e d  f r o m  i n t e r s t a t e  to 

i n t r a s t a t e  a n d  t h a t  c o m p a n i e s  will h a v e  to  s e e k  r a t e  

a d j u s t m e n t s .  U e  a l s o  k n o w  t h a t  if c o m p a n i e s  a r e  o b l i g a t e d  

to g o  t h r o u g h  a full r a t e  c a s e  to m a k e  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  

a d j u s t m e n t s )  t h e  r e s u l t  w i l l  b e  s i m p l y  a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t s  

t o  c u s t o m e r s .  It s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d  t h a t  w e  a r e  n o t  a s k i n g  

for d e r e g u l a t i o n .  U e  a r e  o n l y  a s k i n g  in HB  1 6 8  t h a t  t h e  

C o m m i s s i o n  b e  d i r e c t e d  to d e v i s e  a s i m p l i f i e d  p r o c e e d i n g  to 

a l l o w  all c o m p a n i e s  to m o v e  q u i c k l y  a n d  w i t h  a m i n i m u m  of  

c o s t  t o  r e a c t  to t h e s e  p r e s s u r e s  w h i c h  a r e  o u t s i d e  of  t h e i r  

c o n t r o l .  U e  a r e  a s k i n g  f or a p r o c e d u r e  w h i c h  h a s  w o r k e d  

well in o t h e r  s t a t e s  andi s i n c e  its i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  for 

e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t i e s *  h a s  w o r k e d  well in A l a s k a .

T h e  s e c o n d  s e c t i o n  of  H B  1 6 8  s i m p l y  r e q u i r e s  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  

to c o m p l e t e  its r e v i e w  o f  a r a t e  f i l i n g  w i t h i n  o n e  y e a r .  As 

w e  n o t e  a b o v e i  t h e  p r e s s u r e s  on L E C s  a r e  c o m i n g  q u i c k l y  a n d  

t h e  d a y s  w h e n  l e n c t h y  d e l a y s  car. be  a f f o r d e d  a r e  g o n e .  U e  do 

n o t  b e l i e v e  t hat 22  m o n t h s  is u n r e a s o n a b l e .  A g a i n  l o o k i n g  at
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o t h e r  s t a t e s .  w e  f i n d  s e v e r a l  w i t h  c o n s i d e r a b l y  s h o r t e r

l i m i t a t i o n s :  A r k a n s a s  - C u r r e n t l y  d e v e l o p i n g  r a n g e  of r a t e s

s y s t e m  p r o v i d i n g  for t e n  d a y s  n o t i c e ^

K e n t u c k y :  R a t e s  a r e  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  a l l o w e d  on an  i n t e r i m  &

r e f u n d a b l e  b a s i s  a f t e r  s i x  m o n t h s .

N e b r a s k a :  C o m m i s s i o n  m u s t  ac t  w i t h i n  f i v e  m o n t h s  if

c o n s u m e r  o b j e c t i o n  is r e c e i v e d .

P e n n s y l v a n i a :  N i n e  m o n t h s  on m a j o r  r a t e  c a s e s .

S o u t h  D a k o t a :  E x c e p t  f o r  B e l l i  no  C o m m i s s i o n  a c t i o n

r e q u  ired.

U i s c o n s i n :  U n l i m i t e d  t i m e  for a c t i o n  for c o m p a n i e s  o v e r

7 . 5 0 0 :  s i x  m o n t h s  a l l o w e d  for s m a l l e r  c o m p a n i e s  u p o n  

c o m p l a i n t .  It s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  U i s c o n s i n  C o m m i s s i o n  

s u p p o r t s  l e g i s l a t i o n  w h i c h  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  a s e v e n  m o n t h  

l i m i t a t i o n  for c o m p a n i e s  u n d e r  5 0 i 0 0 0  a c c e s s  l i n e s .

G e o r g i a :  R a t e  a l l o w e d  on i n t e r i m  8. r e f u n d a b l e  b a s i s  a f t e r

f i v e  m o n t h s .

O h i o :  R a t e  a l l o w e d  on i n t e r i m  & r e f u n d a b l e  b a s i s  a f t e r  n i n e

m o n t h s .

N e w  Y o r k :  11 m o n t h s  l i m i t .  C o m p a n y  c a n  v o l u n t a r i l y  a g r e e  to

e x t e n d .

I o w a :  T e n  m o n t h s  on m a j o r  r a t e  c a s e s :  c a n  b e  e x t e n d e d  u n d e r

c e r t a i n  c i r c u m s t a n c e s .

U a s h i n g t o n :  11 m o n t h s .

O r e g o n :  S i x  m o n t h s  w i t h  6 0  d ay e x t e n s i o n .

