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The Honorable Norman H. Bangerter 
Governor, State of Utah 
210 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Governor Bangerter,
In compliance with the requirements of Section 54-1-10, UCA, 
1953, as amended, to "..make and submit to the governor an 
annual report containing a complete account of the transactions 
of its office, together with such facts, suggestions, and 
recommendations as it may deem necessary," we transmit 
herewith the Annual Report of the Public Service commission of 
the State of Utah for the fiscal year July 1, 1986 through June 
30, 1987 for your information and consideration.
This report includes information regarding the acts and 
proceedings of the Commission as it discharges the duties and 
exercises the legislative, adjudicative, and rule-making powers 
committed to it by law.

Respectfully Submitted,

BRIAN T. STEWART, Chairman

BRENT H. CAMERON, Commissioner

JAMES M. BYRNE, Commissioner
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MAJOR CASES

Simonelli
The Commission accepted a stipulated settlement between Utah
Power and Light, the Division of Public Utilities and other
parties and ordered Utah Power and Light to refund sixty
million dollars to its Utah utility ratepayers and coal 
purchasers. The Order also required future information access.
productivity improvements and competitive bid actions. (Case
84-035-12)
On August 10, 1984, in Utah Power & Light Company's general 
rate case, James J. Simonelli, a past employee of Emery Mining 
Corporation, appeared before the Public Service Commission as a 
witness sponsored by the Committee of Consumer Services. Mr. 
Simonelli presented a written statement and a list of
allegations of impropriety and improper conduct of Emery 
Mining, the operator of Utah Power's coal mines. There was not 
enough time to hear the allegations and evidence of Mr. 
Simonelli before the statutorily imposed rate case deadline.
The matter was removed from the rate case and placed in a 
separate investigatory docket.
The Committee of Consumer Services, Emery Mining, Utah Power & 
Light, the Utility Shareholders Association and others raised a 
number of issues. The Commission on December 20, 1984, issued 
its order that it had no prima facie case before it on which to 
proceed and, therefore, granted the Motion to Dismiss without 
prejudice.
The Commission ordered that the Division of Public Utilities 
perform an analysis of Mr. Simone?.li's allegations, 6tudy the 
efficiency of Utah Power's coal mining operation including the 
Emery Mining contract and to make recommendations on further 
action. On November 3, 1986, after 18 months of investigation, 
the Division submitted its Report. On November 24, 1986 the 
Division filed a Petition against Utah Power and filed comments 
on Prospective Issues with the Commission.
On December 2, 1986, the Commission ordered that the
proceedings be bifurcated with the historical issues to be 
decided in this case and prospective issues to be considered in 
a new, separate case.
Motions to intervene were filed by numerous parties. The 
Commission granted the Motions to intervene of the Committee of 
Consumer Services and the Idaho Public Utilities Commission and 
allowed Amicus status to the Attorney General, The Utility 
Shareholders Association and Deseret Generation and
Transmission. Several parties who were denied full
intervention petitioned the Supreme Court for extraordinary 
relief but the Court denied their petitions.
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The report of the Division of Public Utilities concludes that 
between 1982 and 1986, Utah ratepayers were charged $72,800,000 
more for the coal component of their electrical energy than 
they should have been. Utah Power & Light denied the
Division's findings but at the time the Settlement Agreement 
was reached, had not yet filed testimony refuting the findings 
or supporting its position.
In the absence of a Settlement Agreement, the Commission feel6 
it i6 probable that this case would have consumed significant 
time and attention of the Commission and extraordinary expenses 
of the public and Utah Power and the energy of all parties 
concerned. The total time to ultimate resolution, including 
probable appeals, could be two to five years and would have 
adverse impact on both ratepayers and the financial integrity 
of the Company. With the concurrence of the Commission, Utah 
Power and the Division engaged in a settlement conference and 
reached a Settlement Agreement which includes both a dollar 
amount and several future actions. The signatories have 
stipulated to and agreed with the settlement.
Having reviewed the Stipulation and Settlement and having 
considered the length, expense and complexity of alternatives, 
the Commission issued its Order on March 31, 1987. Utah Power 
was ordered to refund Sixty Million dollars to its Utah utility 
ratepayers and coal purchasers over a period of seven years.
The refunds are to be derived from revenues collected in years 
prior to 1987, do not include interest and do not constitute a 
fine or penalty.
The Company was also ordered to study, with the Division and 
others, alternatives for future coal and energy supply. The 
Company is to allow access to information needed to exercise 
regulatory authority, to work jointly with the Division to 
recommend consultants on mine productivity and coal ash 
handling, to competitively bid future service and supply 
contracts and to obtain prior approval for any third party 
operation of Company mines.

UAMPS
In an interim, emergency decision, the Commission ordered Utah
Power and Light to construct a 345 kV line to serve southwest
Utah. The Order precluded anv other construction by Utah Power
and Light or bv the Utah Association of Municipal Power Systems
(UAMPS). It also ordered further study of utility wheeling
practices. (Case 85-2011-01)
A letter dated January 16, 1985 from the U. S. Bureau of Land 
Management notified the Commission that two entities were 
seeking approval to construct transmission lines traversing 
public lands into Washington County, and requested Commission
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'analysis of the necessity for the lines. These were the Utah 
Association of Municipal Power Systems, (for itself, Deseret 
Generation and Transmission Cooperative, "DG&T", and the City 
of Saint George) and Utah Power and Light Company. An 
investigative docket was opened but information wa6
insufficient for a Commission decision. Utah Power protested 
the UAMPS proposed transmission construction and initially 
refused to file an affirmative case supporting its own proposed 
transmission project. On August 2, 1985, UAMPS filed an 
application seeking authorization for construction of 
transmission facilities. The investigative and UAMPS dockets 
were combined.
Utah Power agreed that its response to the UAMPS application 
would be an affirmative case for its own project. At that 
point UP&L'-s project was tied to the proposed 6ale of 100MW of 
Hunter Unit No III to Nevada Power that would require a new 345 
kV line. Following UP&L's formal application, the Commission 
opened a docket to consider the UP&L's proposal but refused a 
motion to combine it with the investigative and UAMPS dockets. 
The Commission approved the sale of the power and notified the 
parties that their presentations and deliberations would be 
based on that approval.
Months of public hearings produced a voluminous record upon 
which the Commission would base its decision. Subsequent to 
the time the record was closed but during the pendency of 
Commission deliberations, events occurred which made the record 
seriously incomplete. The first was the failure of UP&L to 
complete its sale to Nevada Power owing to a decision of the 
Nevada Public Service Commission. The second was the approval 
of Mountain Fuel's request to install gas transmission and 
distribution service within the same southwestern Utah area 
which should change the projected electricity load. The 
Commission raised many questions and then reopened the hearing 
for one day on February 11, 1987, to obtain answers.
These two factors along with other major unknowns support a 
short-term solution to deal with the emergency of providing 
power by the 1987-1988 heating season. This is expected to 
allow time for uncertainties to be resolved so that a proper 
final solution can be determined.
From the very beginning of these proceedings, the Commission 
has encouraged a negotiated settlement of the case. This has 
been because of the extremely complicated i66ue6 involved 
(technical complexity, cost, customers of both UAMPS and UP&L 
in the same area, legal considerations and the long standing 
conflict between UP&L and some UAMPS member municipalities) and 
the belief that a negotiated settlement would foreclose 
protracted Commission hearings and the likelihood of lengthy, 
unproductive legal battles. The Commission recognized that the 
ultimate losers in such battles would be the electrical power 
consumers, regardless of who serves them. Discussions, 
however, did not yield a settlement.
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UP&L serves approximately 75 percent of all Utahns. During the 
1970's Utah had unusually strong economic and population 
growth. With the electric load increasing rapidly, UP&L was 
permitted to construct plant to meet the forecast growth. This 
large scale construction caused electric rates to increase 
dramatically. A change in the sale of wholesale electricity 
and the load growth expectations not being realized resulted in 
excess generation capacity in UP&L'6 system.
UAMPS desires independence from UP&L and what it feels is 
UP&L's lack of cooperation that makes pooling and dispatching 
of UAMPS resources unreasonably difficult and costly to its 
members. It appears that UAMPS is willing to incur
considerable cost to gain this independence. UP&L, on the 
other hand, is the utility that the Commission has certificated 
to serve the area of concern in this case. It, therefore has 
the rights and obligations as a regulated provider and must be 
ready, able and willing to serve both today and tomorrow.
UAMPS has no such requirement to serve its members. UP&L's 
rates are set not just on the customers to be served in this 
case, but are averaged over the entire system. UP&L argues 
that at least some of UP&L's excess capacity resulted from 
projections that included UAMPS' members' needs. They further 
argue that UAMPS' proposal would harm the other 75 percent of 
Utah consumers that are UP&L's ratepayers.
The bases for the Commission's decisions in this case include 
(1) several material factors that are still uncertain, (2) 
several available options and components, (3) the southwest 
Utah area will continue to be integrally tied to the rest of 
the state fox- some time, (4) the Commission's perspective must 
be statewide (5) there is an urgent need for at least minimal 
new transmission capacity in southwest Utah, and (6) the 
Commission's decision will approve the lowest cost current 
construction to meet the emergency southwest Utah requirements 
while leaving open as many future alternatives as possible.
The Commission finds that neither UAMPS' nor UP&L'8 proposals 
are appropriate at this time. It would be derelict in its duty 
to authorize the UAMPS' proposal which would cost $189.27 per 
kW delivered in the first year. This compares with $31.84 for 
the next highest alternative and $12.47 for the first phase 
project approved in this case. To ensure a reasonable
resolution of other UAMPS concerns, the Commission established 
a docket to investigate the utility wheeling practices in Utah.
The Commission ordered UP&L to construct their proposed 345 kV 
line from Newcastle to Central with the intention of having it 
operational by the 1987-1988 heating season. No further 
construction expenditures are authorized by the Order. Any 
future expenditures will be approved by the Commission when 
uncertainties are sufficiently clarified to permit a finding in 
the public interest.
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S e r v i c e L in k

