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Thé Idéﬁo Consewation League (ICL) urges the Commission to make the Fixed Cost

‘ Ad]ustment (FCA) permanent. The basic premise of the FCA-to remove a disincentive to

| promote energy conservation leading to forgone recovery of approved fixed costs-remains
unchanged.! During the pilot stakeholders debated which causes of changing energy consumption
the mechanism should capture.” Maintaining the current FCA, which captures all non-weather
related changes in consumption, best aligns the utility’s financial interest with ratepayer’s interests
in controllyin:g‘enel‘rgy bills. Aligning these interests will help close the gap between current

achievements in energy efficiency and the vast untapped economic potential available in Idaho.

Introductlon
Dunng the FCA ‘pilot, various parties have raised a host of issues regarding both the

mechanics and the pohcy underpinnings of the FCA.*> The Company and Staff have resolved

! See Order 30267 at 13, IPC-E-04- 15, (Initiating the FCA pilot)(March 12, 2007); Order 32251,
IPC-E-11-03, (FCA Rates for 2011 — 2012).
2 See Order 31063, IPC-E-09-28, (convert the FCA from pilot to permanent)(March 23, 2010).

3 See Order 31063, IPC-E-09-28, (Idaho Power request to convert the FCA from pilot to
permanent status)(April 29, 2010).
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some issues, such as using the most current numerical inputs to calculate the rate and whether to
allocate the FCA rate to the affected classes separately or individually. The primary unresolved
issue is whether the FCA should continue to capture forgone fixed costs due to all non-weather
related factors that effect consumption, or be limited to factors directly attfilﬁu;tablve“fo Idaho
Power’s activities. | ‘

During the pilot period, the PUC staff, ICL, and others have struggled with ﬁdw‘to address
the fact the current FCA captures changes in fixed costs recovery beyond Company sponsored
efficiency efforts.> After researching mechanisms that attempt to isolate the impacts to fixed costs
recovery of Company sponsored efficiency efforts, ICL believes that ratepayers are better served by
approving the current FCA mechanism. The Washington UTC’s effort to isolate the impacts of
Company sponsored efficiency from other factors is great example of how complex and
contentious this type of mechanism is. Further, a 20 lI report by the ACEEE chcﬁbes how
limiting the FCA to Company sponsored programs retains the disincentive towards broader
efficiency efforts like building codes and appliance standards and does not ‘addtess‘t‘h‘e; utility’s
incentive to increase sales.® | T

Instead of increasing complexity and creating a disincentive towards broad Based energy
efficiency, ICL recommends the Commission maintain the current FCA. Capturing all non-
weather related changes in energy consumption aligns the utility’s financial interest with
ratepayer’s interest in controlling energy bills and provides a valuable risk mitigatidn tool that

benefits shareholders. Below ICL explains how ratepayers can share in these benefits.

4 See Staff Comments at 5, IPC-E-10-07, (FCA Rates for 2010-2011)May 6, 2010)(Staff
supports using the energy forecast in the concurrent PCA as opposed to either test year or
?receding year energy use data.); Order 31081 at 5, IPC-E-10-07, (May 28, 2010).

See Staff Comments at 5 — 6, IPC-E-09-28; ICL Comments at 8, IPC-E-09-28; ICL. Comments
at 5, IPC-E-10-07 at 5, (FCA Rates for 2010 — 2011)(May 5, 2010).
8 See ACEEE Balancing Interests: A Review of Lost Revenue Adjustment Mechanisms for Utility
Energy Efficiency Programs at 8 — 11, (September 2011)(Available at: http://aceee.org/research-
report/ul 14). i .
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L. The Fixed Cost Adjustment in Contact{

Instead éf ijécOunting the full history and mechanics of the FCA, five points set the stage
for ICL’s comments‘ below. The FCA: (1) is one part of a larger regulatory structure; (2) aligns
regulation w1th the Commission policy t‘o broadly support energy conservation; (3) focuses the
utility on controllingv costs; (4) limits utility cost recovery to approved fixed costs; and (5) rewards
ratepayers who incfgéaSe their energy efficiency. Because ratepayers benefit from each of these
features, the CémmissiOn should continue the current FCA.

