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1 February 23, 1995 10:00 a.m.
2
3 PROCEEDINGS
4
5 COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Let's go the record

6 in Case Number 92-2035-04, in the ma#er making

\I

treatment of demand-side resourceslandrnalysis

(oe]

of regulatory changes to encourage implgation of

(o]

integrated resource planning. Take afgrees.

10 MR. GINSBERG: Michael Ginsp@&ppearing
11 for the Division of Public Utilities.

12 MR. HUNTER: Edward Hunter megenting

13 PacifiCorp.
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1

MR. WALGREN: Kent Walgren fitre
Committee of Consumer Services.

MR. BLANK: Eric Blank for theand and
Water Fund of the Rockies, represerttieg
environmental intervenors, a collectodithree Utah
environmental groups.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: We haveetition for
approval of joint agreement. Who waatdiscuss
that for us?

MR. GINSBERG: We had thregnesses that
we were going to present which will dise the
various aspects of the agreement. fenall’

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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relatively short. And I think PacifiGphas one

2 withess.

3

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Witnes8eall right.
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MR. HUNTER: PacifiCorp haslimiduals
available to answer any questions the@ssion
might have about the joint recommendatiBut |
think the Division was the only orgartiaa that
intended to put on witnesses.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Why dowe get all
of the witnesses close to a microphdféo else do
we have as a witness? If the Divisggaing to

have three withesses, why don't wegustar them
all at once. Mr. Burrup, Ms. Wilson avid Flandro,
please stand and raise your right h&ayou swear
the testimony you're about to give is firoceeding
is the truth, the whole truth, and noghbut the
truth so help you, God?
(Collective yes.)

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Thank yoRroceed,
Mr. Ginsberg.

MR. GINSBERG: Does the Consiua have a

preference about how this should progeed

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Howevearwwant to do

MR. GINSBERG: ['ll do it theay that we
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plan to do it, then.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: That'sdi
MR. GINSBERG: That would e teasiest
way rather than trying to improvisetastpoint.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: We carsfyass the
microphone. We've got them all sworn in
MR. GINSBERG: Each person had
individual set of testimony that theyrev@lanning
on presenting which goes through thetjagreement.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: All rightProceed.
MR. GINSBERG: The first onaswMark

Flandro.

EXAMINATION
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BY MR. GINSBERG:

Q Why don't you state your ndordghe
record.

A Mark V. Flandro.

Q Identify what you do in thevi3ion.

A I'm the utilities rate enginéethe
electric section of the Division.

Q Describe the purpose of tisérteony
you're presenting.

A My testimony will look at thealifferent
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things. The result -- the first beihg results of
the 1994 Utah demand-side resource joint
recommendation. Secondly, I'll talk ab®ome of
the activities of the cost recovery abtirative

during 1994 and '95. And then the thividg will
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address several of the particulars efj¢dimt
agreement itself. The new proposaldérand '96.

Q Canyou go ahead and dishwes4994 DSR

trial?

A The DSR trial has been implated by
PacifiCorp and tracked by the cost recpv
collaborative during the year. The 198R trial
allowed for cost accounting mechanisin cost
accounting mechanism for recovery of OQfgégram
costs and for calculation of net losteraies to
offset the effect of lost sales -- Issles and for
saving kilowatt hours.

As the chairperson of thiéaborative,
I'd like to report that the 1994 net levenue and
cost accounting mechanism DSM trial appé have
been successful. The results of the DiaRwere
reported to the Commission, and all othterested
parties, in two letters. One dated Nwawer 30th,
1994, and another one on January 1985.1

PacifiCorp's 1994 Utah D&tergy

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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savings target was 40,000 megawatt hodirsl they
achieved 65,073 megawatt hours. Théynly
exceeded the 40,000 megawatt hour targbe joint
recommendation, but they also exceededdompany's
RAMPP 3 action plan goal of 60,508 megghwours.
During the year we met ¢esdy in the
collaborative and we challenged, weaeed, and we
modified inputs to the formula and tbeniula itself
as necessary to get the most accuratings that
we could on savings of the DSR programs.
The -- on January 18th,chhs the
date that PacifiCorp does booking oereies from
previous years -- for the previous yeagifiCorp
booked $386,909 of net lost revenueshiero4 DSR
activities. The year end quarterly repas not
been provided yet by the company. Avad teport
will show the amount of money that R@ofp spent

to get those savings. That is estimatedis time
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to run between 8 to $10 million in 1964their DSR
programs.

Q What has their cost recoveliaborative
been working on for '95 and beyond?

A One of the assignments givethe
collaborative by the Commission in ed®@4, and
I'll quote this, is to make recommenuladifor a
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cost recovery policy to be effectivelB95. Closed
quote.

In addition to monitoringch
implementing the '94 interim policy jbin
recommendation, the collaborative thioilg
subcommittees has looked at four sepaans for
DSR cost accounting and recovery, edraefor 1995

and beyond. These you might say arallpaplans;



9 at least, they appear to be paralleipkt the

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

outset of the collaborative work. Ahdge four
plans were a shared savings plan, bftmti#r
productivity plan, a statistical plandaa modified
continuation of the 1994 net loss reeeplan. And
we called that the DSR regulatory agesgmor joint
agreement, which is before the Commisaichis
time.
Although the subcommittealf reports
are still being circulated to the CROmbers, it has
become obvious to the collaborative tmdy the
last of these four plans is viable feemll Utah
DSR -- for the overall Utah DSR progra@ontinuing
beyond '94. The collaborative has wardet this
modified net lost revenue formula anst@ccounting
mechanism for '95 and '96 and has ptedento the
Commission through the Division in itgrent
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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petition.

Q Why was a joint agreement t@dito '95
and '96, and what happens after '967?

A The joint agreement is really
continuation of the DSR experiment imfdt And the
collaborative sees it that way, assil-in an
experimental stage. Some parties tgatne
agreement were not comfortable comngtt;a plan
that goes beyond two years. Originallg,looked at
'96 and beyond. But now we've shortehatito '95
and '96. I'm sorry. Originally we l@akat it at
'95 and beyond and have ended up weth th
recommendation for just '95 and '96.