The Commission Ordered that Mountain Bell may continue to
contract with ServiceLink for its operator services until—
further order of the Commission. (Ca6e 86-049-07)
On April 16, 1986, Mountain Bell informed the Commission of 
their intention to create a subsidiary entitled ServiceLink to 
provide operator services to Mountain Bell. ServiceLink was to 
be staffed by operators formerly employed by Mountain Bell but 
transferred to AT&T as a part of divestiture. The Commission 
had reservations and concerns about the proposed arrangement 
and informed Mountain Bell in a letter dated April 29, 1986 of 
its intention to hold hearings on the subject.
Hearings were scheduled in September but, to accommodate the 
parties, were rescheduled for late October and Early November. 
Briefs were filed by the parties December 5 and 8, and final 
oral argument took place December 11, 1986.
At the time, the Commission had four integrally related actions 
pending. First, a generic docket was open to consider the 
issue of relationships of telecommunications exchange 
carriers. In that docket the Commission has issued its order 
setting forth its conclusions about the authority over 
affiliate relationships of telecommunications utilities.
Second, the Commission has published its proposed Rule 95 and 
held a hearing on the proposed changes in Rule 95, which, among 
other things, requires the reporting of certain transactions 
between utilities and their unregulated affiliates. Third, the 
Commission has established a case in which it is specifically 
considering the affiliate relationships of Mountain Bell. 
Fourth, the Commission retained the consulting services of 
Price-Waterhouse Company to recommend a process for evaluating 
proposed affiliate formation and affiliate transactions.
The Commission chose to temporarily stand aside and allow the 
Mountain Bell/ServiceLink relationship to proceed pending the 
results of the actions described above. They emphasised that 
their standing aside was based upon their desire to have this 
additional information and upon representations of ServiceLink 
and Mountain Bell. ServiceLink indicated that it will make 
available to the Commission and the Division of Public 
Utilities, books and records sufficient to enable auditing of 
all transactions between ServiceLink and Mountain Bell.
Mountain Bell represented that the costs of operator services 
will be maintained at a level no greater than that which could 
have been provided internally; that the contract represents a 
$2 million savings over the cost incurred with AT&T; and that 
it can guarantee response to service problems through the 
contract.
It was again emphasized that in allowing the Mountain Bell- 
ServiceLink relationship to continue, the Commission in no way

-10- DRAFT 10-9-87 10:00am



t e n t i a t e s its authority to investigate any act or non-act of a 
public utility which may harm the public.
On April 24, 1987, the Commission issued the order that
Mountain Bell may continue until further order of the
Commission to contract with Service Link for its operator 
services.

Co-Generation Security Provision
The Commission ordered that three new methods in addition to
project failure insurance be available to cogenerators and
small power producers for providing protection to the ratepayer
from early project failure or abandonment, (Case 85-015-01)
In the Commission's earlier cogeneration Order on March 14,
1985, they said, "We seek a regulatory environment which will 
encourage small power production, while at the same time 
protecting the interests of the ratepayers and the general 
public." The order outlined a Standard Form Contract with 
failure insurance to protect the ratepayer from the exposure 
arising upon early project failure or abandonment. The central 
issue of the current case is how to provide this security for 
the developer's potential liability to repay the portion of the 
levelized rate which represents a "prepayment" for capacity.
At the Commission's January 1986 hearing on the application of 
Arizona Micro Utilities, the parties stipulated that project 
failure insurance was not reasonably commercially available at 
present. The Commission scheduled a hearing to consider 
alternative security options and also reconstituted the 
Contract Task Force to study the security provision problem.
The Task Force considered several options including self 
insurance and second liens and also attempted to identify the 
actual risk to the ratepayers. They, however, were unable to 
develop and report a consensus proposal to replace the failure 
insurance option.
The matter came up for hearing on May 22, 1986. Represented at 
the hearing were; Utah Power and Light, the Division of Public 
Utilities, the Utah Energy Office, the Utah Council of 
Independent Power Producers (UCIPP) and Sunnyside Cogeneration 
Association. After a two day hearing, the parties filed final 
briefs in lieu of final argument. Three alternatives were 
presented by the parties.
Utah Power and Light proposed a pooling concept in which small 
hydroelectric projects could pool their funds to provide the 
required security. Under this concept, a project would either 
join an established pool or form its own pool. No project 
would be required to join a specific pool, nor would any pool 
be forced to allow any other project to join.
The Utah Energy Office proposed that ratepayer security be 
achieved by an "Enhanced Second Lien" procedure. If buyer and
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•'seller cannot negotiate a mutually agreeable security
arrangement, the seller would have the option of providing 
security through either (1) insurance, (2) a defined second 
lien, (3) a limited cash reserve or (4) a charge against 
unsecured balances.
The Division of Public Utilities proposed a project security 
alternative based on capacity payments in five year 
increments. The project would be paid for during the time the 
project has been on-line in five year increments. This would 
result in the project receiving less revenue in the early years 
of operation and more revenues in the later years.
The Commission found all three alternatives to be reasonable.
It then, on March 5, 1987, ordered Utah Power and Light to 
negotiate power purchase contracts with qualifying cogeneration 
and small power producers which at the seller's option may 
include one the three approved alternatives to the project 
failure insurance already approved.

Life Line
The Commission ordered a surcharge on other telephone service
users to assist low-income households in securing telephone
service. (Case 85-999-13)
Having adopted a Joint Board recommendation to assist
low-income households in securing telephone service, the 
Federal Communications Commission provided a waiver of the 
federal residential customer access charge if the state adopted 
a qualifying plan for local lifeline assistance. Following-at 
mandate from the Utah Legislature, the Commission initiated 
rulemaking proceedings for the establishment of Lifeline Rates
The Commission received a "Proposed Settlement Stipulation" 
dated December 1, 1986 from all parties in this matter. The 
stipulation covered the assumptions, estimates, data and 
calculations used to develop the 1987 annualized cost 
projections for the Commission's and the Utah Department of 
Social Service's administration and the lifeline telephone 
service revenue requirement. Lifeline telephone service will 
be provided by: Beehive Telephone Company, Contel and Mountain 
Bell. «
The Commission ordered that the stipulation be approved and 
adopted. They further ordered that the surcharge would be 
collected from ratepayers by the telephone companies. The 
specific surcharge rates would be $0.18 per access line, 0.65% 
of billed revenue of toll and WATS service, intra and inter 
LATA, and 1.88% of intrastate access services billed revenue 
for non-regulated interexchange carriers (resellers).
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ZGas Transmission to Southwest Utah
Four separate entities submitted applications to provide
natural gas service to customers in central and southwest
Utah. On January 5. 1987. the Commission ordered that. Mountain
Fuel Su p pIv be authorized to provide this service, (Cases 
86-2016-01, 86-057-03, 86-091-01 and 86-2019-01)
Four separate entities submitted applications to provide 
natural gas service to residential, commercial, and industrial 
customers in central and southwest Utah. They were Natural Gas 
Corporation of Utah (NGC), Mountain fuel Supply Company (MFS), 
Central Utah Gas Company (CUG) and Grynberg Petroleum Company 
(GPC).
The area proposed to be served in varying degrees by the 
applicants included the counties of Sanpete, Sevier, Piute,
Iron and Washington as well as future expansion in Juab, 
Millard, Garfield and Beaver Counties. This area is not 
presently served by a natural gas utility.
CUG and NGC were both formed for the specific purpose of 
bringing natural gas service to central and southwest Utah.
CUG had filed a previous application in 1984 but the Commission 
found it deficient in material respects. Mountain Fuel is 
currently engaged in the business of distributing natural gas 
as a public utility in northern Utah and southwestern Wyoming. 
GPC is an oil and gas company established in Colorado and would 
form a separate Utah corporation should it be awarded a 
certificate.
Several companies, cities, counties and associations were 
granted permission to intervene in the proceedings. The 
Central/ Southern Utah Gas Coalition was one of these; they 
submitted a statement of position that included five goals. 
These goals included allowance for interconnection by 
municipally owned systems and for relatively short term 
franchises.
The Commission found the mandatory franchise terms and
municipal system interconnection inappropriate. It found that 
it is in the public interest to issue to Mountain Fuel Supply 
Company a certificate of public convenience and necessity 
authorizing it to construct, operate and maintain a natural gas 
distribution system in central and southwest Utah communities 
which have or will grant acceptable franchises to Mountain 
Fuel. On January 5, 1987, The Commission ordered the issuance 
of the certificate, set timing and conditions of implementation 
and reconfirmed the existing gas service rules and regulations.
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ELECTRIC CASES
(See the Simonelli. UAMPS and the Cogeneration Security 
Provision cases in the "Major Cases" section of this report.)

Utah Power & Light Promissory Notes
The Commission, on September 10, 1987 authorized Utah Power & 
Light to issue and sell promissory notes to banks and dealers 
in commercial paper, with maturities of ncA, more than nine 
months in the aggregate principle amount of not more than $245 
million. (Case 86-035-12)

Utah Power & Light First Mortgage Bonds
On September 18, 1986, the Commission authorized Utah Power & 
Light to issue not more than $170 million in first mortgage 
bonds for the purpose of redeeming some outstanding securities 
bearing higher dividend rates than those currently prevailing. 
(Case 86-035-15)

Utah Power & Light First Mortgage Bonds
On November 10, 1986, the Commission authorized Utah Power & 
Light to issue not more than $92 million in first mortgage 
bonds for the purpose of redeeming some outstanding securities 
bearing higher dividend rates than those currently prevailing. 
(Case 86-035-18)

Mount Wheeler Power Inc. Loans
On January 9, 1987, the Commission approved Mount Wheeler 
Power Inc.'s petition to obtain loans from the Federal 
Financing Bank in the amount of $1,689,000 for the improvement 
and expansion of its substation for interconnection with the 
Intermountain Power Project line. (Case 86-031-01)

Utah Power & Light Leasing Subsidiary
On January 16, 1987, the Commission ordered that Utah Power & 
Light Company could form a wholly-owned leasing subsidiary for 
the purpose of leasing street lighting and various other 
systems and equipment to third parties. The approval was 
subject to specific findings of fact and stipulations. (Case 
86-035-10)
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Ĉogeneration Approval
The power purchase agreement between Utah Power & Light and Jon 
T. Wall was found to be in the public interest and was approved 
on January 30, 1987. (Case 86-035-04)

Cogeneration Standard Form Contract
On April 3, 1987, the Commission ordered that cogenerators and 
small power producers are subject to the provisions of and 
eligible to receive the terms of the Standard Form Contract. 
(Case 80-999-06)

Cogeneration Approval
The power purchase agreement between Utah Power & Light and 
Calvin G. Fox wa6 found to be in the public interest and was 
approved on April 7, 1987. (Case 87-035-02)

Cogeneration Approval
The power purchase agreement between Utah Power & Light and 
Great Western Power & Light, Inc. was found to be in the public 
interest and was approved on April 8, 1987. (Case 87-035-05)

Cogeneration Approval
The power purchase agreement between Utah Power & Light and 
American Fork Hydro Associates was found to be in the public 
interest and was approved on April 8, 1987. (Case 87-035-08)