The FCA is one part of a larger regulatory structure necessary to level the playing field for
demand side and subply side resources. As long as Idaho Power collects a portion of fixed costs
through voluinetric rates, they face a structural disincentive to pursue actual reductions in
consumption regardless of the cause. Allowing the utility to collect forgone fixed costs due to
changes in, c,ons;‘;tnptioh merely removes this disincentive. But the FCA does not, and cannot,
address other lssues that provide a positive incentive to grow the utility rate base, principally the
ability to earn'a retum on capital investment.’ The Commission can better control utility capital
investmenf through i‘nfegrated resource plarining, rate cases, and certificate of public convenience
proceedinig‘s;1 ‘Proﬁdin‘g a positive incentive for demand side resources on par with supply side
resources ralses dlfferent issues that are best handled through other proceedings, for example the
© Idaho Power Demand Side Resource proposals approved in IPC-E-10-27. The FCA is a necessary,
| but not su"f"ﬁciel‘l‘t‘," means to level the playing field.

The FCA is an important tool to enact the stated policy of this Commission—to
“diligently and vigorou;sly pursue all available, cost effective DSM, conservation, and pricing

options that could potentially displace or defer the need for additional future peaking

7 Regulatory Assistance Project, Revenue Regulation and Decoupling: A Guide to Theory and
Application at 46, (June 2011)(explaining the Averch Johnson effect is real and is best managed
through “sound integrated resource planning that identifies the least-cost long-term acquisition
strategy[.]”)(Available at: http://bit.ly/RAPdecouple).

ICL Comments L -3 March 1, 2012
IPC-E-11-19



generation.” Traditional regulation misaligns incentives with this policy goal. The FCA aligns
regulation with this goal by removing a structural disinéentive while maintaininlg the ability to
establish consumption based price signals. The Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP ) reViéwed
several alternatives to traditional regulation and concluded: “Some of these provide nearly the
same benefits to utility shareholders as decoupling, but all of them fall short of the full range of
benefits that revenue decoupling provides, particularly those for consumers and the | )
environment.”

There are two basic options to remove the structural disincentive cregtegl by:t:-raditional
regulation — redesigning rates or instituting a tracking mechanism. Rates could be rédésigned to
separate fixed and variable charges, so called straight fixed/variable rates. Id#ho P;)weg @alculates
that fixed costs represent 71.7% of the total revenue requirement for the residential class and
79.0% of the small commercial class.'® As a result, under a straight ﬁxed/vﬁtiable rate scheme the
fixed charge would dwarf the volumetric charge leaving ratepayers with a very weak ébﬂsilxnption
based price signal. Weak consumption based price signals hinder the Commission’s directive to
pursue pricing options that displace or defer new generation sources." Accordingly, ICL and the
PUC Staff have consistently opposed moving in this Mion by steeply raising the fixed
customer charge for the residential class. R

The other option is to institute a tracking mechanism that will true up gny“djfference

between the fixed costs authorized by the Commission and those actually cbﬁe&éd .b‘Y‘the utility.

® Order 30201 at 12, IPC-E-06-09, Evander Andrews CPCN (December 15, 2006); Order 32426
at 21, IPC-E-11-08, Idaho Power General Rate Case (December 30, 2011)(“We continue our
commltment that the Company should pursue all cost-effective energy efficiencies.”)

® RAP at 41; See also NARUC Decoupling for Electric and Gas Utilities: F requently Asked
Questions at 4, (2007) (“Furthermore, as discussed above, there are other methods that remove the
throughput disincentive, although revenue decouplmg may best balance the removal of utility
dlsmcentlves to energy efficiency while preserving customer incentives to deploy energy

efficien
10

11 See Order 30201 at 12.
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While more complex than a straight fixed/variable rate, this option allows for a strong
consumption based price signal while providing the utility with a better opportunity to recover its
approved fixed costs.”” These benefits outwefigh the complexit}; of the FCA.