We feel there's too muchartainty
regarding the future of the power induahd the
regulation of the power industry to cortntm a
long-term DSR solution. The joint agneat has a
sunset clause that requires any panpgtition for
continuance of the terms of the '95a§&ement
beyond '96 if that is what is wantedos@nt such

action, the agreement will expire onudam 1st,
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1997.
You might ask the opposiestion,
too: Why did we go even as long asy@a or two
years? Why didn't we go two years? féltehat
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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continuing just for one year or some péga year

with the company being asked at the sameto ramp
up its DSR activity from an 8 to $10 lioih
investment in '94 to, at the outsid®1& million
program in 1995, that this being alndusible the --
well, at least a third as much more dlier'94
amounts -- we're also asking them tdototheir
savings target from '94 to '95 -- tlinas t-

without some direction to the companyldact as a

10 disincentive if we only go for a six ntloror one

11

year program. This would cause unaattathus
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sending the company mixed signals reggrithe Utah
regulators’ commitment to implementatbrost
effective DSR in Utah.

Q This '94 joint agreement chlier a
report to be issued at March -- the@ndarch in
1995. And your company recommendetdécdommission
for approval of the joint agreement ptmthe

issuance of that report. Can you erpidiy you're

doing that?
A Yes, | can. | guess the sesplesponse
is the clock is running. Time is marghon. We

are asking the company to make a stepea®4 in

their efforts. Regulators have workaddover the

last two to three years as well as compad other
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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1 participants to remove disincentivesrfriolocking
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the implementation of cost effective D&fRivity by
PacifiCorp.

The '94 interim policy hadirop dead
date of December 31st, 1994. TherefaejfiCorp
has no real policy guidance in Utah remey
regulatory vision of DSR program costoneery or
lost revenues after that date.

As I've mentioned in mytt@®ny, most
of what is going to be reported to tleemhission
regarding the 1994 DSR net lost revenakand the
final report to the Commission in Matds already
been reported in the November of '94 Jamdiary '95
letters to the Commission. There realgn't going
to be any surprises in the March repagarding
this issue. The letters not only wenthie
Commission but also to the collaboratared we have
a list of quite a few other interestedties that
get our minutes and get the informatuch
includes most classes of customer. af@tasses
of customer.

The final report to thelabbrative
covers a broad range of other infornmabiesides

just the results of the interim 1994ipoand will
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felt satisfied with the results of tBd trial, and
they realized as a result of subcommiterk that
some sort of net lost revenue plan althe
collaborative's recommendation overdtier three
alternatives studied in '95 -- studied'®5 and
beyond.

The collaborative saw tleea to get
something in place as soon as possii®95 which
they knew would be consistent with tharth 31st '95

report to help the company keep theimatum going
as well as to ramp up their program85sn The
collaborative is also aware that PaafCis in the
midst of planning 1996 activity with thRAMPP 4

plan and wanted the company to undeidiiah’'s DSR
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position for that year as well as 1995.

The other reason which setmbe
unspoken but spoken is that the colkating was
very aware of a change in the Commissiad this
Commission has spent a great deal & hielping the
collaborative and others to study th&kDssue. We
felt important perhaps to get this befibris
Commission before there was a chandpeis,Tthe
joint agreement in February.

One last point here on tbssie. I'd
like to point out that the joint agreemis not

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES

525 First Interstate Plaza 13
Salt Lake City, UT 84101

EXAMINATION OF MR. FLANDRO

submitted in lieu of the final reportMarch, but
it just precedes it. And interestediparcan
still challenge this agreement afterstibmitted

should there be a need.
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Q Can you generally describejoimat
agreement for '95 and '96?

A The agreement establishescanunting
treatment for Commission approved DSeym@ms and
establishes a formula for calculatiomef lost

revenues similar but not the same a4 %94 joint
recommendation. Agreement specifiessgmad
expectations for the amount of DSR sgwiio be
acquired by PacifiCorp in 1995 and 1986d
finally, the agreement provides for Di®Rorting to
regulators and the Commission and all@wgurther
analysis of other future options fortaesovery.
We don't know that we'i## ekhausted
all avenues in that area as a collalveraRon
Burrup of the Division will follow angstimony and
will discuss the accounting mechanisiediyes in
the agreement. Following, Becky Wilsalsp of the
Division, will discuss the link betwetims
agreement and PacifiCorp's integratsdue plan
and the 1995 and '96 DSR savings taggstsciated
with the agreement.

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
525 First Interstate Plaza 14
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Q Can you go through the reparti
requirements that are included in thetjo
agreement?

A Tl try to be brief and dceih yes.

When the DSR cost recovery collaboragpirepares its
final report to the Commission by thel @h March
'95, it hopes to have answered mosttifal of the
previous questions and concerns of th@ai@ission
regarding DSR in Utah as well as prawdi
recommendations for the future.

The parties to the agreamsrommend
that at that point or soon after, thikaborative
be disbanded and that DSR activity thefollowed
in quarterly update meetings held bycih@pany and
that DSR activity reporting become duthe normal

semi-annual reporting process of thepgzammy to
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regulators.
This agreement asks thepamy to
report DSR activity in much the same naaras their
previously submitted quarterly DSR atfiveports,
but in the semi-annual reports stantitfy the 30th
of April and each publication of the semnual
after that point. The proposed quartepldate
conferences will provide a vehicle fonthued DSR
tracking and monitoring for interestedti@s. The
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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Paragraph 5.1 -- | won't take the timga through
this. 5.1 in the agreement Items AdtigioL on
Pages 10 and 11 reflect the types ofimétion that
can and should be reviewed at the guarteeetings.
And the first one of those quarterly timegs would

be scheduled for late May 1995.
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In putting this in the sesminual
report, the parties would like to see OISR --
overall DSR subiject or report is placegroper
perspective alongside other PacifiCqrprations and
acquisitions. And thus the proposalubit in the
semi-annual report.

Finally, the agreement alatls for
annual analysis of PacifiCorp's actuauml and
accumulative DSR acquisition. The Qffaf Energy
and Resource Planning and Natural Ressuras
agreed to help the Division conduct ¢hesnual
reviews.