Utah Power & Light First Mortgage Bonds
On April 15, 1987, the Commission authorized Utah Power & Light 
to issue not more than $95 million in first mortgage bonds for 
the purpose of redeeming some outstanding securities bearing 
higher dividend rates than those currently prevailing. (Case 
87-035-09)

Moon Lake Electric Association Rules & Regulations
Changes in Moon Lake Electric Association's rules residential 
customer occupancy, reconnection fee timing and the handling of 
seasonal customers were approved by the Commission on April 23, 
1987. (Case 86-030-04)
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Moon Lake Electric Association Loans
On April 23, 1987, the Commission approved Moon Lake Electric 
Association's petition to obtain loans from the REA in the 
amount of $3,477,000 and from the CFC in the amount of 
$1,536,082 for the building of substations, transmission and 
distribution lines and the rebuilding of existing lines. 
Approval was contingent upon the facilities not conflicting 
with any other certificated public utility. (Case 87-030-01)

Borrowing by Garkane Power Association, Inc,
On April 24, 1987, the Commission approved the borrowing of up 
to $5,672,606 from the United States of America and up to 
$2,431,117 from the National Rural Utilities Cooperative 
Finance Corporation for the stipulated construction and 
operating of 111 additional miles of electric lines. (Case 
87-028-01)

Capital Credit Refund to customers in Kane County
The Utah portion of the Garkane Power Association capital 
credit refund was delivered to, and maintained in an 
interest-bearing account by Utah Power & Light. The Commission 
ordered Utah Power & Light to refund the balance in this 
account to the current customers in Kane County. (Case 
85-028-02)

Cogeneration Approval
The power purchase agreement between Utah Power & Light and 
Sunnyside Cogeneration Associates was found to be in the public 
interest and was approved on May 11, 1987. (Case 87-035-04)

Utah Power & Light First Mortgage Bonds
On May 26, 1987, the Commission authorized Utah Power & Light 
to issue not more than $77,200,000 in first mortgage bonds for 
the purpose of refunding outstanding bonds and financing 
certain pollution control facilities at the Hunter, Huntington, 
and Naughton Plants. (Case 87-035-17)

Cost-Based Time Differentiated Rates
Interim approval was granted by the Commission to Utah Power 
and Light for specific cost-based time differentiated service 
schedules. The terms, rates and availability of said schedules 
are subject to Commission examination in a later case. (Case 
86-035-23)
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NATURAL GAS CASES

(See the Gas Transmission to Southwest Utah case in the "Major 
Cases" section of this report.)

Mountain Fuel Supply__gas for "West Desert Pumping"
Mountain Fuel Supply negotiated a contract with the Utah 
Division of Water Resources for gas to used in the natural gas 
engines used to pump water from the Great Salt Lake onto the 
west Desert. On August 8, 1987, the Commission in summary 
procedure ordered that the order is in the public interest and 
is approved. (Case 86-057-06)

Mountain Fuel. Supply Base Rate Adjustment
On August 14, 1987, the Commission ordered that Mountain Fuel 
Supply's requested base rate decrease of $.09 per typical GS-1 
customer be approved based upon continued investigation by the 
Division of Public Utilities on increasing supplier non-gas 
costs. (Case 86-057-05)

Utah Gas Service's Gas Balancing Account
On September 10, 1987, the Commission under summary procedure 
ordered that the accounting of Utah Gas Service's Gas 
Balancing Account be approved with no rate adjustment. (Case 
85-059-02)

Utah Gas Service Co. Rate Decrease
Settlement Agreements and amendments were reached which 
resolved several disputes between Utah Gas Service and gas 
suppliers which resulted in lowered gas prices from the 
suppliers. On September 30, 1986, the Commission ordered 
under summary procedure that the Settlement Agreements be 
approved and that Utah Gas Service's requested 5% rate 
decrease be approved. (Cases 86-059-01 and 86-059-02)

Mountain Fuel Supply Little Cottonwood Canyon Service Terms
On October 2, 1987, the Commission ordered approval of a 
special tariff for service to customers in the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon area. Tariff terms included service 
termination procedures for customers who breached their 
agreement to pay prorated share of costs. (Case 86-057-08)
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yfftah Gas Service Emergency Rate Increase
On November 17, 1987, the Commission ordered that the emergency 
rate increase for industrial customers be approved only until 
the Commission enters its decision on the pending general rate 
case or until interim rates are authorized. (Case 86-059-03)

Emergency Interruptible Industrial Transportation Rates
The application of Mountain Fuel Supply and the motion by Amax 
Magnesium for approval of interruptible industrial 
transportation rates were approved on an interim basis by the 
Commission on November 26, 1986. Application of the order was 
restricted to this specific emergency. (Case 86-057-07)

Utah Gas Service Co. Rate Decrease
A joint stipulation and settlement proposal wa6 reached by the 
Utah Gas Service Company, The Division of Public Utilities and 
the Committee of Consumer Services. On December 22, 1987, the 
Commission approved the settlement proposal and ordered the 
adjustment to the Gas Balancing Account and the rate decrease 
which averaged 3.9% for residential/commercial customers. 
(Cases 86-059-03 and 86-059-04)

Interruptible Industrial Transportation Rates
The application of Mountain Fuel Supply for approval of
interruptible industrial transportation rates was approved on. 
an interim basis by the Commission on April 2, 1987. Several 
modifications and restrictions relative to volume, incremental 
loads, rates, etc. were contained in the order. (Case 86-057-07)

1'Insulate EJ.pw1‘-Program,Elimination
The “Insulate Now" Program was ordered eliminated by the 
Commission due to its steadily declining usage by ratepayers. 
(Case 87-057-T02)

Mesa Pipeline Company Not a Public Utility
On May 7, 1987, the Commission ordered that Mesa Pipeline was 
not subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the Commission 
solely by reason of its sales made to Mountain Fuel Resources, 
Inc. Mesa's regulatory status related to sales to other 
entities was reserved for future determination if required. 
(Case 87-056-01)
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/[Jtah Gas Service Rate Decrease

The Commission, on May 27, 1987, issued a Summary Order 
approving an adjustment to Utah Gas Service's gas balancing 
account and related rate decrease. The decrease amounted to 
3.49 percent for the average residential customer. (Case 
87-059-01)
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Z TELECOMMUNICATIONS CASES

(See the ServiceLink and Lifeline cases in the "Major Cases" 
section of this report.)

Refunds To Former Customers of Long Distance Telephone Company
On July 3, 1986, the Commission approved the accounting 
submitted by the Sorensen System of Sorensen's refunds to the 
former customers of Long Distance Telephone Company. (Case 
84-088-01)

AT&T Limited Intra-LATA telecommunications Service
Following receipt of a proposed settlement stipulation from 
the parties in the matter, the Commission, on September 4, 
1986, ordered that AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, 
Inc. be granted expanded authority in its present certificate 
to provide intra-LATA telephone and telecommunications service 
in providing Software Defined Network Service between points 
in Utah. (Cases 85-087-02 and 85-087-T04)

Daniels & Associates Mobile Telephone Service
The Commission, on September 15, 1986 ordered that Daniels & 
Associates be issued a Certificate of convenience and 
necessity authorizing it to operate a radio-telephone utility 
in the Domestic Public and Mobile Service. The order set 
conditions of operation and agreement with Mountain Bell. 
(Case 86-2022-01)

Uintah Basin Telephone Depreciation Schedule Revision
On October 29, 1986, the Commission ordered approval of Uintah 
Basin Telephone'6 requested revisions to account number usage 
and depreciation schedules as modified by the Division of 
Public Utilities. (Case 86-053-01)

Utah State University Telecommunication Reseller Status
On November 6, 1986, the Commission ordered that Utah State 
University be granted non-reseller status for the purpose of 
supplying telephone service to students residing in campus 
housing. (Case 86-2021-01)
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^zfurisdiction over intrastate Cable Television Companies
On its own motion, on November 17, 1986, the Commission made a 
declaratory ruling that one-way cable television is without the 
Commission's jurisdiction under current, applicable law. (Case 
85-999-15)

Brigham Young University Telecommunications Reseller Status
On November 21, 1986, the Commission ordered that Brigham Young 
University and its students are a single entity and therefore 
is granted a waiver from designation as a telecommunications 
reseller’ and is not subject to Resell/Sharing tariffs. (Case 
86-2023-01)

Manti Telephone Company Pav Station Rate Increase
The Commission, on November 24,1986, ordered that Manti 
Telephone Company's request be granted to increase its pay 
station local rate from $.10 to $.25. (Case 86-046-T01)

Daniels & Associates' Acquisition of Mobile Telephone Inc.
On December 10, 1986 the Commission approved the acquisition 
by Daniels & Associates of the operating rights under 
Certificate No. 1856 formerly held by Mobile Telephone, Inc. of 
Southern Utah. (Case 86-2022-02)

Mountain Bell Late Payment Charge
Representatives of a broad range of interests, leaving no 
significant group unrepresented, entered into a stipulation 
that was presented to the Commission. On December 31, 1986, 
the Commission approved the stipulation and ordered into effect 
the tariff containing a charge for late payment to Mountain 
Bell. (Case 86-049-T06)

Cellular One
Approval was granted by the Public Service Commission on 
January 5, 1987 to ACC/McCaw Cellular of Salt lake City to 
construct and operate a cellular mobile radio
telecommunications system in the Salt Lake City, Utah
Metropolitan Area (“MSA"). The significance of this occurrence 
is that it paves the way for the deregulation of cellular 
service within the nine months after both the wire-line and 
nonwire-line carriers receive their covering license from the 
FCC. (Case 86-2020-01)
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Reasonableness of Mountain Bell's Return on Equity
Several agencies of the Federal Government filed a joint 
petition that the Commission investigate the reasonableness of 
Mountain Bell's return on equity in light of the current 
economic conditions. On January 14, 1987, the Commission 
dismissed the petition and ordered the Division of Public 
Utilities to continue to monitor Mountain Bell's earning 
levels. (Case 86-049-09)

Microwave Telecommunications Operating Rights
A negotiated stipulation on the application of Max Bangerter 
for certain operating rights was reached between Max Bangerter 
dba Microwave Telecommunications, Daniels and Associates, inc., 
the Division of Public Utilities and David B. Williams dba 
Industrial Communications. On January 14, 1987, the Commission 
concluded that the stipulation was in the public interest, 
accepted and approved the stipulation and ordered that the 
Commission did not have jurisdiction over the case. (Case 
86-2024-01)

