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I. 
INTRODUCTION

1 In accordance with WAC 480-07-835, Pacific Power & Light Company (Pacific Power or Company), a division of PacifiCorp, respectfully moves the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Commission) for expedited clarification of  ADDIN BA \xc <@reg> \xl 8 \s XEKKQW000003 \l "Order 10" Order 12, entered on September 1, 2016, and Order 13, entered on September 9, 2016.
  Pacific Power has conferred with Commission Staff on this motion and the Company’s concurrent compliance filing and provided Staff with the revenue requirement models and calculations supporting both.  
2 The Commission will grant clarification to resolve the “meaning of an order so that compliance may be enhanced, so that any compliance filing may be accurately prepared and presented, to suggest technical changes that may be required to correct the application of principle to data. . .” or to correct ministerial errors.
  The Company seeks clarification of two aspects of Orders 12 and 13.  

3 First, the Company requests clarification regarding the rate base treatment of the pro forma capital additions at Jim Bridger Units 3 and 4 that are separate from the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems.  In Order 12, the Commission expressly denied a return on the “SCR systems” only, implicitly allowing rate base treatment of these other capital projects.  The revenue requirement approved in Order 12 and 13 does not, however, reflect inclusion of the non-SCR-related capital projects in rate base.  To resolve this discrepancy, the compliance tariffs filed with this motion reflect the inclusion of the non-SCR capital projects in rate base.  The Company requests that the Commission grant clarification and approve the Company’s alternative compliance filing. 

4 Second, the Company seeks clarification of the deferral period and timeline applicable to the approved decoupling mechanism.  To facilitate implementation of the decoupling mechanism, the Company requests that the Commission allow the deferral period to run from July 1 to June 30 to align with the Company’s mid-year Commission Basis Report (CBR) filing, and make other minor changes to the schedule.  Staff supports the Company’s requested clarification and use of a July 1 to June 30 deferral period.
II. 
REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION

A. Rate Base Recovery of the Non-SCR Pro Forma Capital Additions at Jim Bridger Units 3 and 4. 
5 The Company’s filing included several capital projects that it implemented as part of the maintenance overhauls at Units 3 and 4 of the Jim Bridger plant.  The direct testimony of Pacific Power witness Mr. Chad A. Teply describes and supports each of these projects individually, making clear that they are all separate from the installation of the SCR systems.
  

6 The revenue requirement associated with these pro forma capital additions is outlined in the testimony of Pacific Power witness Ms. Shelley E. McCoy and totals $3,791,758 for Unit 3 and $4,070,237 for Unit 4.
  These amounts were included in the Jim Bridger generation overhaul total listed in Appendix A to Pacific Power’s Post-Hearing Brief, which summarized the components of the revenue requirement in the Company’s rebuttal filing.
  The return on rate base associated with the non-SCR projects results in a revenue requirement increase of $316,571 in year one of the rate plan and $295,836 in year two of the rate plan.
  

7 No party challenged the prudence of the Jim Bridger maintenance overhaul projects that are separate from the SCR systems.  While Staff contested a few of the individual projects, it did so only on the theory that natural gas conversion of Units 3 and 4 would have obviated the need for them.
  Staff did not directly challenge the prudence of the non-SCR capital projects or propose a disallowance.
  

8 In Order 12, the Commission did not accept Staff’s position that the Company should have converted Units 3 and 4 to natural gas, nor did the Commission adopt either Staff’s proposed SCR disallowance or its partial disallowance of certain non-SCR capital projects.
  Order 12 allows the return of, but not the return on, costs of the “SCR systems.”
  Because the Company’s SCR and non-SCR investments were combined in a single pro forma adjustment for maintenance overhaul and SCR installation at Jim Bridger 3 and 4, the Commission excluded the total amount from rate base, even though Order 12 expressly excludes only the SCR systems.  Line 47 of Appendix A to Order 13 confirms that the return of total overhaul and SCR installation costs was included in the revenue requirement, but the rate base component was not.
  

9 The Company requests that Commission clarify that the omission of the Jim Bridger Unit 3 and 4 non-SCR capital projects from rate base was a ministerial error, correct the revenue requirement accordingly, and approve the alternative compliance tariffs provided with this motion.
  The Company’s requested relief is reasonable given that no party challenged the prudence of these capital projects and the Commission did not disallow the non-SCR capital projects from rate base in Order 12.  

B. Decoupling Mechanism

10 Pacific Power proposed a decoupling mechanism to provide better fixed cost recovery in light of changes in usage due to weather and energy efficiency.
  The Company requested that the Commission approve its decoupling mechanism for a minimum of five years, beginning on July 1, 2016.
  The Company’s proposed deferral period for the mechanism would run from July 1 to June 30, which the Company selected to align with its proposed mid-year CBR filing for the 12 months ending June 30 each year.
  