Q Do you have any additional omgnts you
wish to make in light of the commentgha
industrial intervenors filing?

A I've tried to put some of thas here as
far as the -- the two-year plan and-thvehy the
stipulation came ahead of the final repo

Q That's all?

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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A ltried to answer those.
MR. GINSBERG: That's all wavk.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Mr. Flamg you
mentioned in the November and Janudrthink you
called them letters or reports. | thimé ought to
either further identify those or haverthas
exhibits. | want to at least make ghey/'re on

the file. I'm not sure they're evenhbon the

file.

MR. GINSBERG: We could prawithose as
exhibits.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Sincetiederred to

them, I think we ought to make surertdeord's
clear. Ithink he referred to one asuday 15th.
| have one that came in on January 18ifithe
record.
(Whereupon a discussias Weld off
the record.)

(Whereupon Exhibits DPArd 2 were
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marked for identificatipn
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Let's gack on the
record. We've marked a document indbisket
entitled first report 1994 joint reconmdation
issued November 30th, 1994 as DPU 1d @mother
document in this docket entitled updaterd 1994
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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joint recommendation issued January, 1885 as DPU
2. Are there any objections to the ifgosf those
documents? Seeing none, we'll accephth

Mr. Flandro, the industrial
intervenors -- Utah Industrial Energyn@omers |
guess is the proper term -- have subthtbmments
on the joint agreement. | think you éattempted
to address those comments. They basindicate

that since the final report has not bided that
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it's premature to approve a policy fa hext two
years. Your response in major paririkhvas that
the information that will be in that cgphas
already been made available. Is it neaddable to
these customers?
THE WITNESS: Yes, | believdas.

The -- at the beginning of the collabios we
wrote to all those parties that had ljgseh of the
technical conference collaborative da@@DSR task
force and told them about the new coltabve,
asked for what level of participatioeytwould want
to have in the collaborative. We gatlbanswers
from all those parties. We broke tinéd itwo
groups: Active members of the collabwesand
informational members of the collaba@ti And
these documents it's my understandiageSt¥icDughal

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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who is accounting for the company madgidution

to not only the active members of thikaborative

but also all informational. That doés iciclude

some of the principals -- both princgptilat are

shown on the document from industriargg
consumers. Both Mr. Reader and Mr. B\ae on that
list.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Does thgreement
deal with the issue of how lost reveoasts that
are booked by the company should bevered?

THE WITNESS: The accountindpsof that?

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Yes.

THE WITNESS: Yes. Mr. Burrml be
explaining that in detail in his testimyo The
agreement attempts to also.

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Mr. Fldro, why
does the 1994 net loss revenue thaiisrsin your
November 30th report differ from the ohat --

THE WITNESS: The way this vitasp to the
joint recommendation to the Commissigear ago was

that there would be a November 30th ntepiowvhat



22 the net lost revenues would be for 198dt the

23 reason for that is to give the Commissime to

24 look at that number, to determine whethey agreed

25 or disagreed with it or wanted to queestt prior
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1 to it being booked on January 18th. fitmaber that
2 produced in that manner eliminates aloes not

3 allow the company to provide actualstf@ months

4 of November and December. The Januity & is it
5 13th or 15th? The January letter updttat number
6 after they've had a chance to look atatttuals for

7 November and December. And doing ths job they
8 could of pulling everything together @4 before

9 the booking date. And that number weorh |

10 believe the 340,000, roughly, to the,386 number.

11 COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Whiclumber was
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booked?

THE WITNESS: The second one.

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: OkaWwhy was the
lost revenue higher on lower megawaiir ®

THE WITNESS: On lower megaweturs?

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Yeshdt's what it
says, based on those reports.

THE WITNESS: | wasn't awdrattwe were
looking at a lower number.

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: On yoNovember
30th report it says 338,723 based odl2Zlmegawatt
hours. And the January number said®86based on
20,000 --

THE WITNESS: ['ll have touio the

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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1 preparers of the report and ask thastipre There
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are other issues that had to be writenSome of
those are what are called free ridedsather
aspects that you may have to deduct sdriie
hours. But the question still doesn&veer what --
the increase in the money and the deereethe
kilowatt hours.

MR. HUNTER: We can put on Mobinson
after the Division has completed thesgtimony, and
he can address that question.

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Okay.

THE WITNESS: It's a good dims

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Who caddress the
different options that were looked athoy
collaborative?

THE WITNESS: Mr. Burrup wéeetchairman
of the subcommittee that booked thateshaavings
and total factor productivity. We dad have -- |
don't believe Kevin is here. The Offade€Energy
and Resource Planning for DNR chairedctmmittee
on statistical recovery. But Eric mighis an
expert in that area and was with usia@dmember
of that committee and could probablyradsd that for

us as well.
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why Option 4 was the only viable opteord what made
the other three options not viable.

THE WITNESS: | could atteniptdo that,
or we could ask the experts to resporttiat. Ron,
do you want to respond to the first grdu

MR. BURRUP: Because there mayliffering
points of view, Mr. Blank can commentdrtan
comment on part of it. Total factor guotivity was
started in 1987. We applied that toisgevould
be an option in lieu of calculating foest
revenues. It didn't work principallychese Utah is
only 30 percent of the total company namd in 1987
when the program started, they wereefbgmt. So

if we applied the kilowatt hour savirigghe DSR to
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Utah costs and tried to calculate edtio
calculate a reward for DSR that the amofiDSR
savings were so small compared to kitohaur
sales, it made literally no differentall It
was lost. The numbers were too largelas
compared to DSR savings to be practical.
The other method was shaestihgs.
Giving the company an incentive abowrtbosts for
doing DSR. A popular method used imaber of
states. This method in Utah, afterS8bhpreme Court
order on the US West case involving imiee rates,
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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the Division's belief is the incentivaas need to
be linked to cost of service. And warfd little
linkage in between cost of service arodntive

rates for DSR. The report will addréss more
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fully.

But there may be a methiokihg cost
of service to environmental savings sanings
through -- of potential environmentadgés. This
will be addressed in our report. Andaaly my
answers will be clarified further in treport. But
there was unanimous agreement amonggities of
the collaborative that these two metheese not
viable at this time. | should let MiaBk talk
about the other method.