Mobile Radio Exemption From Regulation
This case presents the first opportunity for the Commission to 
apply the provisions of the statute enacted by the Utah 
Legislature in 1985, which authorizes the Commission to exempt 
certain telecommunication services from regulation. The 
statute requires effective competition, reasonably available 
alternatives, no captive customer base and action in the public 
interest. The commission found that these criteria were met in 
Moab, Monticello, Ogden, Price, Provo, Salt Lake City and 
Vernal and ordered that mobile radio suppliers in these cities 
need not seek approval of rate changes. The order also stated 
that rural radio service will continue subject to all 
regulatory requirements. (Cases 85-049-09 and 95-999-19)

Telecommunications Affiliated Relationships
On April 24, 1987, the Commission issued a declaratory order 
that it has authority under the laws of the State of Utah to 
investigate and evaluate any proposed affiliate relationship or 
any affiliate transaction by a public utility and to approve or 
disapprove same. (Case 86-999-09)
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fountain Bell Tariff Revision on Billing Services
Revisions to the billing and collections sections of the 
Intrastate Access Tariff, as requested by Mountain Bell, were 
approved on May 8, 1987. (Case 87-049-T02)

Surcharge fo r  De af

Acting on an emergency basis on June 11, 1987, the Commission 
ordered a surcharge be collected on each residence and business 
access line in the state. The surcharge is to be identified on 
the billings as "1987 Legislative Deaf Tax". The funds will be 
used for a program to serve the needs of the hearing and speech 
impaired. (Case 87-999-04)
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WATER CASES

P i n e  Hollow Estates Culinary Water Service
On December 8, 1987, the Commission granted a certificate of 
convenience and necessity to Pine Hollow Estates to render 
culinary water service in the Pine Hollow Estates Subdivision 
(Case 85-2165-01)

Storm Haven Water Company Hook-Up Fee Increase
On January 20, 1987, the Commission ordered that Storm Haven 
Water Company could increase its water hook-up fees from $400 to $1,000. (Case 86-014-01)

White City Water Company Acquisition of Assets
White City Water Company asked for approval from the
Commission to acquire a water plant from the Salt Lake County 
Water Conservancy District. On February 25, 1987, The 
Commission ordered that Commission approval of the action was 
not necessary. (Case 86-018-01)

Dammeron Valley Water Works Rates and Charges Adjustment
Dammeron Valley Water owners and users reached a stipulated 
agreement relative to an increase in culinary water rates and 
separate irrigation water rates. This agreement was approved 
by the Commission in its Order issued May 8, 1987. (Case 
87-2025-01)
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TRANSPORTATION CASES
The Commission is charged with the responsibility of
regulating motor carriers for hire, engaged in the
transportation of passengers or property for hire in the State 
of Utah.
The issuance or cancellation of Certificates of Convenience 
and Necessity issued to common carriers, and permits issued to 
contract carriers requires a formal hearing, and an order of 
the Commission. Interstate carrier licenses require only that 
the carrier provide evidence of ICC authority, evidence of 
insurance, and designation of process agent.
Exempt motor carriers are exempt from regulation by the 
Commission, under Section 54-6-12, Utah Code Annotated 1953. 
These carriers are issued exempt certificates when they 
register their operations with the Division of Public 
Utilities.
There were 608 orders issued involving motor carriers during 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1987. Of these orders, 270 
included motor carrier rates and were initiated by show cause 
orders. The remaining orders mainly involved motor carrier 
operating authority with a few orders in miscellaneous matters
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/ ELECTRIC UTILITY STATIST ICS

T ab le  1
TREND OF ELECTRIC RATES AND OSE OF 

ELECTRIC POWER IN UTAH
R e s i d e n t i a l  S e rv ic e

The t a b l e  bel ow  sh ow s in f o r m a t io n  on  th e  u se  an d c o s t  o f  
e l e c t r i c i t y  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  c u s to m e rs  f o r  y e a r s  b e g in n in g  19 80 .

A nn ua l
A vera ge
Use  P e r

A ver ag e
C harg e P e r  
K i lo w a t t -

A nnu al
A vera ge
B i l l  P e r

Y ea r C ust om er Ho ur C ust om er

INVESTOR OWNED UT ILITIES*

198 3 6 ,6 9 5 7 .6 3 5 c 5 11 .1 7
1984 6 ,7 4 4 8 .2 7 3 c 5 5 7 .9 8
1985 6 ,7 7 5 8 .6 6 6 c 5 8 7 .1 4
1986 6 ,6 9 6 8 .5 8 7 c 574 .9 7

RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATIONS

198 3 9 ,7 1 0 4 .9 0 8 c 4 7 6 .5 5
1984 10 ,3 83 5 . 24 5c 5 4 4 .5 8
198 5 10 ,3 13 5 .8 6 2 c 6 0 4 .5 6
198 6 9 ,5 2 3 6 .3 2 2 c 6 0 2 .0 5

* UP*L R a te  1 - E x c lu d es  S tr a w b e r ry  d a ta
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T ab le  2
KILOWATT-HOUR SALES AND CUSTOMERS 

C a le n d a r  Y ea r En de d Dec em be r 31 , 1986

A sum ma ry o f  th e  k i lo w a t - h o u r s  s o ld  an d th e  a v e ra g e  nu m be r o f  
c u s to m e rs  s e rv e d  in  U ta h by  e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t i e s  r e g u l a t e d  by  th e  
Com m is sion  d u r in g  th e  y e a r  f i s c a l  y e a r  e n d in g  Dec em be r 31, 198 6 
i s  p o r t r a y e d  in  th e  t a b l e  be lo w .

K il o w a tt -H o u rs
S o ld

A ver ag e 
Num ber o f

Ty pe  o f  C ust om er ( T h o u sa n d s) C ust om ers

INVESTOR OWNED UT ILITIES

R e s i d e n t i a l 3 ,0 0 5 ,1 7 2 ,3 4 1 410 ,1 23
C om m er ci al 2 ,8 3 1 ,6 7 2 ,1 4 8 3 8 ,1 51

I n d u s t r i a l  ( I n c lu d e s  i r r i g a t i o n  s a l e s ) 4 ,0 1 0 ,8 0 2 ,0 6 4 7 ,5 2 7
P u b l ic  s t r e e t  an d hi ghw ay  l i g h t i n g 4 6 ,6 3 7 ,1 5 0 1 ,6 14
O th e r s a l e s  to  p u b l ic  a u t h o r i t i e s 5 4 1 .8 1 6 .9 1 5 48

T o ta l  s a l e s  to  u l t i m a t e  consu m ers 1 0 ,4 3 6 ,1 0 0 ,6 1 8 457 ,4 63

S a le s  f o r  r e s a l e 3 .0 7 0 .3 5 5 .5 3 4 21
T o ta l  S a le s  I n v e s to r  Owned U t i l i t i e s  1 3 ,5 0 6 ,4 5 6 ,1 5 2

COOPERATIVE ELECTRIC ASSOCIATIONS

457 ,4 84

R e s i d e n t i a l 1 6 1 ,4 4 9 ,1 4 1 16 ,9 54
I r r i g a t i o n 6 6 ,3 8 4 ,7 3 1 1 ,0 08
C om m er ci al 5 7 ,9 5 2 ,0 1 5 2 ,7 1 4
I n d u s t r i a l 3 8 7 ,1 1 4 ,9 8 5 635
P u b l ic  s t r e e t  an d hi ghw ay  l i g h t i n g 1 ,1 6 4 ,9 5 1 35
O th e r  s a l e s  t o  p u b l ic  a u t h o r i t i e s 2 .6 7 2 .9 2 4 89

T o ta l  s a l e s  t o  u l t i m a t e  consu m ers 6 7 6 ,7 3 8 ,7 4 7 2 1 ,4 3 5

S a le s  f o r  r e s a l e 0 0
T o ta l  S a le s  -  C o o p e ra ti v e  E le c  A ss oc  6 7 6 ,7 3 8 ,7 4 7

SUMMARY - ALL UT ILITIES

21 ,4 35

T o ta l  s a l e s  t o  u l t i m a t e  consu m ers 1 1 ,1 1 2 ,8 3 9 ,3 6 5 478 ,8 98
T o ta l  s a l e s  f o r  r e s a l e 3 .0 7 0 ,3 5 5 .5 3 4 21

T o ta l  S a le s  - A l l  U t i l i t i e s 1 4 ,1 8 3 ,1 9 4 ,8 9 9 478 ,9 19
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/  T a b le  3
ELE CTRIC  UTI LI TY  REVENUE

U ta h  J u r i s d i c t i o n a l  O n ly  -  By C u s to m e r  C l a s s  
C a l e n d a r  Y e a r  e n d e d  D e ce m b e r 3 1 , 1986

The t a b l e  b e lo w  sh o w s t h e  U ta h  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  r e v e n u e  e a c h  
e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t y  r e c e i v e d  d u r i n g  t h e  c a l e n d a r  y e a r  e n d e d  
D ecem b er 3 1 , 1986 fr o m  t h e  v a r i o u s  c u s to m e r  c l a s s e s .

C o m m e rc ia l S t r e e t S a l e s
I n d u s t r i a l a n d  O th e r F o r

R e s i d e n t i a l I r r i g a t i o n P u b l i c R e s a l e TOTAL

COOPERATIVE ELE CTRIC  ASS OCIAT ION  
B r i d g e r  V a l l e y  E l e c t r i c  A s s o c i a t i o n

2 7 8 ,5 5 8  2 0 3 ,6 7 0  8 ,3 7 2
D e s e r e t  G e n e r a t i o n  a n d  T r a n s m is s i o n  C o- O p*

1 0 5 ,1 2 6 ,9 1 6
D ix i e  E s c a l a n t e  REA

1 ,3 9 9 ,2 9 6  4 ,1 4 5 ,6 7 9  6 ,5 4 7
E m p ir e  E l e c t r i c  A s s o c i a t i o n

4 1 8 ,1 9 2  3 8 6 ,3 9 4  1 6 ,5 7 5
F l o w e l l  E l e c t r i c  A s s o c i a t i o n  

1 4 4 ,8 0 4  3 4 3 ,3 6 7
G a rk a n e  P o w er A s s o c i a t i o n

2 ,0 2 1 ,8 1 4  2 ,2 3 2 ,4 1 3  1 5 8 ,7 0 8
Moon L ak e  E l e c t r i c  A s s o c i a t i o n

5 ,4 1 2 ,0 3 5  2 1 ,3 4 8 ,9 9 4  5 5 ,4 8 8
M t.  W h e e le r  P o w er

6 7 ,1 5 8  1 6 4 ,8 9 3
R a f t  R iv e r  R u r a l  E l e c t r i c  Co- Op 

1 8 4 ,3 9 8  7 2 3 ,0 1 8
W e lls  R u r a l  E l e c t r i c  Co.