TthCA can focus the Company sciuarely on controlling costs. Under traditional
regulatioh, the ufﬂity can increase revenue in three ways: cut costs, add customers, or increase
sales. The FCA removes Idaho Power’s ability to increase revenue by increasing sales because the
true up meéhdhism ‘re"curns to customers any fixed costs revenue that exceeds the authorized
amount. Instead, the utlhty can only increase revenue by increasing customers or cutting costs.”
Since new customersbrm g their own new costs, the single best way to increase revenue is to cut
. cost. Cutting cost to improve efficiency of operations is in the interest of ratepayers and

shareholdéfs,‘buf "cutting cost by reducing quality of service is a potential pitfall of the cost
minimization objective. Fortunately, recent quality of service results for the Company indicate
that the FCA mechanism has not diminished quality of service, but the Commission is wise to
continue monitoring quality of service as a complement to implementing the FCA mechanism.
The inec‘héﬁics of the FCA are working as intended, providing surcharges when
consumption declines and credits when consumption increases. As a result, the FCA ensures
Idaho Powér ébllects‘ the revenue approved by the Commission, no more and no less. Without the
FCA Idaho Pdv;vef can over collect fixed costs merely by increasing sales. By limiting recovery to
approved ﬁxedcosts,the FCA directly benefits ratepayers.
The FCA rewafds ratepayers who become more efficient. If overall energy consumption
“increases thé FCA ?prpvides a credit to customers, but their bills increase as they buy more energy.
If consumption declines, the FCA leads to a surcharge, but only up to the approved fixed costs.

Customer bills should remain stable or decline because paying for less energy offsets the surcharge.

2 See NARUC at 4.
1> See NARUC at 9; RAP at 45 — 46.
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And, to the extent customers increase their efficiency, their bills decline even more. Under this
scheme, the FCA rewards the efficient ratepayer more than the inefficient. This is good public
policy as long as all ratepayers have the opportunity to become more efficient and thereby reduce
total bills. ‘

Today ratepayers have more opportunities to participate in efficiency programs than
before. Since the adoption of the FCA pilot Idaho Power has expanded thc smte of energy
efficiency programs for residential customers, from seven programs to twelve. Over this same
time, the portion of total energy savings from Company programs attributable to the residential
sector grew from 13.65% to 22.84%." Ratepayer’s ability to control their energy use only
increases when Idaho Power supports other conservation measures like building codes, appliance
standards, education programs, financing mechanisms, and supportive tax policy. The
Commission can align the utility's financial interest with the ratepayer’s interest in controlling
energy bills by continuing the current FCA that captufdc all possible ways in which a utility can

foster or hinder reductions in energy consumption.

II. The FCA Benefits Ratepayers By Aligning Utility Incentives and Mltlgatmg Rlsks

The FCA can directly benefit ratepayers in two primary ways. First, ratepayers benefit
when the utility’s financial interests aligns with ratepayer’s interest in controlling energy bills.
This benefit comes from both increased utility sponsored programs as well as in comi)lementary
public policies and programs. Second, in the eyes of investors, the FCA is a risk initigatipn tool

that can reduce the revenue volatility risk to the Company leading to a lower overall revenue

" Idaho Power 2007 DSM Report at 10 (March 2008); Idaho Power 2010 DSM Report at 18
(March 2011).

® Id., at 55-56 (Showing total savings of 91,145,000 kwh and residential savmgs of 12,440,682
kwh); Id., at 129-130 (Showing total savings of 187,626,344 kwh and residential savings of
42,850,839 kwh). ;

ICL Comments 6 ...March 1, 2012
IPC-E-11-19 S e




.component[.]”

requirement for ratepayers. ' As the FCA captures more factors that influence energy

consumption, it fosters both benefits by removing the disincentive towards broad based efficiency

. efforts and by increasing the mechanism’s value as a risk mitigation tool. For these reasons, a

robust FCA best serves the public interest.