MR. BLANK: We would not sdyatt
statistical recoupling wasn't viabla.fdct, in
Oregon, they're trying an approach iliker the
residential sector. But it's still retvery early
stages of development. There's only dodive
states that are considering approadhe# |
While in contrast, net loss revenue ma@ms have
been around for close to, | don't knfive or seven
years. There's dozens of states tleathesnm.
There's a long track record of experengo it
seemed like a sensible approach to atlapt
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mechanism for at least the next two yedrile we
continue to look at what -- what statesit
recoupling would do in Utah and whatpeps in other
states.

MR. BURRUP: In response tatthhere is
less enthusiasm on the part of the Riwmigor this
method. Because we believe it shifésribk of
weather to rate payers. In the two year tested
this, '94 and -- '93 and '94 where waliad the

program, there was a shift of $1 millare year and
$7 million the other year from the comp#o
customers. That's the opposite ofldssrevenue
calculation of $387,000. The differemaes due to
weather. One year was drier than therotThe

risk of weather has historically gone to

shareholders, and perhaps it shouldirethat way.
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The Division is looking at it. We dohdve a firm
position. And even within the Divisidhere's
disagreement.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is thesetric pod
discussing these issues with the gasapgwu go
along, since Mountain Fuel is interesteldoking
at some mechanisms that --

THE WITNESS: Within the Diios -- excuse
me, I'm sorry. Within the Division, tleenas not
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been a great deal of discussion betwlezse two.
But the gas company has been a veryeacti
participant in the collaborative. Thewe had a
member there for the majority of our tmegs.

| might respond to one mitiag,

Commissioner Hewlett's question. | neerdd in my
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9 other cost recovery methods. One af¢hwill be
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looking at least one more year at stedils
recoupling. Taking the numbers fromd@8 putting
them into the same formulas and seemgthat looks
even with one more year of data. Sodtaistical
recoupling is one that we will contirtodook at
for one more year at least.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is theamy cross of
Mr. Flandro? If not, Mr. Ginsberg, douywant to
proceed with your next witness?

MR. GINSBERG: Next witnes$isn Burrup.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. GINSBERG:
Q State your name for the record
A Ronald L. Burrup.
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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Q You have participated in todaborative
and have testified before the Commisbieiore?

A Yes, | have.

Q What are your objectives welation to
the accounting mechanism?

A The Division wanted the accimog
mechanism to remove any disincentivasiiinmy be
associated with DSR implementation.a€oomplish
this, we tried to make cost recoverydemand-side
and supply-side investments equal tegtent

possible and to simplify key manned siost
recoveries.

Q Can you go through the acdognt
mechanisms that are included in this jogut
agreement?

A There are three elements éaaitcounting
mechanisms. The first allows demané-ssdource
program investments. That is, the assbciated

with installing water heater raps ohtigg
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measures to be capitalized or amortizen the life
of the measure. This is to the treatmeto the
accounting treatment for supply sideegating
resources. They are capitalized andedeéded over
their useful lives.
The second element alloovgtiese
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capitalized program costs to accruergyicgy charge
for the -- from the time they're installuntil the

end of the calendar year. The agreed vate is

the current AFUDC rate. This is alsoifar to
supply side resource treatment. Sugpiply
resources accrue a carrying charge ginia time of
construction until they are put in tleevice at an
AFUDC rate. These carrying chargescapstal, used

with other capital investments and amed over the
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life of the asset. So again, this tresatt is
similar to supply side accounting tresin
And finally, this agreemestablishes
a formula that is very much identicattie prior
formula and calculates net lost revenudss
formula can be changed by the partiemguhis
two-year period by mutual agreemeneftect a more
reliable method of calculating avoidednénd and
energy costs. The agreement allowséasnues to
be accrued each month for 12 montheviatlg the
measures installation. Net lost reverwid be
updated and corrected based on monit@ral
evaluation results after the initialocddtion is
made. And net lost revenues will natrae any type
of a carrying charge and will begin &éodmortized
over the program life at the beginnifthe year
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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following the program's installation.

Q Can you explain the differenae
accounting between the previous joimeament and
the one that's being submitted today?

A There is one significant diface. This
agreement allows a 12-month limit ondhkulation
of lost revenues. The company has soaigh
calculation of all the months betweeata case.
Other parties have different views. pher
agreement calculated net lost revenaes the time
the measure was installed until theab94. And
last year we realized this was a probieth that
agreement, because if a program -measure was
installed late in 1994, it would onlycage two or
three -- a few months of lost revenunes,12
months' worth. The $387,000 figurerfet lost
revenues recorded in 1994 if those nogrhad been
allowed to accrue lost revenues for batms would
have been approximately $930,000. Srettvas a
$550,000 difference between the progratme lost

revenues that ended in 1994 that woale f[gone on
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in '95 if they had been allowed 12 mshtorth.
Q How are residual lost reverinested in
the joint agreement?
A | paused too soon. This $880,figure is
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called residual lost revenues. Theseluval lost
revenues, $550,000, this agreemenpdhtes would
agree that ongoing programs that ocear gfter
year such as industrial or commercradficial
programs should have lost revenues lzdtmlifor the
full 12 months. While programs that ao¢ ongoing
and for purposes of this agreementgethemly two
of those. The ECONS contract and Sdeesiu
Showerhead program.

The lost revenues will tarate after

the end of the calendar year in whidy'tie
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installed. So they may get six month$2months
or less of lost revenues. The impadchisf
agreement is to roughly split this $890, figure so
that about half will be recognized as l@venue in
1995 and about half will never be retdlge showed
as lost revenue at all. Since we'veedjto 12
months, this will not be a recurringleam at the
end of this agreement.

Q Do you have any comments wagpect to
the comments filed by the industriaémenors
dealing with rate making treatment?