F l o r i d a :  E i g h t  m o n t h s .

U t a h :  E i g h t  m o n t h s .

In s u m m a r y ,  t h e  c o m p a n i e s  p r o v i d i n g  l o c a l  e x c h a n g e  t e l e p h o n e  

s e r v i c e  n o t e  t h e  t r a n s i t o r y  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  i n d u s t r y  t o d a y .  

T h e y  a d v i s e  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  t h a t  t h e r e  is a n e c e s s i t y  to  

r e v i s e  t h e  s y s t e m  o f  r e g u l a t i o n  to p r o v i d e  for r e d u c e d  c o s t s  

a n d  m o r e  p r o m p t  r e a c t i o n .  T h e  i n d u s t r y  a s k s  t h a t  t he



Commission be d i r e c t e d *  th rough  HB 168* t o  p rom u lga te  and 

implement r e g u l a t i o n s  u h i c h  p r o v i d e  f o r  a s t r e a m l i n e d  r a t e  

ad ju s tm en t  p r o c e e d i n g  f o r  a l l  companies*  w i th  proper  

p r o v i s i o n  f o r  consumer  p r o t e c t i o n  and based  on a 

p re d e t e rm in e d  range  o f  r a t e s .  The i n d u s t r y  f u r t h e r  asks* 

th rough  passage  o f  HB168* t h a t  t h e  Commission  be r e q u i r e d  

t o  respond  t o  r a t e  f i l i n g s  and i s s u e  a d e c i s i o n  w i t h i n  one 

y e n r .
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QatDaaay access L ines

A nchorage  T e l e p h o n e  U t i l i t y  112i 241

T e l e p h o n e  U t i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  N o r th la n d  34i648

Matanuska T e l e p h o n e  A s s o c i a t i o n  25>744

F a i r b a n k s  Mun i c ipa l  U t i l i t i e s  System 23.361

Te l e p h o n e  U t i l i t i e s  o f  A laska  15>013

GTE o f  A laska  11.234

K e t c h i k a n  P u b l i c  U t i l i t i e s  7 .003

Copper  V a l l e y  T e l e p h o n e  C o o p e r t i v e  2 .932 

U n i t e d  U t i l i t i e s  2 .588

I n t e r i o r  T e l ep h on e  2.086

N a t io n a l  U t i l i t i e s  1.551

OTZ T e l e p o n e  C o o p e r a t i v e  1.542

Nushagak Te lep h on e  C o o p e r a t i v e  1.286

A r c t i c  S l o p e  T e l e p o n e  A s s o c i a t i o n  1.256
C o o p e r a t i v e

Co rdova  T e l e p o n e  C o o p e r a t i v e  1.185

B r i s t o l  Bay T e l e p h o n e  C o o p e r a t i v e  894

Mukluk Te l ep h on e  537

B u s h - T e l l  411

Yukon T e l e p h o n e  320

North  C o u n t r y  T e l e p h o n e  90

B e t t i e s  T e l ep h on e  50

Summit T e lep h on e  40



EXPLANATION OF CSHB 168 (SA)

Statutory Context
Title 42 is Public U tilities
Chapter 05 is APUC
Article 5 is Rates and Schedules

Section 1 of CSHB 168 (SA) amends A.S. 42 .05 .38 l(e)(supp) "Rates 
Must Be Just and Reasonable".

The existing language tells APUC to adopt regulations for electric 
cooperatives that set a "range of rates" tariff filing system  in order to 
sim plify rate setting procedures.

CSHB 168 (SA) adds telephone utilities to electric co-ops as being 
eligible for the sim plified regulations.

Section 2 of CSHB 168 (SA) amends A.S. 42.05.421(a) . The 
am endment separates ta riff  filings into two categories. The first 
category is for filings that do n o t increase a u tility 's revenue 
requirem ents. The second category is for filings that do increase a 
u tility 's  revenue requ irem en ts .

The first category of filings, not increasing revenue, may be suspended 
for not longer than six months unless APUC finds good cause to extend 
the suspension.

The second category of filings, that do increase revenue, may be 
suspended for not longer than six months ( as opposed to the existing 
language of "an initial period not longer than six m onths) for an interim  
rate increase, and one year for a perm anent rate  increase if the utility 
has gross annual revenue more than $3 million, unless APUC finds good 
cause to extend the suspension. U tilities with less than $3 m illion could 
have suspensions of 150 days for interim  rate increases and one year 
for a perm anent rate increase unless APUC finds good cause to extend.

Please note that the aforem entioned deadlines are in the present 
statute. Section 2 of CSHB 168 (SA) only deletes the words (AN INTIAL 
PERIOD NOT LONGER THAN) and replaces them with, a period not longer 
th an .