Upon initiating the pilot the Commission stated: “The annual FCA true-up mechanism
assures a more stable utility recovery of ﬁxed costs that are now recovered in the energy rate
21 A recent treatise by the Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP) considered this
revenue stabilizm_g feature and explains the potential benefits to ratepayers as:

“Economic theory supports the notion that risk mitigation is valuable to investors

and that that value will (eventually) be revealed in some way in the market —

throuéh a lower cost of equity, a lower cost of debt, or a lower required equity

capltahzatlon ratlo. Any of these will eventually produce lower rates for

consumers, in tetum for the risk mitigation measure.”®

While the treatise cites each element of risk—cost of equity, cost of debt, and capital
structure—RAP cencludes that the difference is in the timing, Investors may take years to
recognize the benefits of risk mitigation through lower costs of equity or debt. Meanwhile the
Commission can immediately reduce the equity ratio without disturbing the utility’s authorized
rate of return and thereby deliver immediate benefits to ratepayers. RAP explains the underlying

theory as: “By reducmg volatility, the utility needs less equity to provide the same assurance that

bond coverage ratlos and other financial requirements will be met.”'® ICL agrees with RAP that,

'*RAP at 37 NARUC at 9 (“As noted before, decouphng can reduce risk for the utility by
ensuring that its revenues and return on investment remain stable. A lower risk-profile should
make the cost of capital lower for the utlhty For investors, this can be realized through an

~ increase in the utlllty’ s debt/equity ratio, a decrease in the return on equity, improved debt ratings
“and credit requirements.”).

17 Order 30267 at 13, IPC-E-04-15.
8 RAP at 39; NARUC at 9.
Y RAP at 39.
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in contrast to reducing the return on equity, reducing the equity ratio: “is more directly‘reﬂective ‘
of the risk mitigation that decoupling actually provides — that is, stabilization of earnings with
respect to factors beyond the utility’s control.”®

Including all non-weather related changes in consumption in the FCA}einoVes the
disincentive towards broad based energy efficiency and maximizes its value as a nsk ‘li*n’itigation
tool. Mr. Cavanagh and Mr. Youngblood both refer to the reduced revenue volatility as a benefit
to the Company of the FCA.* The Commission can share this value with ratepayers by reducing
Idaho Power’s ratio of equity to debt to reflect this reduced risk. The Commiséibﬁ éan ‘a>ccomplish
this by ordering Idaho Power to issue debt rather than equity for new capital or paying a dividend

and replacing the equity with debt.

III. Ratepayers Benefit if the FCA Captures All Non-‘Weather Related Changes m C’onsumption‘ ‘
Electing to address the disincentive towards broad based energy efﬁciéncy through a
tracking mechanism is the first step in creating a sound regulatory scheme. Like‘mo's‘t‘téhings in
life, the devil is in the details and the specific design of a fixed cost tracking mechanism is a prime
example. Tracking mechanisms can range from “full decoupling,” which captﬁres consumption
changes regardless of cause, to “limited decoupling,” also know as lost revenue adqutments, which
captures only specific causes of changing consumption.”? Where a specific mechanism ?f;lls within
this range depends on how regulators deal with four primary factors that influence electricity
consumption: (1) weather, (2) the number of customérs, (3) the consumption patterns of
individual customers, and (4) economic conditions in the service territory. On‘c‘e a factor is
included or excluded, the Commission must examine whether additional regulatéfy éétiéns are

necessary to address changes is risk allocation or to promote specific policy goals. Currently the

20 RAP at 39.
2! Cavanagh Direct at 4; Youngblood Direct at 12.
ZRAPat 11 -13; NARUC at 5.
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FCA excltxties ‘Weetther related changes in consumption and includes the other three factors.
Excluding factots from the FCA works against the public interest by failing to remove the utility
disixlcentive‘t(');varde btoad based energy efficiency and reducing the value of the FCA as a risk
mltlgatlon tool Accordmgly ICL recommends the Commission continue the current FCA as the
best means to ahgn the utility’s financial mterests with ratepayer’s interests in controlling energy

_ bills,

| Weather: |
Deviations from the assumed weather patterns used to set rates can increase sales, due to

extreme weather,‘ or decrease sales, due to less extreme weather and consequently less heating and
" cooling lqad.s.w;‘When Idaho Power initially proposed the FCA they stated: “The Company
historically has aesilmed risks associated with weather-related changes in sales; we seek no change
in that risk allocatlon, which obviously does not affect the Company’s incentives to promote and
invest in energy efﬁqency ”? Excluding weather driven changes in consumption exposes utility
and ratepayers to thls nsk. ‘Weather normalization methods mitigate this risk to some extent by
smoothing out revenue volatlhty between years. ICL supports excluding weather from the FCA,

- which maintains histoﬁcal risk allocations mitigated through weather normalizing methods.