A Yes. | wanted to read frora #greement.
On the bottom of Page 2 and top of Paglee
agreement states that this agreemeatilesstes an
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1 accounting treatment for Utah Publicv&er
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Commission approval approved DSR progrand
calculation of recording net lost revesu Nothing
in this agreement precludes or prohiig party
from challenging the recovery of Paatfifs DSR
costs in a future rate proceeding. €hed is
presumed by the parties that these aaltee
subject to the same scrutiny and rexaswsupply
side resource costs will in a rate cadas
doesn't guarantee that all these costs a
reasonable. It establishes an accayintiechanism.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Does #eounting
mechanism, would it permit a considerabf
recovery of these costs other -- in saméhod other
than spread them across the boardisthditecting
the cost to the class of customer thaprogram
was targeted to?

THE WITNESS: No. This agresmdoesn't
address rate spread at all. Thistisat-will be

addressed in the March 30th report.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: The questwas, does

the accounting treatment, would it pésuach
treatment in a future rate case?

THE WITNESS: | believe it wdu I'd have
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to check. Ithink the accounting resdfde seen
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are in such detail that you can see hwblass
received a program. And specificallgntfy the
costs to that class. These were -eth@re some
costs in the last semi-annual reporsaw. And
they are in such great detall, it is aifficult to
identify which class incurred the caatsl which
class generated the last revenue. &odbuld be
specifically class assigned if the Cossian desired
that. Commissioner Byrne asked about these
revenue -- lost revenues would be resakeDid |
address your question? | believe | @&nsdit. Is
that satisfactory?

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Yes.

THE WITNESS: Concerning thdustrial
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customers, industrial energy consumensneents, the
Division wouldn't be opposed to the Cassion
waiting until after the March 31st refsr
received, and some 30 or 60 days dftdrit the
party desired to make comments to redipen
proceeding, we would not be -- that wlatilbe
appropriate to allow them that timenthige
Commission could determine after th@B60 day
period if there is enough reason to eedpis
agreement. And on a prospective bdmsiage it. If
there's no comments received or if traroents
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received are not persuasive to the Casion, then
this agreement should stand for the neimg year
and a half or so of its term.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is thaetsame thing



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

as saying if the Commission approves dgreement
on an interim basis for 1995 subjed teview
after the full report is filed that thaduld not
cause -- | guess | should ask the compias --
that would not cause the company a praBl

MR. HUNTER: The -- if | uncéand the
question correctly, if the changes taortaele would
be made prospectively, then that's iftdrdnt than
what the Commission traditionally doésy party
has a right to petition the Commissiondhanges on
a prospective basis. Our only concevald/be the
amounts we booked in reliance on themswendation
not be changed retroactively.

MR. GINSBERG: | think our feeence also
would be that it be done inter -- imtevould be a
final order that could be -- just likeyaother
order be reopened or changed basedeanftirmation
that came up and that not automatideliye to have
a new proceeding to deal with commedms ¢come out
after the March report, because thenglveano
comments.

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Whatpgens if the
Commission waits that issue and ordét after the
March 31st comments?

MR. HUNTER: The company's cem
obviously has been that during the intethey are
expending amounts for DSR activitieshaiit an
approved accounting treatment. And aibet
accounting treatment, they'll never hawe
opportunity to recover those coststhéf
Commission's order issued on March @&st
retroactive to January 1st of this y#dsat would
probably solve our problem. But thexealot of
ways to address the issue.

Our preference would bé tha
Commission approve the joint recommandah the

final order, which is obviously subjéztchange
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based on new information. And we tfimkt provides
adequate protection to -- to all partiége would
of course be willing to talk to the Comsion about
other alternatives. The one you suggkista
possible alternative with a retroacapproval to
January 1st. That certainly has soméd &f
chilling effect on the company's willmess to spend
money without an approved accounting@dare in
place.
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COMMISSIONER BYRNE: US Westdbeen --
has argued a similar problem in termsoohe of
these things.

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: So wil Mr.
Burrup, will the March 31st report have

recommendation on how the DSR costs|dHmi
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THE WITNESS: It will.

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: It will

THE WITNESS: It may have anonity
opinion also, a party disagreeing.

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: We dbhave that
information now?

THE WITNESS: We may havenitraft form.
The subcommittee was finalizing thate ¥éuld
make -- Mr. Taylor is here, chairmaritait
committee, if you'd like to address him.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: That imfioation
presumably wouldn't be utilized until thheed a rate
case?

THE WITNESS: That's correct.

MR. FLANDRO: One of the thintiat the
collaborative was asked and asked bgZtramission
to address was the impact of DSR on aiggants.
And we have a whole subcommittee that assigned to
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that topic, and we have completed treport, and
that will be part of the March repoBut again, as
Commissioner Byrne says, that woulda'tiblized
until a rate case. And there -- we matyagree at
the time of a rate case that that'siffproach that
should be taken.

MR. GINSBERG: You haven'tedkhe
Commission to take any action, thenhow to

allocate these cost of classes afteMieh report

comes out?

MR. FLANDRO: No. We are jusaking a
recommendation as to how the impact Ishioel
addressed.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Mr. Ginsiy, do you
have anything else with Mr. Burrup?

MR. GINSBERG: No thank you.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is thexmy cross

examination of Mr. Burrup? Continue,.I@insberg.
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EXAMINATION

BY MR. GINSBERG:
Q Can you state your name ferrdtord?
A Rebecca Wilson.
Q What's the purpose of youtiresny?
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A As Mark indicated earlier, ilvdiscuss
the link of this agreement to IRP arsbatlarify
the Division's position regarding thegts that
are associated with this agreement.

Q Can you explain how this jaagteement is
linked to the IRP process?

A The intent of this agreemexta link
short-term company actions with longréRP

analysis. And so the Division sees #ggeement as



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

instrumental in removing the short-telisincentives
that are caused by regulatory lag. thedefore,

the level of the playing field betweempgly and
demand-side resources. Removal of iecgntives
specifically discussed by Ron and Mar&ldes the
company to implement its least cost plad
therefore secure the benefits to rayensahat are
identified in the IRP.

Q Can you explain your underdtag of the
meaning of the DSR targets listed injdiat
agreement?