3 8 3 ,6 8 6  7 6 3 ,1 7 6
Su b t o t a l s  _____________

1 0 ,3 0 9 ,9 4 1  3 0 ,3 1 1 ,6 0 4

1 ,0 0 8

2 4 6 ,6 9 8  1 0 5 ,1 2 6 ,9 1 6

INVESTOR OWNED 
S t r a w b e r r y  E l e c t r i c a l  S e r v i c e  D i s t r i c t * *

4 8 2 ,0 2 3  4 2 5 ,0 4 9  6 ,3 9 9
S t r a w b e r r y  W a te r  U s e r s  A s s o c i a t i o n

U ta h  P o w er & L i g h t  Co.  
2 5 7 ,2 6 0 ,1 9 5  4 2 5 ,4 0 2 ,0 6 0

S u b t o t a l s _____  ______________
3 6 ,4 3 4 ,0 3 0

2 ,3 1 9 ,3 7 5

7 3 ,8 9 3 ,6 5 6

2 5 7 ,7 4 2 ,2 1 8  4 2 5 ,8 2 7 ,1 0 3  3 6 ,4 4 0 ,4 2 9  7 6 ,2 1 3 ,0 3 1

4 9 0 ,6 0 0

1 0 5 ,1 2 6 ,9 1 6

5 ,5 5 1 ,5 2 2

8 2 1 ,1 6 1

4 8 8 ,1 7 1

4 ,4 1 2 ,9 3 5

2 6 ,8 1 6 .5 1 7

2 3 2 ,0 5 1

9 0 7 ,4 1 6

1 ,1 4 7 ,8 7 0

1 4 5 ,9 9 5 ,1 5 9

9 1 3 ,4 7 1

2 ,3 1 9 ,3 7 5

7 9 2 ,9 8 9 ,9 4 1

7 9 6 ,2 2 2 ,7 8 7

T ot a l  R e v e n u e  
2 6 8 ,0 5 2 ,1 5 9 4 5 6 ,1 3 8 ,7 1 3 3 6 ,6 8 7 ,1 4 7 1 8 1 ,3 3 9 ,9 4 7 9 4 2 ,2 1 7 ,9 4 6

* I n c l u d e s  r e v e n u e s  fr o m  i n s i d e  a n d  o u t s i d e  o f  U ta h  
**  Y e a r  e n d in g  S e p te m b e r  3 0 , 195 6
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Table 4
UTAH POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

Typical Residential Customer Annual Bill
Utah Schedule No. 1 Customer 

500 KWH Per Month
The table below shows the annual bill for a typical Utah 
schedule No. 1 residential customer of Utah Power & Light 
Company using 500 Kilowatt-hours per month based on the rates 
in effect on January 1 of each year since 1980 and the 
percentage increase each year's bill is over the preceding year.

Annual BillRates In Effect On Percent Change

January 1, 1984 453.00 -
January 1, 1985 522.96 15.4%
January 1, 1986 515.64 (1.4%)
January 1, 1987 515.64 0%
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NATURAL GAS U T IL IT Y  S T A T IS T IC S

*Pâb 16  5
TREND OF NATURAL GAS RA TE S AND USE OF GAS IN  UTAH 

R e s i d e n t i a l  a n d  C o m m e r c ia l  C u s t o m e r s

T h e  t a b l e  b e lo w  s u m m a r i z e s  u s a g e  o f  n a t u r a l  g a s  f o r  y e a r s  
b e g i n n i n g  w i t h  1 9 8 0 .  T h e  a v e r a g e  a n n u a l  b i l l  p e r  r e s i d e n t i a l  
a n d  c o m m e r c i a l  c u s t o m e r  d e c r e a s e d  b y  $ 9 8 . 4 9  o r  1 2 . 9  p e r c e n t  
d u r i n g  1 9 8 6  o v e r  1 9 8 5 .  A t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  a v e r a g e  u s a g e  
d e c r e a s e d  b y  1 0 . 0  p e r c e n t .

A n n u a l A v e r a g e A n n u a l
A v e r a g e  U se C h a r g e  P e r A v e r a g e  B i l l

Y e a r P e r  C u s t o m e r M c f P e r  C u s t o m e r

IN VE ST OR OWNED U T IL IT IE S

1 9 8 0 1 5 4 .7 8  M c f $  2 . 7 5 2 $  4 2 6 .0 1
1 9 8 1 1 4 3 .5 4 $ 3 .2 3 9 4 6 4 .9 9
1 9 8 2 1 6 0 .6 2 $ 3 . 6 7 0 5 8 9 . 5 5
1 9 8 3 1 4 5 .8 0 $ 4 . 6 5 5 6 7 8 . 7 1
1 9 8 4 1 6 1 .8 6 $ 5 . 2 9 5 8 5 6 . 9 8
1 9 8 5 1 4 7 .2 3 $  5 . 1 7 8 7 6 2 . 3 3
1 9 8 6 1 3 2 .4 5 $  5 . 0 1 2 6 6 3 . 8 4
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Table 6
MCF SALES AND CUSTOMERS 

1986
A summary of number of Mcf (thousands of cubic feet) sold and 
the average number of customers served in Utah during the year 
ended December 31, 1986 is shown in the table below.

Type of Customer
MCF

Sold
(14.73 PSIA)

Average 
Number of 
Customers

INVESTOR OWNED UTILITIES
Residential and Commercial
Industrial
Other sales to public authorities 

Total sales to ultimate consumers

57,704,233
26,445,005
____7., 117
84,156,355

435,683
567

_______1
436,251

Sales for resale 159.669 3
Total Sales-Investor Owned Utilities 84,316,023 436,254

NATURAL GAS SALES AND CUSTOMER
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The t a b l e  be lo w  sh ow s th e  U ta h J u r i s d i c t i o n a l  re v e n u e

T ab le  7
GAS UTILITY REVENUE 

U ta h J u r i s d i c t i o n  Onl y
By C ust om er  C la s s  

198 6

C a te g o ry
M ounta in  F u e l 

S upp ly
U ta h Ga s 

S e rv ic e T o ta l

R e s id e n t '1  & Co mm erc ' 
I n d u s t r i a l
P u b l ic  A u t h o r i t i e s  &

1 $ 2 8 5 ,4 6 1 ,0 2 8
8 4 ,6 3 3 ,9 2 2

O th e r

$ 3 ,7 6 1 ,5 3 1
987 ,0 05

4 1 ,7 26

$ 2 8 9 ,2 2 2 ,5 5 9
8 5 ,6 2 0 ,9 2 7

4 1 ,7 2 6

T o ta l  R e t a i l $ 3 7 0 ,0 9 4 ,9 5 0 $ 4 ,7 9 0 ,2 6 2 $ 3 7 4 ,8 8 5 ,2 1 2

S a le s  f o r  R e sa le 510 ,5 92 510 ,5 9 2

TOTAL SALES $ 3 7 0 ,6 0 5 ,5 4 2 $ 4 ,7 9 0 ,2 6 2 $ 3 7 5 ,3 9 5 ,8 0 4
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/ Table 8
MOUNTAIN FUEL SUPPLY COMPANY

Typical Residential Customer Annual Bill 
Utah GS-1 Customer

Based on Usage at 1150 Therms Per Year
The table below shows the annual bill for a typical Utah 
residential customer of Mountain Fuel Supply Company using 180 
Mcf of gas per year based on the rates in effect on January 1 
of each year since 1980, and percentage increase each year's 
bill is over the preceding year.

Rates In Effect On: Annual Bill Percent Change

January 1, 1980
January 1, 1981

$426.01
464.99 9.2%

January 1, 1982 589.55 26.8%
January 1, 1983 678.71 15.1%
January 1, 1984 856.96 26.3%$
January 1, 1985 762.33 (11.0%)
January 1, 1986 663.84 (12.9%)
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS UTILITY STATISTICS

Ta ble 9
TELEPHONE LI NES BY  MAJOR CLASSIFICATION 

Within Th e St at e of Uta h
December 31, 1986

The ta ble below show s the number of telephone lines in service 
by classification within th e St ate of Ut ah  as of December 31,
1986 Th is  ta ble does no t in cl ude extensions on each line.

I

Category
Residence
Se rv ice

Business
Se rvice Tot al

Main Li nes 499, 21 8 114,297 61 3,515
Mobile Li nes 667 667
P.B.X. 136 136
Coin Li nes 8, 615 8.615

To tal Company Phone Lines 622, 93 3

Service Li nes 60
Mise. Mountain Bel l Lines 50.3 83

To tal Telephones Li ne s in Service 67 3,376

TELEPH ONE LINES BY NIAJOR CLAS SI PICA
G ra p h  Q

Mobile
M is e  M B (7 .5 ? :- ) 

P .B .X . ( 0 . 1 ^ )

M ain  R e s id e n c e  ( 1 7 .0 ? : ) \/

Coin  (1 .3 ? :>

M ain  B u s in e s s  (7 4 -.  1?S)
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T ab le  10

NUMBER OF COMPANY TELEPHONES/LINES IN UTAH

The t a b l e  bel ow  sh ow s th e  nu m be r o f  compa ny  ow ned te le p h o n e s  in  
s e r v i c e  in  U ta h d u r in g  th e  y e a r s  s in c e  19 80 . T h ere  was a x .x xX  
in c r e a s e  in  th e  nu m be r o f  te le p h o n e s  d u r in g  19 86 . N ot e t h a t  
s in c e  th e  d i v e s t i t u r e  o f  AT&T, th e  s t a t i s t i c s  sho w nu m be r o f  
l i n e s  r a t h e r  t h a t n  nu m be r o f  p h o n e s .

Y ea r
Net  G ai n  (L o ss) 

D u ri n g  Y ea r
Num ber  At  

End  o f  Y ea r

1980
198 1
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986

4 1 ,1 6 9
6 ,0 4 2

(3 8 ,6 7 2 )
(2 1 2 ,7 1 7 )

1 ,0 7 5 ,0 4 0
1 ,0 8 1 ,0 8 2
1 ,0 4 2 ,4 1 0

8 2 9 ,6 9 3

67 3 ,3 7 6

-3 9 - DRAFT 1 0 -9 -8 7  10 :00a m



T ab le  11
AVERAGE MONTHLY TELEPHONE BILLING 

INCLUDING BASIC SERVICE AND LONG DISTANCE

Y ea r
R e s i d e n t i a l

C ust om er
B u s in e s s
C ust om er

R e s i d e n t i a l
P e r c e n t

C ust om er

B u s in e s s
P e r c e n t

C ust om er

1980 - -

198 1 $ 3 0 .3 8 $ 1 7 9 .9 0 - -

1982 3 3 .7 3 199 .4 5 11 .03 % 10 .87 %

198 3 3 4 .9 8 2 1 1 .2 3 3.7 1% 5.9 0%

198 4 • •

1985 • • .