Number of Customers:

Establishing rates requires assumptidhs about the number of customers on the system in
the future. If customer counts decline compared to the assumed level the utility recovers less
~ revenue. However, the utility should also incur less expense since the customer either removes or
does not bring some of their fixed costs with them. On the other hand, if customer counts
increase the utlhty could recover more revenue, but they also incur more costs. Regardless, Idaho

Power has 11tt1e ablhty to influence the number of customers on the system. More importantly,

3 Gale Direct at 10, IPC-E.04.15 (implementing the FCA pilot) (January 30, 2006).
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the sheer number of customers has no impact on overall energy efficiency. Instead,-;naxhnizing
the efficiency of all customers, regardless of vintage, is the best way to achieve the C;nnfnission ’s
goal of deferring or displacing more expensive supply side resources. | |

During the pilot period, the Staff expressed concern that new customers“h“a‘vé ‘dif“ferent
consumption patterns than existing customers.?* ICL submits that it is not at all clear that new
customers have a meaningful difference from existing customers. While gas space heating is
certainly on the rise so is central air conditioning. New homes are built to higher standards, but
typically are larger than average, meaning more space to cool and light. While new Cdétdmers may
trigger the need for line extensions or other infrastructure, the Commlssxon can more directly
address this issue through the line extension policy than the FCA. Adchtlonally, 1f the ;ustlﬁcatlon
for treating new customers differently is their lower cqnsumptlon than average, thlsalso holds true
for existing customers who become more efficient. Iriétcad of adding compleiify to the FCA by
requiring a separate rate for new customers, ICL submits a better approach is tb require regular
updates, such as every third year, to the cost of service study inputs and results used to ‘?:alculate the
FCA. Treating new customers the same as existing customers avoids complexity and maximizes

the benefits of the FCA by limiting disincentives and increasing the risk mitigation value.

Consumption Patterns of Individual Customers:

Idaho Power can influence on this factor more than any other. The Company cén
influence consumption patterns directly through DSM programs and more broadly through
marketing, education, and rate designs. Idaho Power can also influence complementary state or
federal policies, such as building codes, appliance standards, financing mechanlsms, and tax
policy.? Idaho Power’s “enhanced commitment,” made when the FCA piloi: program Began,

2 Lobb Direct at 8, [PC-E-04-15; Staff Commients at 8-9, IPC-E-09-28. ‘
2 While changes in the economy and weather can also:reduce individual energy consumptlon, the
FCA can include or exclude these factors on a macro scale instead of the individual scale.
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captures these broader efforts.” Regardless of the cause, reducing per capita consumption benefits
ratepayers in the short term by reducing overall bills and in the long run by avoiding expensive
generation resources. Despite these benefits, the primary unresolved issue this Commission faces

S C whether’tile‘f‘ﬂf’C‘IAi Shoold continue to capture all non-weather related changes in consumption.

Including only changes in consumption directly attributable to Company programs often
leads to c‘onte'ntious and complicated proceedings. The Washington UTC’s current effort to
develop and lmplement mandated conservatlon targets is a prime example. Typically,
stakeholder’ $ comfort w1th this factor declines along with the ability to accurately measure the
energy savings. Captuqng changes in consumption due to a utility incented new furnace is
| relatively easy to ;moasure and relatively uncontroversial. By contrast, changes attributable to
conservation mindod rate designs are hard to measure and thus quite controversial. To the extent
the FCA excludes changes not directly attributable to Company programs, ratepayers miss the
benefits of removing the disincentive towards broad energy conservation efforts and the value of
theFCA asa ﬁslo‘mitigotion tool.