A We see the targets represenaimount of
DSR that the company plans to acquiit@s gives us
a sense of the likely magnitude andripact of
this agreement. The targets were sethg
PacifiCorp in conjunction with their RANP 3 action

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES

525 First Interstate Plaza 36
Salt Lake City, UT 84101



8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

EXAMINATION OF MS. WILSON

plan. As you will recall, the Divisigamovided
comments to the Commission in the IREkdbwith
concerns about these action plan goalB§R.
Specifically, the Divisiaconcerned
that the action plan amounts are nosisbent with
providing rate payers with all the betsgbossible
according to the IRP analysis. Themsftne
Division wants to make it clear thatdigning this
agreement, we are not providing up femreement
that the amounts associated with thiseagent
represent the amounts of DSR that peothd
greatest benefit to rate payers as stggpoy the
IRP. And further, that by signing tagreement, we
are not abrogating our responsibilitg ifuture
rate case proceeding to make sure tts tmw
growth provide rate payers with the ligne
associated with IRP.
Q Does the Division expect tugets
associated with this agreement to yiatd payer
benefits?

A Yes. The IRP analysis comsidly



22

23

24

25

8

9

10

11

indicates that demand-side resourcéiah and
elsewhere on the system will reducemage
requirements and reduce total costsriergy
services by significant amounts in congoa to
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least cost supply side alternativesd #Arus
providing direct economic benefits totba average
to rate payers in Utah.

And additionally, IRP arsily
consistently indicates that carbon einissare
significantly reduced through DSR actjias in
comparison to supply side acquisitidinus, DSR
reduces the risk to rate payers of tutegal or
regulatory costs imposed on carbon aanisghat are
associated with electric power genenatio

IRP analysis is less cdssisor clear
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about the impact of DSR acquisition verage
revenue required per kilowatt hour. &wmmple,
RAMPP 2 indicated that under conditiohkigh load
growth, including DSR in the portfolibresources
acquired resulted in lower average raeaequired
for KWh as compared to a resource pasti@thout
DSR resources.

RAMPP 3 did not have trasn& outcome.
However, the impact on rate levels ideig DSR in
the resource portfolio appear to hamegligible
impact on real rate levels over the péghhorizon.

RAMPP 4 analysis, the uptgiRP and
additional analysis here in Utah shqurlavide
continuing examination of these impa&sad the
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1 performance standards subcommitteepbties
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subcommittees that will provide a reporthe final
next month, will give additional insigbh how such
analysis might be undertaken and tracked
Additionally, | think it sluld be noted
that IRP is based on planning assumgtand generic
projects. So far, we have some evidémaehere in
Utah, the cost of DSR is a bit lowemthee were
expecting. The company planned to aecg0,000
megawatt hours last year at a cost 8frillion.
It looks like that cost is going to bemain the 8
to $10 million range for the same amafridSR.
Those impacts that are listed in the #Rprobably
overstated. Again, we are concerneditaihas issue
and will continue to track this infornoat.
Q Do you have any additional omgnts?
A No, I don't. That'sit. Than

MR. GINSBERG: That's all tlestimony we
have.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is thexmy cross
examination of Ms. Wilson?

MR. HUNTER: Just a couplegagstions.
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EXAMINATION

BY MR. HUNTER:

Q Miss Wilson, I think you s&@,000?

A | meant to say 60, I'm sorry.

Q You mentioned that the Divisitad some
concerns about the target levels inatireement,
specifically, that they might not progithe amount
that was -- of the greatest benefihto¢ustomers.

Is the Division's specific concern ttredse targets
are too low?

A Yes.

Q And the Division is comfortabtith the

fact that the 60,000 megawatt hour nurgothe
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least that the company should be -- atnoUDSR
that the company should acquire in Wal©995?

A 1think the goal for 1995 i8.8For '94,
it was 60. So -- oh, | see. You'remghg to the
minimum target of 60,0007?

Q Iam. Page 8 of the recommé&nd, 1996
target for Utah DSR acquisition will jpart of
RAMPP 4 in late 1995. But the minimwarget for
Utah DSR energy savings acquisition9@5lwill be
60,692 megawatt hours. And my questiamhether or
not the -- you talked about your conseand the
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company's responsibility to determiret the
amounts we acquire are prudent. BubDikesion
fully supports acquiring at least thatam, the

60,000 minimum amount in Utah in 19957
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A Yes.

MR. HUNTER: Thank you. Tlksall | have.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Mr. Ginstg, have the
documents that have been used by theesses to
testify in this proceeding, are thewiform where
they could be filed as exhibits? Orot

MR. GINSBERG: No. They'ralig not.

Since they've been transcribed intadicerd, I'm
not sure it's necessary. But they cbeldnade in
that form. They weren't read verbagither.
Either by me or by them.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Okay. tlsego off
the record.

(Whereupon a short reeess taken.)

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Let's gack on the
record. Is there any additional testignor comment
on these --

COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Pacit€p was going
to answer my question why there's ackfice
between lost revenue.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Okay.

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
525 First Interstate Plaza 41



(oe]

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Salt Lake City, UT 84101

EXAMINATION OF MR. ROBINSON AND MRLIVELY

EXAMINATION

BY MR. HUNTER:

Q Mr. Robinson, would you pleatse your
name and business address for the récord

A I'm Scott Robinson. Managedemand-side
policy and strategy. Portland, Oregon.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: | guesshte fair to

the other witnesses, we have to sweatgo, Mr.
Robinson. Stand and raise your righthend be
sworn. Do you swear the testimony --haee two
witnesses? Okay. Both of you raise ymint
hands. The testimony you're aboutve @i this
proceeding will be the truth, the whinleéh and

nothing but the truth, so help you, God?



17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(Collective yes.)
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Okay.

Q (BY MR. HUNTER) Mr. Robinson
Commissioner Hewlett asked a questiganding a
discrepancy between the net lost revenuogbers
between the November and January repQads you
clear up that issue for us?

A Yes. | believe | can proviatditional
clarity to that. There are really twaderlying
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factors which contribute to that. Foall,
recognize that the November report isgtimate of
what will occur through the year ena tBere were
three months of estimation involved etffesly.
November -- excuse me, two months. Ndwer and

December. In that estimation, we hattgrated
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acquired.