1986

-4 0 - DRAFT 1 0 -9 -8 7  10 :0 0a m



TRANSPORTATION UTILITY STATISTICS

Table 12
SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS 

INVOLVING MOTOR CARRIER AUTHORITY
The table below summarizes the proceedings involving Motor 
Carrier Authority.

Type of Authority Issued Cancelled

Certificates of Convenience 
and Necessity 97 36

Contract Carrier Permits 27 24
Interstate Carrier Licenses 1,775 621
Exempt Licenses and Certificates 475 210

Total 2,374 891

-41- DRAFT 10-9-87 10:00am



T ab le  13
CERTIFICATES OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

ISSUED TO MOTOR CARRIERS
J u ly  1, 198 6 th ro u g h  Ju n e  30, 1987

Name o f  C a r r i e r
D ate  Of

O rd e r
C e r t i f i c a t e

Num ber
C as e

Num ber

T ra il w a y s  L in e s  In c .
ISSUED

7 -1 4 -8 6 2 ,1 8 4 8 6 -7 5 0 -0 1
Kap pe n & R u h te r  T ru c k in g 8 -1 3 -8 6 2 ,1 8 6 8 6 -7 4 4 -0 1
S & S G ara ge  & B u ll d o z g 8 -1 4 -8 7 1 ,1 04 8 6 -7 4 3 -0 1
M il ne  T ru ck  L in e s 8 -1 9 -8 6 2 ,1 8 7 8 6 -2 4 2 -0 1
D & D C o n ta in e r , In c . 8 -2 7 -8 6 2 ,1 8 8 8 6 -5 6 5 -0 1

G e t te r  T ru c k in g 8 -2 8 -8 6 2 ,2 7 0 8 6 -7 5 7 -0 1
L is so n b e e  & So ns 8 -2 8 -8 6 2 ,1 8 9 8 4 -2 2 8 -0 1
W est e rn  G re yh ou nd  L in e s 9 -1 7 -8 6 1 ,4 53 8 6 -7 5 5 -0 1
Tom J u s t i c e  C o n s tru c tn 1 0 -2 9 -8 6 1 ,9 85 8 6 -7 5 9 -0 1
Asp en  D i s t r i b u t i o n  S v c s l l -  3 -8 6 2 ,1 9 3 86 -5 6 9 -0 1

M ic h ae l H. H a r r is o n 11- 5 -8 6 2 ,1 9 6 8 6 -7 6 7 -0 1
E rn ie  V ig i l  T ru c k in g 11 -1 7 -8 6 2 ,1 9 5 8 6 -7 4 9 -0 1
JKL C o n s t r u c t io n 11 -1 7 -8 6 2 ,1 3 4 8 6 -7 6 6 -0 1
Kay B e th e r s  T ru c k in g 12 - 1- 86 1 ,9 41 8 6 -4 2 7 -0 3
P in e  C re ek  T o u rs , In c . 12 - 8 -8 6 2 ,0 8 6 8 6 -7 4 8 -0 1

A ll  S t a t e s  Mov ing & S t 12 -1 6 -8 6 2 ,1 9 9 86 -1 0 5 -0 1
S ugar Hou se  Van L in e s 1 2 -3 0 -8 6 2 ,2 0 0 8 6 -3 2 2 -0 1
A+ S ta r v in g  S tu d e n ts 1- 5 -8 7 1 .5 54 86 -7 8 4 -0 1
J  H C ro n in  P ic k u p  & Del 1- 7 -8 7 2 ,2 0 2 86 -7 6 9 -0 1
R. D. B . , In c . 1-  8 -8 7 1 ,9 58 8 6 -7 7 2 -0 1

Sun V a ll e y  S ta g e s 1- 8 -8 7 2 ,2 0 3 86 -5 3 5 -0 1
F ie ld  O il  Co.  In c . 1-  8 -8 7  < 2 ,2 0 4 8 6 -7 8 2 -0 1
Le Bu s 1- 8 -8 7 2 ,2 0 5 86 -7 8 5 -0 1
S t e r l i n g  L im o u sin e , In c 1 -1 2 -8 7 2 ,2 0 6 8 6 -7 7 9 -0 1
M ounta in  S t a t e s  Mov ing 1 -1 4 -8 7 2 ,2 0 7 8 6 -2 5 1 -0 2

D a r ry l  B. T a y lo r  T ra n sp 1 -1 4 -8 7 2 ,2 0 8 8 6 -7 5 1 -0 2
B a s in  Mov ing & S to ra g e 1 -1 4 -8 7 2 ,2 0 9 8 6 -4 4 8 -0 1
U ta h P ackage  X p re s s , 1 -1 4 -8 7  : 2 ,2 1 0 8 6 -3 4 1 -0 2
D & S T ru c k in g 1 -1 5 -8 7 2 ,2 1 1 8 6 -7 8 6 -0 1
L a rry  Pacoe 1 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 1 2 8 6 -7 8 8 -0 1

W ri gh t Way T ru ck in gm  FI 1 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 1 3 8 6 -7 8 8 -0 1
W. W. C ly de & Co. 1 -2 0 -8 7 2 ,2 1 4 8 6 -7 9 0 -0 1
A m er ic an  M obil e  Home Tr 1 -2 1 -8 7 2 ,2 1 5 8 6 -7 8 7 -0 1
M ot or  C ar go 1 -2 1 -8 7 2 ,2 1 6 8 6 -2 5 0 -0 1
S p re a d e r  S p e c i a l i s t s 1 -2 6 -8 7 2 ,2 1 7 8 6 -6 6 3 -0 1

-4 2 - DRAFT 1 0 -9 -8 7  10 :00a m



T ab le  13
(C o n ti n u e d  - Pag e 2 o f  3)

T ou rs  o f  th e  B ig  C o u n tr y l- 2 7 -8 6 1 ,5 94 8 6 -3 2 8 -0 1
B arn ey  T ru c k in g , In c . 1 -2 7 -8 7 2 ,2 1 8 8 6 -4 1 6 -0 1
P e d a l E x p re ss  C o u r ie r s 1 -2 8 -8 7 2 ,2 1 9 8 6 -6 9 0 -0 2
N ort on  F r u i t  Co. o f  SL 1 -2 8 -8 7 2 ,2 2 0 8 6 -8 0 4 -0 1
M il ne  T ru ck  L in e s 1 -2 8 -8 7 2 ,2 2 1 8 6 -2 4 2 -0 4

T ora co  E n te r p r i s e s 1 -2 8 -8 7 2 ,2 2 2 8 6 -6 9 6 -0 1
U ta h Wyoming F r e ig h t  Ln 1 -2 9 -8 7 2 ,2 2 3 8 6 -7 0 9 -0 2
Pu m pe rs  I n c . 2 - 2-8 7 2 ,2 2 4 8 6 -7 8 3 -0 1
C e le b r i t y  L im ousi ne  L td 2 - 3-8 7 2 ,2 2 5 8 6 -8 0 0 -0 1
S te e r e  Ta nk  L in e s 2 - 3 -8 7 2 ,2 2 6 8 6 -8 0 2 -0 1

J .  C. B a n g e r te r  & So ns 2 - 4-8 7 2 ,2 2 7 8 6 -4 4 6 -0 2
T ra il w a y s  L in e s , In c . 2 - 6 -8 7 2 ,1 8 4 8 6 -7 5 0 -0 2
T r a n s i t  Homes o f  Amer 2 -1 0 -8 7 2 ,2 2 8 8 6 -7 2 9 -0 1
Q uic k T r a n s p o r t a t io n 2 -1 1 -8 7 2 ,2 2 9 8 6 -2 5 1 -0 1
T u rn e r  Mov ing  & S to ra g e 2 -1 2 -8 7 2 ,2 2 7 8 6 -4 1 0 -0 1

P* I* E N a ti o n w id e 2 -1 8 -8 7 2 ,2 3 0 8 6 -7 9 5 -0 1
V a ll e y  C arg o , In c . 2 -1 9 -8 7 2 ,2 3 1 8 6 -7 9 1 -0 1
Ji m  N ebek er T ru c k in g 2 -2 0 -8 7 2 ,2 3 2 8 6 -7 9 6 -0 1
A sh w ort h T r a n s f e r 2 -2 0 -8 7 2 ,2 3 3 8 6 -1 1 0 -0 2
Has lam D i s t r i b  & E xpre s 2 -2 0 -8 7 2 ,2 3 4 8 6 -5 4 4 -0 1

Koc h S e r v ic e  In c . 2 -2 4 -8 7 2 ,2 3 5 86 -7 4 1 -0 3
G e n e ra l T r a n s p o r t a t io n 2 -2 4 -8 7 2 ,2 3 6 86 -7 9 2 -0 1
Ca nyon  T r a n s p o r t a t io n 2 -2 5 -8 7 2 ,2 3 7 86 -7 3 1 -0 1
Sm it h  T r a n s i t  I n c . 2 -2 6 -8 7 2 ,2 3 8 86 -5 2 9 -0 1
W. S.  H atc h  Co. 2 -2  -8 7 2 ,2 3 9 86 -1 9 2 -0 1

Sav ag e B ro th e r s 2 - -8 7 2 ,2 4 0 87 -3 0 8 -0 1
Gar y Le e Ja c k so n 2 - 2-8 7 2 ,2 41 8 7 -8 0 9 -0 1
M ounta in  S t a t e s  Moving 2 -1 1 -8 7 2 ,2 2 9 86 -2 5 1 -0 1
C om m unic at io ns I n t ' l 3 - 6 -8 7 2 ,1 8 2 7 6 -7 3 4 -0 1
H a n s ti n  Co, In c . 3 - 6 -8 7 2 ,2 4 2 8 7 -8 1 7 -0 1

Form al  L im o u sin e , In c .
A To uc h o f  C la s s

3 - 9 -8 7 2 ,2 4 3 8 6 -8 0 3 -0 1
3 - -8 7 2 ,2 4 4 8 7 -8 1 5 -0 1

C & D E quip m en t 3- 9 -8 7 2 ,2 4 5 8 6 -8 0 7 -0 1
C a lz o n a  T an kw ay s, In c . 3 - -8 7 2 ,2 4 6 8 6 -7 7 7 -0 1
B a s in  T r a n s p o r t a t io n 3 -1 7 -8 7 2 ,2 4 7 8 7 -8 1 1 -0 1

