BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

	WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, 


Complainant, 

v.

PUGET SOUND ENERGY, INC.


Respondent. 


	DOCKET NO. UE-060266

DOCKET NO. UG-060267

MOTION OF COMMISSION STAFF FOR CLARIFICATION OF ORDER 08


1 The Staff of the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission requests clarification of the Commission’s Order 08 in this proceeding.  Staff’s motion is filed pursuant to WAC 480-07-835 and is limited to the following three items:

1.
Gas Low Income Assistance

2 Staff, Public Counsel and the Northwest Industrial Gas Users proposed an increase in the natural gas low income bill assistance program of $525,000 (net of taxes and revenue sensitive items) above the current level of $2.8 million. The $525,000 increase would be allocated across classes on an equal percent of margin basis, which is consistent with existing Schedule 129.

3 The Company does not oppose the proposal.
  However, while the Commission’s Order 08 approves expressly an increase in the electric low income assistance program,
 it does not approve expressly the increase proposed for the natural gas low income assistance program.  

4 Therefore, we ask the Commission to clarify its Order 08 by expressly approving the natural gas low income assistance proposal of Staff, Public Counsel and the NWIGU.

2.
Line of Credit for Hedging Transactions
5 The Company proposed to include in the Power Cost Adjustment mechanism the cost associated with a new line of credit to support wholesale power hedging transactions.  All parties weighing in on that issue supported the proposal, which the Commission approved in its Order 08.

6 The Company also proposed to include in the Purchased Gas Adjustment mechanism the cost associated with the new line of credit to support its core gas portfolio hedging transactions.
  That proposal is not approved expressly in the Commission’s Order 08.

7 Staff does not object to the proposal and asks the Commission to clarify its Order 08 accordingly.
3.
Demand-related Gas Costs
8 The Company proposes to change the demand-related gas costs reflected on Schedules 101 and 106 through a cost of service methodology that uses a design-day peak allocator.
  

9 The Commission’s Order 08 does not expressly decide the issue regarding the allocation of demand-related gas costs.  However, the Commission did state that:

The record in this proceeding is not adequate for purposes of evaluating PSE’s use of the design day as a peak allocator in its COS study.  We express no opinion on the subject.

10 Therefore, we ask the Commission to clarify its Order 08 to reject the Company’s allocation of demand-related gas costs in Schedules 101 and 106.  That clarification would be consistent with the latest Commission precedent that resolved that issue on its merits.
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� Exhibit No. 581 at 14:16-15:6 (Joint Parties).


� Tr. 98:22-25 (Harris).  


� Order 08 at ¶ 144.


� The Company’s compliance filing in this case does reflect the natural gas low income assistance proposal.  See, Advice No. 2007-02, Natural Gas Tariff Filing (January 9, 2007).  Thus, the clarification we request may not be necessary, but will insure that there are is no future misunderstanding regarding the Commission’s directive on this matter.


� Order 08 at ¶ 34.


� Exhibit No 131C at 25:18-26:2 (Gaines) and Exhibit No. 421 at 51:15-52:6 (Story).


� Exhibit No. 31 at 32:14-16 (Amen).


� Order 08 at ¶ 133.


� WUTC v. Washington Natural Gas Co., 5th Suppl. Order at 7-9, Docket Nos. UG-940034, et al., (April 11, 1995).
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