In the January report, yoll see that
there's a higher level of acquisitionhe
residential sector from ECONS specilycathich is
a direct install program, and that asigjoin
occurred earlier in the year than we dratitipated.
Both would reflect in terms of a higinet lost
revenue. So that if you compare thereyports, the
megawatt hour acquisition in total i$ albthat
different. The November report is 24,0the
estimate at least, and the actual isrteg in
January 13th as 20,709. Yet the diffeean the
residential acquisition by ECONS is 2,%@rsus the
9214. So there's a higher level of &tfijon
there.

Another factor which hasbédentified
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is -- can be explained by Mr. Lively aiedolves
around the calculation of the net lestenue.
MR. LIVELY: The issue relaties
assumptions that were made in the esima
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: I thinloy need to
state your full name.
MR. LIVELY: Robert C. LivelyMy position
is administrator of demand-side managemelicy
development. And my -- and I'm locate&alt Lake
City. Back to my point. The issue tetato
assumptions that were made relativeeéadad demand
costs. In the November estimation,asyresumed
that there would be an avoided demasteaement to
the calculation. However, when acto&drimation
was available in January, it was deteeahithat
there was no -- a zero deemed valuedmled demand
cost. So that in and of itself wouldisathe --
given no other changes, that would c#us@et lost

revenue estimate in November to be Idhan the
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estimate in January.
COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Why wHmt
determined at that time for that change?
MR. LIVELY: If you'll -- I wald just
direct your attention to Exhibit 1 oétjoint
agreement where the -- where the avai@atand cost
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is defined. And that is element ADub$. You'll
see that it describes that the avoidsdahd cost is
based on certain specific capacity pasehand sales
contracts. And that if -- and that iadue of

those contracts will be based on adtaakactions
during a particular month. If there ace
transactions during a month, then tHeeves zero.
So it just turned out that in those rhenthere

were no transactions, and the valuerhecsero for



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

November and December.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is thisrtsistent

with the treatment in the avoided castkat?

MR. LIVELY: | can't responal that. |
don't know.

MS. WILSON: Wilson. It's castent, but
it's different.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Thank yfor
clarifying that.

MR. LIVELY: Does that answeur
guestion? The fundamental reason isetanates
of avoided demand costs were lower enNbvember
estimate than they were in the finauday report.
Thus causing the net lost revenue toidgieer for
the January report.
COMMISSIONER HEWLETT: Are ysgaying that
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES

525 First Interstate Plaza 45
Salt Lake City, UT 84101
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there was a change in the heart of lwogalculate
that between November 30th and Janu@th?3
MR. LIVELY: No, no. Both aallations
were based on the same definition df¢lement of
the formula. It's just that per thenterof that
element, if transactions occur in thgsecific
contracts that will define the avoideshdnd cost,
then an avoided demand cost is assurfi¢idose
transactions occur in those particulanths, then a
zero avoided demand cost is assumethelNovember
report, we assumed that there woulddresactions,
and thus an avoided demand cost. lac¢hel
report in January, it turned out thead heen no
transactions, and thus a zero avoidathdd cost.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Could yeuplain the
protections that were in the prior pchae and in
the recommended procedure in dealiniy hvrtits on
changes in the numbers that occur atiideof the
year?
MR. LIVELY: In the 1994 joint

recommendation, there was a limit ircplthat once
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the net lost revenue had been deternforetP94
that -- that regulatory adjustmentshet net lost
revenue would be limited by 25 perceither up or
down.
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COMMISSIONER BYRNE: And whermre those
determined?

MR. LIVELY: Those were to determined
during -- during 1995 as actual inforimiat program
evaluation results were -- became abksla

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Are thosleanges that
would apply after the January 13th r&por

MR. LIVELY: Yes.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: They didrefer to
changes between the November prelimirepgrt and

the January --
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MR. LIVELY: No, no. Those weeo apply
to the net lost revenue number in tmeidey 13th
report. So that number is subject 25 @ercent
adjustment, either up or down.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: And thanthe new
agreement?

MR. LIVELY: In the new agreent, there's
no such -- no such term or protectior ar factor
addressed. Well, what will happen --umderstand
that when we calculate net lost revenwese
calculating net lost revenues, at leasally,
based on engineering estimates of savhmag are
achieved by conservation measures. [¥¢e a
understand that in the normal coursevafuating
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1 and measuring the impact of conservatieasures
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that we may have an adjustment to mahkereup or
down from the original estimate thatwsed in the
net lost revenue calculation. So owrgoing
basis, we will adjust net lost revenioeghe

results of evaluation activities.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: When willif there
are adjustments to the January 13th eusrthat are
subject to this 25 percent limit, wheould they
occur?

MR. LIVELY: They would occat some point
during 1995 as measurement evaluatiovitees are
completed for energy conservation messstirat were
installed in 1994.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: And ineth
consideration of these costs in futate cases,
how much lag will there be before treesgme -- the
numbers are -- start to look prettyataie?

MR. LIVELY: | understand thatthe
normal course of evaluating our progeantivity, it
could run from 12 to 15 to 16 monthsdwing the
installation of an energy conservatiaasure.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: But presably as

these measures go forward, the confelenthose



25 numbers will improve month by month eayby year?
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1 MR. LIVELY: Ithink we -- ase -- as the

2 company becomes more familiar with tbigvdies and
3 the programs and the measures that de#lng

4 with, we will naturally become more cioleint in

5 our -- more able to better estimatesténangs

6 achieved in the initial estimate of lost revenues
7 orin the initial calculation of net tagvenues.

8 MR. ROBINSON: [ can elaborate other
9 jurisdictions where we have had the mots up
10 running longer primarily in the commeatand

11 industrial arenas, we have seen reaizaates

12 upwards of 93 percent. In some casgeeh On
13 average, 93 percent. So we fully expeatwe will

14 see a similar pattern in Utah jurisdicti
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COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Ms. Wilsandicated
that it appeared that the cost of DS&j@ms in
Utah seemed to be coming in at less wemn
anticipated or less than might have oecbLin other
states. These programs in Utah | thenke lagged a
little bit behind some of the programssay,
Washington or Oregon. Has there bearedwenefit
achieved from the company's involvenieiese
programs in other states? That is,usegrto Utah
in terms of lower cost programs?