Mangum's M obil e  To wi ng 3 -2 3 -8 7 2 ,1 4 8 86 -7 7 6 -0 1
Lew is  B ro s . S ta g e s , In c 3 -2 5 -8 7 2 ,2 4 8 8 6 -2 2 6 -0 2
Ruan T r a n s p o r t a t io n  C o rp 3 -2 5 -8 7 2 ,2 4 9 86 -5 9 9 -0 1
H. D. D e l iv e ry  S e rv ic e 3 -2 5 -8 7 2 ,2 4 1 8 6 -7 0 1 -0 1
A m er ic an  D i s t r i b  C n tr s 3 -3 0 -8 7 2 ,2 5 0 8 6 -6 5 2 -0 1
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T ab le  13
(C o n ti n u e d  -  Pag e 3 o f  3)

G a il  E. P ax to n  C o n s tr 4 - 3 -8 7 2 ,2 5 1 8 7 -8 2 4 -0 1
U in ta h  F re ig h tw a y s 4 - 8 -8 7 2 ,2 5 2 8 6 -3 3 5 -0 1
Danny P o r t e r  T ru c k in g 4 - 8 -8 7 2 ,2 5 3 8 7 -8 2 9 -0 1
ANR F r e ig h t  S yst em , In c 4 - 9 -8 7 2 ,2 5 4 8 6 -7 3 3 -0 1
R. W. Jo n e s  T ru c k in g 4- 9 -8 7 2 ,2 5 5 8 7 -2 1 4 -0 1

SMP, In c . 4 -1 0 -8 7 2 ,2 5 6 8 6 -6 7 8 -0 1
M or ni ng  S t a r  T ra n sp 4 -1 3 -8 7 2 ,2 5 7 8 6 -7 7 8 -0 1
E x p re ssc o  In c . 4 -1 4 -8 7 a, 258 8 7 -7 6 3 -0 1
G re en  R iv e r  T ra n sp  Co. 4 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,1 2 9 8 7 -5 9 7 -0 1
Ob or n T r a n s f e r  & S to r 4 -2 3 -8 7 2 ,2 5 9 8 7 -2 6 4 -0 1

P r e s i d e n t i a l  L im ousi ne 5- 7 -8 7 2 ,2 6 0 8 6 -7 6 4 -0 1
N ort on  F r u i t  Co.  o f  SL 5 - 8-8 7 2 ,2 6 1 8 7 -8 0 4 -0 1
SI S D i s t r i b u t i o n ,  In c . 
S o l id  G ol d C a d i l l a c  Lim

5 -1 2 -8 7 2 ,2 6 2 8 6 -7 3 2 -0 1
5 -1 2 -8 7 2 ,2 6 3 8 6 -7 9 4 -0 1

Herman B ro s . In c . 5 -1 2 -8 7 2 ,2 6 4 8 7 -8 0 8 -0 1

Jo n e s  Moving  & S to ra g e 5 -2 0 -8 7 2 ,2 6 5 8 7 -5 3 7 -0 1
CTI 5 -2 0 -8 7 2 ,2 6 6 8 6 -3 8 5 -0 1
V ik in g  F r e ig h t  Sy st em 6 -1 0 -8 7 2 ,2 6 7 8 6 -7 8 1 -0 1
I n t e r  C it y  D e l iv e ry 6 -1 0 -8 7 2 ,2 6 8 8 7 -8 4 4 -0 1
C a r ls o n  C o n s t r u c t io n 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 6 9 8 7 -8 1 6 -0 1

G e t te r  T ru c k in g , In c . 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 7 0 8 7 -7 5 7 -0 1
T r i - V a l le y  T r a n s p o r t 'n 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 7 1 8 7 -8 3 7 -0 1
Ray J .  H a r t le y 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 7 2 8 7 -8 5 6 -0 1
Du ane H a ll  T ru c k in g 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 7 3 8 6 -1 8 8 -0 1
R. Hod ge s & Ho dg es 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 7 4 8 7 -8 2 7 -0 1

S a l t  La ke  T r a n s f e r 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 7 5 8 7 -8 5 7 -0 1
A tw a te r T ru c k in g 6 -1 6 -8 7 2 ,2 7 6 8 7 -8 5 7 -0 1

-4 4 - DRAFT 1 0 -9 -8 7  10 :0 0a m



T ab le  14
CERTIFICATES OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

CANCELLED FOR MOTOR CARRIERS
J u ly  1, 198 6 th ro u g h  Ju n e  30, 198 7

Name o f  C a r r i e r
D ate  Of

O rd er
C e r t i f i c a t e

Num ber
C as e

Num ber

A m er ic an  Bus L in e , In c .
CANCELLED

7 -1 4 -8 6 1 ,6 43 7 6 -3 8 9 -0 1
Re ed  T ru ck  L in e , In c . 
P a u l O tt  Mangum

7 -1 5 -8 7 1 ,8 81 8 6 -2 9 2 -0 1
7 -2 9 -8 6 2 ,0 1 7 8 6 -4 9 0 -0 1

P ark  C it y  T ra n s p o r t 8 - 1- 87 1 ,8 15 8 2 -5 9 4 -0 1
C a s t le  C o un tr y  T ra n sp 8 -1 2 -8 6 1 ,9 00 86 -O SC -6 00

L iq u id  T ra n s p o r t 8 -1 3 -8 6 1 .9 69 86 -7 4 4 -0 1
K en net h  S i l l im a n 8 -1 4 -8 6 1 ,1 04 86 -7 4 3 -0 1
M or on i C oal  & B ld g Sup 8 -2 7 -8 7 1 ,9 18 8 6 -5 6 5 -0 1
L is o n b ee  & So ns 8 -2 8 -8 6 1 ,7 11 8 6 -2 2 8 -0 1
B r ia n  Head T ra n sp  Svcs 10 -2 8 -8 6 2 ,0 2 6 8 6 -6 5 7 -0 1

A & B C o n s t r u c t io n 10 -2 9 -8 6 1 ,9 85 8 6 -7 5 9 -0 1
Ca ny on  C o un tr y  S c e n ic 10 -2 9 -8 6 2 ,1 4 2 8 6 -5 9 2 -0 1
Uta h U ni qu e T ours 11 -0 6 -8 6 2 ,1 1 9 8 6 -6 0 1 -0 1
JK L/Gu zm an, In c . 11 -1 7 -8 6 2 ,1 3 4 8 6 -7 6 6 -0 1
Rim ro ck  R e s o r t Ra nc h 12 - 8 -8 6 2 ,0 8 6 8 6 -7 4 8 -0 1

P u r i t y  W ar eh ou se 1- 5 -8 7 1 ,5 54 8 6 -7 8 4 -0 1
E kker E n te r p r i s e s 1-  6 -8 7 2 ,1 0 0 86 -1 7 1 -0 1
D a lg a rn o  T ra n sp . In c . 1-  8 -8 7 1 ,9 58 86 -7 7 2 -0 1
Sm it h  T r a n s i t ,  I n c . 2 -2 7 -8 7 2 ,1 46 86 -5 2 9 -0 1
L & J  T r a n s p o r t 3 - 3 -8 7 1 ,9 96 87 -4 8 9 -0 1

Y el lo w  Cab  o f  P ro vo 3 - 4 -8 7 1 ,5 99 8 7 -3 71 -0 1
Lew is  B ro s . S ta g e s  In c . 3 -2 5 -8 7 2 ,1 5 0 85 -2 2 6 -0 2
PBI  F r e ig h t  S e rv ic e 3 -2 6 -8 7 2 ,0 5 6 8 1 -2 7 4 -0 2
Sav ag e B r o th e r s ,  In c . 4 - 3 -8 7 1 ,9 57 8 6 -3 0 8 -0 1
Sav ag e B r o th e r s ,  In c . 4 - 3 -8 7 2 ,1 0 4 8 6 -3 0 8 -0 1

Sav ag e B r o th e r s ,  In c . 4 - 3 -8 7 2 ,1 2 2 8 6 -3 0 8 -0 1
A.N .R . F r e ig h t  Sy st em 4 - 9-8 7 1 ,2 58 8 6 -7 3 3 -0 1
U .S . P o lu t io n  C o n tr o l 4 - 2 -8 7 2 ,0 3 3 8 6 -5 7 9 -0 1
Ob or n T r a n s f e r  & S to r 4 -2 3 -8 7 2 ,1 3 5 8 7 -2 6 4 -0 1
Ro us h T ru ck in g 5 - 8 -8 7 2 ,1 5 6 86 -6 8 5 -0 1

W h it f ie ld  Tank  L in e s 5 -1 9 -8 7 2 ,1 8 3 8 6 -7 4 6 -0 3
Norwood  T r a n s p o r t a t io n 5 -2 0 -8 7 2 ,0 4 6 8 6 -3 8 5 -0 1
E as y R id e T r a n s p o r t â t 'n 5 -2 1 -8 7 2 ,1 3 2 8 7 -6 5 5 -0 1
JKL C o n s t r u c t io n 6 - 2 -8 7 2 ,1 3 4 8 6 -7 4 5 -0 1
Q uic khop C o rp o ra t io n 6 - 3 -8 7 1 ,9 78 8 6 -7 6 5 -0 1

E ner gy  E x p re s s , In c 6 -2 4 -8 7 2 ,0 2 1 8 7 -5 0 1 -0 1

-4 5 - DRAFT 1 0 -9 -8 7  10 :0 0a m



T ab le  15
CONTRACT MOTOR CARRIER PERMITS ISSUED 

J u ly  1,  198 6 th ro u g h  Ju n e  30 , 198 7

D ate  Of P e rm it Cas e
Name o f  C a r r i e r O rd er Num ber Num ber

ISSUED

Ray B e th e r s  T ru ck in g 7 -2 2 -8 6 683 8 6 -4 2 7 -0 2
D & L C oo pe r 8 -2 5 -8 6 686 8 6 -1 6 1 -0 3
J .  C. T ru ck in g 8 -2 6 -8 6 687 8 6 -4 8 7 -0 1
N els on  T ru c k in g  & Exc av 9 - 5 -8 6 657 8 6 -2 5 9 -0 1
D e l iv e ry  S p e c i a l i s t s 9 - 9-8 6 688 8 6 -7 4 2 -0 1

Che ye nn e O il  T ra n sp  Co. 10 - 9 -8 7 607 8 6 -7 5 6 -0 1
L. W. M i l l e r  T r a n s p o r tn l0 -3 0 -8 6 689 8 6 -7 5 8 -0 1
A rm a d il lo  E x p re ss 11 -1 2 -8 6 690 8 6 -7 5 6 -0 1
P & H T ru c k ig 11 -1 7 -8 6 691 8 6 -7 4 7 -0 1
T e rry  J .  B ore n 11 -2 5 -8 6 692 8 6 -7 6 8 -0 1