The ‘Cor‘n‘mission can best serve the public interest by capturing all non-weather related
changes in consumption in the FCA. Doing so avoids expensive and contentious proceedings and
removes Idaho ‘P‘o'v:v‘er’s‘ disincentive towards broader efforts to conserve energy. Within the
Company, these broader efforts include conservation minded rate designs such as the year round
three-tier rate apphcable to residential customers. Excluding rate design driven changes in
: consumptlon from the FCA creates a dlsmcentxve to establish these rates. Idaho Power can also
| influence complementary state policies that promote energy efficiency like building codes and tax
policy. While Idaho Power can and should take a more active role in broadly promoting energy
efficiency, excluding tﬁese revenue impacts from the FCA, or eliminating the mechanism

altogether, will hmder rather than bolster this effort.

% Order 30267 at 13 - 14, IPC-E-04-15, (Approving the FCA pilot program)(March 12, 2007).
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The Commission can incent Idaho Power to pursue their enhanced commitment more so
than today. One option is to make a portion of the FCA recovery at risk. For example, when
Idaho Power asks to true up actual revenue to authorized revenue, some amount of the forgone
revenue, say 75%, could be assured with additional an;éunts allowed depending on jdqmonstrable
steps taken to enact the enhanced commitment. Demonstrable steps could include: a record of
lobbying efforts on applicable state and federal policies, convening bulldmg code trammg and
enforcement sessions for countles and cities, increased education efforts, and desxgnmg rates not
just to “shift usage to lower cost time periods” but to reduce overall usage.” Howeve;r,f thls
proposal adds additional complexity to the mechanisrﬁ, and because the true impact ;of these
efforts is difficult to quantify, deciding on an appropriate “at risk” amount is hkely to be
contentious. Instead, the current FCA delivers more benefits ratepayers by rcducmg complex1ty,
removing the disincentive for broad based energy efficiency, and maximizes the FCA’s risk

mitigation value. The Commission can best serve ratepayers by approving the current FCA.

Economic Conditions in the Service Territory:

This factor is the most controversial of the four. Like weather conditiohs, the utility has
little ability to influence this factor. Historically, Idaho Power assumed the nsk of cconomy—
related changes in consumption. The FCA, in its current form, changes thls allocatlon ‘However,
this change is not inherently unfair or unjust and can actually benefit customers ‘

Attempting to exclude economy-related changes in consumption is hlghly cémplex and
does not necessarily benefit ratepayers. Weather normalization methods can mmgate the impact
of weather related changes in consumption and are a common feature of utility regulatlon But

normalization methods to exclude economy-related changes in consumption are rare and highly

21 See 1daho Power 2012 Time Variant Pricing Implementation Plan at 2, IPC-E-12-05, Tariff
Advice 12-02 Time Variant Pricing Schedules (February 22, 2012)(ICL acknowledges that inverted
block rates can drive lower consumption not just shifting of consumption. But the spec1ﬁcs of
the time of use rates may or may not drive down consumption.) »
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complex. Without the ability to reduce revenue volatility caused by economic conditions through
nonnalizati'on‘,'the p_fﬂity and mteéayers remain fully exposed to this risk. This higher risk profile
translates intoua high& overall revenue requirement for ratepayers.

Including economy-related changes in consumption in the FCA can benefit both the
utility and ratepayers. A 2011 report by the ACEEE describes how limiting the FCA to Company
sponsored prbgrams retains the disincentive to support broader efficiency efforts like building
codes and appliance standards and does not address the utility incentive to increase sales.?®
- Because changes in economic conditions can have a large impact on consumption, including this
factor in the FCAincreases its value as a nsk mitigation tool. Capturing all economic-related
changes in energy consumption aligns the utility’s financial interest with ratepayer’s interest in

controlling én\tergy‘bills‘ and maximizes its value as a risk mitigation tool.