MR. ROBINSON: No. The largssue
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really leading to the difference betweaticipated
planned expenditures, if you will, em@amgafrom the
integrated resource planning processadrat has

actually occurred is a function of tkalization of
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the types of projects that actually comthe
pipeline. Integrated resource planmogurs based
on generic assumptions regarding thesys
structures that are in place and theusrinof
savings that one can realize.

One thing we have been &bl quite
successfully so far in Utah is to beedblidentify
distinct opportunities where customexgehlarge
savings potential. They have uniqugeats,
generally speaking. And they are ptsj@cwhich
we have been able to get the customearticipate
with their own dollars. So that althbube utility
expenditures are lower per se than weskperienced
in some cases in other jurisdictions,tttal
expenditure as defined in integratedusse
planning context of total resource casés
virtually the same.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is thexmsything else
that the parties have or any additiopastions or
comments?

MR. HUNTER: Mr. Burrup defedto Mr.

DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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Lively a question about whether or ria &ccounting
records would be kept in sufficient detaprovide
the material necessary to make allonatidMr.
Lively is available to address that essu

MR. LIVELY: There is suffias accounting
information available to accomplish tigective
that was discussed.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Mr. Livelwhat would
happen in an accounting sense to theggams if
the Commission did not approve the agesd or
something similar to it? How would tempany treat
these programs without such treatment?

MR. LIVELY: I'm sorry. If saCommission
did not approve --

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Did ngt@ove this

agreement.
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MR. LIVELY: From an accourgin
perspective, you know, | don't thinknbkv the
answer to that. | think we would havetdress
that concern at the time of that evdittua

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: If youdi't have
some kind of approval to allow you tpitalize some
of these costs, would accounting rudegiire that
you expense them?

MR. LIVELY: I don't know thaknow the
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answer to that.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Is theamything
else?

MR. BURRUP: Can | commenttbat? It
seems from the Division's point of vighat without

this order at the end of the year, tagany would
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not be able to record net lost revenuddsat's a
regulatory asset created by regulatotip@a. In
addition, the carrying charge on DSRypam costs
could not be included as an asset. 'S hat
regulatory created asset. In our opinibere
would be little impact on program costghich are
the major dollars. But certainly, a #nd of this
year, their auditors would not allowrth&o claim
revenues which this Commission had otiaized as
net lost revenues.

COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Okay.

MR. ROBINSON: With the Comsitn's
indulgence, I'd like to clarify one ldisial set --
there have been a number of numbersithewound and
discussed in this proceeding. Justedhtd clarify
to make sure everybody understood tfierdnce in
terms of what was being discussed today.

The target for 1994 wasided as
60,000 megawatt hours which was exceedexh
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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annualized basis. Meaning if we weredont full
12 months of actual megawatt savingsiiwow from
any given project. The amount of megawaurs
actually booked in 1994 were closer@@®20
megawatt hours. We're talking aboutdifference
now of what actually went through thet@nen terms
of savings. So it's important to redagrihat
distinction. When we look forward teeth995
target, then what is being discusseohi80,000
megawatt hour target. That would bawm@annualized
basis with a minimum threshold of theD60.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: A minimutinreshold of
the 60,000?
MR. ROBINSON: That's correct.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Does tina¢an a
realized number? Or still an annualizechber?
MR. ROBINSON: Annualized nuenfalso.
MR. FLANDRO: The point is tre two

letters we handed out to you say 20¢(#1,000,
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and that was the subject of Commissibteavlett's
question. But in my testimony, | indethat the
'94 target or the actual achievemeni®9dv by
PacifiCorp were in the 60,000 plus rang# we
were trying to point out is that the@) -- the
numbers that are being used as tangdtsth the
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old agreement and the new agreemeratramealized
numbers. The numbers that are usdtiesettwo
letters were nonannualized numbers. Zhe00
versus the 65. It's the same -- waliertg the
same thing, but one is annualized ardi®not. We
just thought maybe after you left togay'd wonder,
why were they talking 60 and the lettatk 207?
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Okay.

MR. LIVELY: Just one more pbof
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clarification. Pardon me, CommissioBgme. To
your question earlier about the comsareaction,
if this joint agreement were not appubireterms of
accounting for the costs of DSR prograregainly
we would be very reluctant to -- aftenament of
reflection, certainly we'd be very re¢ant to
continue to defer the costs of DSR ot and net
lost revenue as we have done undeethestof 1994
joint recommendation. That would leadhen to the
alternative of expensing those costshviiould
certainly cause greater concern withexdkompany
about price impacts of DSR activity. iSlocould
just leave you with that thought.
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: Well, onéthe
concerns about these kinds of programaslated to
changes that are going on in the ingusind
DEPOMAX REPORTING SERVICES
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either restructuring or whatever elseg imgppen in
the future. And there is an ongoinginfal
process, and | would urge -- in somesai is
different people in the company that edmthose
kinds of discussions. And | would uthat there be
some consideration of these costs amddsmand-side
programs might be implemented in a vestired
environment, perhaps even one where &re aealing
strictly with a regulated distributioarapany. And

| think those -- these considerationsiéed to be
considered in the informal process shating
forward.

If there are no additiooamments,
Commissioner Chairman Mecham has hagheh
calling, | guess. The telephone legmhais
moving rapidly on the Hill, and he wasile to
participate. He did tell me that | trasl vote, but
| think we probably need to discuss itk him.

So we're going to take this under adwesgt. But in
the interest of efficiency, I'm goingask that a

draft order be prepared approving thheexgent. And
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| don't know, Mr. Hunter, whether youdavir.
Ginsberg --

MR. GINSBERG: He voluntardgreed to do
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COMMISSIONER BYRNE: He volaetred
already?
MR. GINSBERG: He already agfe
COMMISSIONER BYRNE: We'll gigte man with
the meter running to do the order. \&bpest that
he do that. And | would request, Mr.nitar, that
you specifically refer to 54-3-1 andcais 54-1-10
in drafting your order. Is there angthelse we
need to deal with this morning? If neg'll be in
recess until further notice.

(Whereupon the proceeslingre
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