F a rn sw o rth  T ru c k in g 1- 7 -8 7 693 8 6 -4 4 9 -0 2
B u lk m a ti c  T ra n s p o r t  Co 1-  8 -8 7 694 8 6 -7 3 9 -0 2
Norwo od T r a n s p o r t a t io n 1 -1 3 -8 7 695 8 6 -3 8 5 -0 1
Norwo od T r a n s p o r t a t io n 1 -1 3 -8 7 696 8 6 -3 8 5 -0 1
F iv e  S t a t e  T ra n s p o r t 1 -2 9 -8 7 697 86 -7 7 1 -0 1

D el -M ar  C o n s t r u c t io n 1 -3 0 -8 7 649 86 -6 1 9 -0 1
Ja m es  J .  G a l le r y  In c . 2 - 2 -8 7 698 8 6 -7 9 8 -0 1
J .  C. B a n g e r te r  & So ns 2 - 4-8 7 685 8 6 -4 4 6 -0 2
R a n d a ll  D i s t r i b u t i o n  Co 2 - 6 -8 7 699 86 -8 0 6 -0 1
E ag le  E x p re ss 2 -2 5 -8 7 701 8 6 -6 5 6 -0 2

Gre g L ars o n 3 -1 8 -8 7 702 86 -5 4 7 -0 1
A m eri co ld  T r a n s p o r ta t io n 5 - 1 2 - 8 7 698 86 -7 9 8 -0 1
K a rl Ban ko w sk i 5 -1 2 -8 7 703 8 7 -8 2 8 -0 1
R o c k h il l  Fa rm s T ru ck in g 5 -1 9 -8 7 704 8 6 -7 7 0 -0 1
M il ne T ru ck  L in e s 6 -2 2 -8 7 705 8 7 -2 4 2 -0 1

Tho mas Pec k & So ns 6 -2 5 -8 7 684 8 6 -2 8 1 -0 2
R yd er  D i s t .  R e so u rc e s 6 -2 9 -8 7 700 8 7 -6 1 8 -0 1
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T a b le  16
CONTRACT MOTOR CARR IER PER MIT S CANCELLED 

J u l y  1 , 19 86  th r o u g h  J u n e  3 0 , 1987

D a te  Of P e r m i t C a se
Name o f  C a r r i e r O rd e r Num be r N um be r

CANCELLED

T ow er P r o d u c t s 7 - 1 7 - 8 6 58 1 8 6 - 4 2 9 - 0 1
Bur m a R oad  T r a n s i t 7 - 1 8 - 8 7 562 8 6 - 4 7 9 - 0 1
B&T T ru c k  L in e s 7 - 1 8 - 8 6 547 8 6 - 1 1 1 - 0 1
L ee Ray  F a r n s w o r th 7 - 2 2 - 8 7 593 8 6 - 4 4 9 - 0 1
C om m odity  T r a n s p o r t 7 - 2 3 - 8 6 63 1 8 6 - 5 4 5 - 0 1

M on t T r u c k in g 7 - 2 3 - 8 7 580 8 6 -4 2 2 - 0 1
Key  o f  U ta h  V a l l e y  Lime » 7 - 2 9 - 8 6 614 8 6 - 5 0 4 - 0 1
C o le  T r u c k in g 7 - 2 9 - 8 7 62 5 8 6 - 5 5 1 - 0 1
I n d e p e n d e n c e  E n t e r p r i s e s 8 - l l - 8 6 63 2 86-O S C -2 00D
S e r v i c a r  o f  U ta h 8 - 1 2 - 8 6 613 8 6 - 3 1 2 - 0 1

D e l- M a r  C o n s t r u c t i o n 9 -  5 -8 6 649 8 6 - 6 1 9 - 0 1
H usk y  O i l  T r a n s p o r t 'n 1 0 -  9 -8 7 607 8 6 - 7 5 6 - 0 1
J e n s e n  T r u c k in g 1 0 - 2 9 - 8 6 635 8 6 - 4 5 5 - 0 1
T r a n s  C o n t i n e n t a l  T r a s 1 1 - 1 8 - 8 6 655 8 6 - 6 4 9 - 0 1
M o u n ta in  T r a n s p o r t  I n c 1 1 -2 8 - 8 6 633 8 6 - 5 7 3 - 0 1

D e l i v e r y  S vc  & T r a n s f 1 2 - 2 -8 6 50 4 5165
M e t r o p o l i t a n  C o n t S v c s 1 2 - 2 -8 6 658 86-O S C -0 5
H. S . S o w a rd s  & S o n s 1 2 - 1 2 - 8 6 604 8 6 -3 1 8 - 0 1
G. E. M. T r a n s p o r t 1 -1 3 - 8 7 650 8 6 -3 8 5 - 0 1
G. E. M. T r a n s p o r t 1 - 1 3 - 8 7 652 8 6 -3 8 5 - 0 1

M a ta d o r  S e r v i c e ,  I n c . 2 - 2 7 - 8 7 680 8 6 - 7 4 1 - 0 1
Amax  M agnesi oum  C o rp 3 -  4 -8 7 55 6 6954
C o m m e rc ia l C a r t a g e 4 - 1 6 - 8 7 979 8 7 - 1 4 9 - 0 1
H & M T ru c k  L in e 6 -  2 -8 7 52 1 8 7 - 1 8 6 - 0 1

- 4 7 - DRAFT 1 0 - 9 - 8 7  1 0 :0 0 a m



OVERALL PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STATISTICS

Table 17
PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

July 1, 1986 through June 30, 1987

HEARINGS
Number of Hearings 
Number of Hearing Days

Utilities
FORMAL CASES

No. Of Cases
Heard

No. Of Orders 
Issued

Electric
Natural Gas
Telecommunications
Water
Motor Carrier
Railroad
Miscellaneous

-48- DRAFT 10-9-87 10:00am



T a b le  18
SUMMARY OF ORDERS ISS UED IN  MAJOR EL EC TR IC, NATURAL GAS 

AND TELECOMMUNICATION RATE CASES
J u l y  1 , 19 86 t h r o u g h  J u n e  3 0 , 198 7

D a te  Of A m ou nt Am ou nt % Of
Com pa ny O r d e r C a se  No . R e q u e s te d G r a n te d R e q u e s t

INVESTOR OWNED ELE CTRIC  COMPANIES

U ta h  P ow er

T o t a l

3 - 3 1 - 8 7  8 4 - 0 3 5 - 1 2 * 8 ,5 7 1 ,4 2 9  *

8 ,5 7 1 ,4 2 9

NATURAL GAS COMPANIES

M o u n ta in  F u e l  
M o u n ta in  F u e l

T o t a l

8 - 1 4 - 8 6  8 6 - 0 5 7 - 0 5
2 -  5 -8 7  8 7 - 0 5 7 - 0 1

1 ,5 8 9 ,0 5 6
3 6 2 ,6 8 8

1 ,5 8 9 ,0 5 6
3 6 2 ,6 8 8

100%
100%

1 ,9 5 1 ,7 4 4 1 ,9 5 1 ,7 4 4  100%

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANIES

( T h e r e  W er e No M o u n ta in  B e l l  R a te  C a s e s  T h is F i s c a l  Y e a r )

- 4 9 - DRAFT 1 0 - 9 - 8 7  1 0 :0 0 am



Table 19
FIXED UTILITY CERTIFICATES OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

ISSUED OR CANCELLED
July 1, 1986 through June 30, 1987

Name of 
Number

Utility
Date Of
Order

Certificate
Number

Case

Daniels & Associates
ISSUED

12-10-86 2i, 198 86-2022-02
X xx-xx-8x X  , X X X xx-xxx-xx
X xx-xx-8x X  , X X X xx-xxx-xx
X xx-xx-8x x,xxx xx-xxx-xx
X

CANCELLED
xx-xx-8x X  , X X X xx-xxx-xx

X xx-xx-8x x,xxx xx-xxx-xx

PUBLIC UTILITIES
Table 20

UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION
June 30, 1987

Class of Utility Number

Electric Companies, Investor Owned 3

Electric Cooperatives (REAs) 10

Motor Carriers Holding Intrastate Authority* 663

Motor Carriers Holding Interstate Authority* 9,443

Natural Gas Companies 4

Railroads 5

Telecommunications Companies 23

Water Companies 15

Water and Sewer Companies 2

Sewer Companies 1

TOTAL 10,169

* Includes carriers hauling exempt commodities

-50- DRAFT 10-9-87 10:00am



T a b l e  21
STA TEM ENT  OF CO MMISSION  FI NANCES  

J u l y  1 , 1 9 8 6  t h r o u g h  J u n e  3 0 ,  1 9 8 7

F u n d s  A v a i l a b l e :

N o n - L a p s i n g  B a l a n c e  7 - 1 - 8 6

P u b l i c  U t i l i t y  R e g u l a t o r y  L e v y

C o l l e c t i o n s

F e d e r a l  F u n d s  f o r  D O T - P i p e l i n e  S a f e t y

$  0 

4 , 0 9 3 , 0 0 0  

1 , 6 4 7 , 6 0 0  

4 0 , 5 0 0

G e n e r a l  S t a t e C u t b a c k ( 2 8 0 , 6 0 0 )

TOT AL AMOUNT AV AILA BL E $ 5 , 5 0 0 , 5 0 0

E x p e n d i t u r e s : P e r s o n a l C u r r e n t C a p i t a l
S e r v i c e s T r a v e l E x p e n s e s O u t l a y T o t a l s

P u b  S v c  Comm $ 8 3 9 ,9 0 0 $ 1 2 , 8 0 0 $ 1 2 8 ,4 0 0 $ 7 , 5 0 0 $ 9 8 8 ,6 0 0

D iv  P u b  U t i l 1 , 9 0 6 , 8 0 0 5 7 ,7 0 0 3 8 8 ,7 0 0 1 2 ,7 0 0 2 , 3 6 5 , 9 0 0

Com  C o n s  S v c 2 6 7 ,0 0 0 9 , 6 0 0 1 6 8 ,1 0 0 1 , 6 0 0 4 4 6 ,3 0 0

A t t y  G en • • 3 3 2 ,4 0 0

D e p t  o f  T r a n • • 4 3 1 ,6 0 0

C e n t  A d m in 2 4 9 ,4 0 0

TOT AL EX PE NDIT URE S

B a l a n c e

L a p s i n g  B a l a n c e  

N o n - L a p s i n g  B a l a n c e

$ 4 , 8 1 4 , 2 0 0

6 8 6 ,3 0 0

( 6 7 , 8 0 0 )

$ 6 1 8 ,5 0 0

- 5 1 - DRAFT 1 0 - 9 - 8 7  1 0 :0 0 a m
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