Conclusim‘l‘ )

ICL urges the Commission to maintain the current FCA. Including all non-weather
related chan ‘ges; in ‘consumption benefits ratepayers because it is simple, limits the disincentive
towards broad based energy conservation, and maximizes the mechanism’s risk mitigation value.
Ratepayers can share the risk mitigation value of a robust FCA if the Commission reduces the ratio
of equity to debt, which “is more directly reflective of the risk mitigation that decoupling actually
provides — tﬁat is‘,;‘stabilization of earnings with respect to factors beyond the utility’s control.””
A robust FCA is the best means to align utility incentives with the ratepayers interest in energy
conservation while accomplishing the Commission’s goal to “diligently and vigorously pursue all

available, cost éffeyctyive} DSM, conservation, ‘and pricing options that could potentially displace or

8 See ACEEE Balancing Interests: A Review of Lost Revenue Adjustment Mechanisms for
- Utility Energy Efficiency Programs at 8 — 11, (September 2011)(Available at:
http://aceee.org/research-report/ul 14).

®RAP at 39.
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defer the need for” new, and expensive, generation resources.” For these reasons, the

Commission can best serve ratepayers by making the current FCA a permanent mechanism.

Respectfully submitted this 1* day of March, 2011,

(o Fer—

Benjamin Otto
Idaho Conservation League

3 Order 30201 at 12, IPC-E-06-09, Evander Andrews CPCN (December 15, 2006);'0rder 32426
at 21, IPC-E-11-08, Idaho Power General Rate Case (December 30, 2011)(“We continue our
commitment that the Company should pursue all cost-effective energy efficiencies.”)
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IDAHO POWER COMPANY

2011 Test Year

Table |

Devélopment of Fixed Cost Adjustment Rate

SRS Class Cost of Service Functionalized Costs
Based Upon GRC Settlement Stipulation - IPC-E-11-08 - Filed September 23, 2011

‘a) Values for each customer' class caﬁ be found on Exhibit No. 35 Revenue
Requirement Summary, line 45, =

\b) Values for each customer class are from Exhibit No. 36, Class Cost of Service Unit Costs,
Zolumn D, section "Production - Demand "
'c) Values for each customer class are from Exhibit No. 36, Class Cost of Service Unit Costs,
Column D, section "Transmission - Demand !
.d) Values for each customer class are from Exhibit No. 36, Class Cost of Service Unit Costs,
Solumn D, sections "Distribution”, ,

"Customer Accounting, "Consumer Information” &

‘Miscellaneous™" (excluding "Energy”) -
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A B c D E F
Distribution
Rate COSs and
Fixed
Line A Schedule Revénue Generation Transmission  Customer Total Cost
Uniform % of
Tariff ' Requnrement Fixed Costs Total
No.  Schedules No.' b Fixed Costs ®  Fixed Costs ¢  Fixed Costs Cost
B+C+D E+A
Residential 1,3,4.&
1 Service 5:.." 381,455,150 88,687,817 39,491,942 145,508,296 273,688,056 71.7%
Small R
General AR AR S
2 Service W7 i 0 15)504,927 2,079,774 956,095 9,209,652 12,245520 79.0%
Large A
General R ‘
3 Service 9 185,764,579 49,513,107 21,296,565 40,827,039 111,636,711 60.1%
Dusk/Dawn C
4 Lighting 15 484,270 14,001 - (1,248) 373,911 386,663 79.8%
Large . R SN
Power BT
5 Service 19 85,420,342 23,764,616 10,509,627 8,516,729 42,790,972 50.1%
Irrigation ,
6 Service 24 125,624,218 32,006,975 15,022,220 41,104,415 88,133,610 70.2%
Unmetered
7 Service 40 1,079,895 172,908 76,703 487,806 737,417 68.3%
Municipal ;
Street L :
8 Lighting 41 171,993,506 66,355 21,711 1,488,742 1,576,808 79.1%
Traffic ‘ T
Control i
9 Lighting 42 265,249 43,503 23,678 114,992 182,173 68.7%
Special 26, 29, .
10 Contracts 30&32 72 412915 16,243,761 8,293,213 2,136,507 26,673,481 36.8%
Total Uniform Tanff
11 Schedules 870 005 051 558,051,410
Notes: e