11 In Order 12, the Commission approved Pacific Power’s proposed decoupling mechanism, with minor modifications.
  The Commission adjusted the deferral timeline to coincide with the September 15, 2016 effective date of Order 12.
  The Commission approved a deferral period that runs from September 15 to September 14.  This schedule does not align with the 12 months included in the Company’s mid-year CBR filing, however, which will complicate implementation and review of the decoupling mechanism.  
12 As a “technical change to correct the application of principle to data,”
 Pacific Power requests that the Commission clarify that the decoupling mechanism’s deferral period should align with the months covered by the Company’s mid-year CBR filing (i.e., July 1 to June 30).  Given the effective date of the order, the Company requests that the Commission allow a shortened first year of the decoupling mechanism, from September 15, 2016, through June 30, 2017.  Years two through four would cover the full one-year period from July 1 to June 30.  The final year of the decoupling mechanism would extend 14 and one-half months, until September 14, 2021.  
13 Additionally, Pacific Power requests that the Commission clarify that the Company is not required to file a mid-year CBR in 2016 covering the results of operations for July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2016, because this period pre-dates the effective date of the decoupling mechanism.
14 The following table reflects the schedule Pacific Power proposes in this motion, clarifying Table 1 in Order 12:
	Table 1: Timeline for Decoupling:

	Year 1 (Sept. 15, 2016 – June 30, 2017)

	September 15, 2016
	Effective date of filing, Start of first deferral period.

	June 30, 2017
	End of first deferral period

	Years 2-4 (July 1, 2017 – June 30, 2020)

	July 1
	Start of deferral period

	October 31
	Mid-Year CBR filed for results of operations July 1 through June 30

	December 1
	Proposed rate adjustment to Schedule 93

	February 1
	Effective date of Schedule 93 rate adjustment

	June 30
	End of deferral period (12 months)*

	Year 5 (July 1, 2020 – September 14, 2021)

	July 1, 2020
	Start of deferral period

	September 14, 2021
	End of deferral period

	October 31, 2021
	Mid-Year CBR filed for results of operations July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 

	December 1, 2021
	Proposed rate adjustment to Schedule 93**

	February 1, 2022
	Effective date of Schedule 93 rate adjustment


* Pacific Power has committed to conducting an evaluation of its decoupling mechanism at the end of Year 3, ending on June 30, 2019.

** The final Schedule 93 filing on December 1, 2021, will include the impacts for the small stub period (July 1, 2021, through September 14, 2021).
III. 
CONCLUSION
15 The Company respectfully requests that the Commission clarify Orders 12 and 13 in this case, as outlined above.
Respectfully submitted this 12th day of September, 2016.
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� WUTC v. Pacific Power & Light Company, Docket UE-152253, Order 12 (Sept. 1, 2016) (Order 12); WUTC v. Pacific Power & Light Company, Docket UE-152253, Order 13 (Sept. 9, 2016 (Order 13). 


� WAC 480-07-835(1).


� Teply, Exh. No. CAT-1CT at 2:9-10:16 and 16:7-23:8. 


� McCoy, Exh. No. SEM-9C.


� Pacific Power & Light Company’s Post-Hearing Brief at 1 n. 1.  Appendix A was based on similar tables included in Pacific Power’s rebuttal testimony.  McCoy, Exh. No. SEM-6T 3 Table 1 and Table 2; see also McCoy, Exh. No. SEM-5C (revenue requirement of overhauls in direct filing); McCoy, Exh. No. SEM-6T 5:13-21 (describing pro forma capital addition related to overhaul of Unit 3); McCoy, Exh. No. SEM-9C (revenue requirement of overhauls in rebuttal filing). 


� Concurrent with this motion, the Company submitted a compliance filing that does not include the return on rate base associated with the non-SCR-related investments.  The variances between the revenue requirement totals submitted as part of the compliance filing and this motion are entirely related to the impacts of the non-SCR-related investments (i.e., return on rate base, updated interest expense, and associated tax impacts).


� Twitchell, Exh. No. JBT-1CT 54:3-8; Twitchell, Exh. No. JBT-16; Teply, Exh. No. CAT-14CT 5:1-6; Pacific Power & Light Company’s Post-Hearing Brief at 36 n. 244 and 245. 


� Post-Hearing Brief on Behalf of Commission Staff at 37 n. 193.


� Order 12 ¶¶ 111, 116. 


� Order 13 ¶ 2.


� Page 1 of Appendix A includes adjustment 8.4, which is the “Pro Forma Major Plant Additions” adjustment that includes the Jim Bridger Unit 3 maintenance overhaul included in the first-year revenue requirement.  Page 2 of Appendix A references the Jim Bridger Unit 4 overhaul that is included in the year-two revenue requirement.  


� WAC 480-07-835(1).


� Steward, Exh. No. JRS-1T 9:17-20.


� Order 12 ¶ 139; Steward, Exh. No. JRS-1T 18:16; Steward, Exh. No. JRS-15.


� Steward, Exh. No. JRS-1T 17:21-23.


� Order 12 ¶ 139.


� Order 12 ¶ 139.


� WAC 480-07-835(1).
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