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T0: A1) parties of recore

RE: Docket No. E283--2pplication of Cap Rock Electric Cooperative. Ing., for
Authority to Change Rates

Le0res ano Centlemen:

Inclosec plesse “'no & cody of my Examiner's Report ane Proposed Orger n
1his Oocket. The Commission wiil consiger this case at én open meeting
schegulec 1o begin at $:00 a.m. on Tuescay, Februasry 7, 1989, &t its offices it
7800 Shoal C(reex Boulevare, Austin, Texas. You ére welcome 0 atteng the
meeting but are not required 1o Go s0. A copy of the signed Final Orger wil)
be sent 10 you shortly thereafter.

Exceptions, 1f any, to the Exgminer’'s Report must be files in writing no
later than €:00 p.m. on Tuescay, January 24, 1989, Replies to exceptions must
be filed in writing no Tater than &:00 p.m. on Wednescay, February 1, 1989.
Concerning both exceptions &nd replies to exceptions, an original and ten
copies must be fileg.

Cap Rock Electric C(ooperative, Inc. (Cap Rock) reouests the Commission’s
ipproval of proposes chenges to Cap Rock general service rates. Cap Rock
$5Er1s 1hat the sole Justification for the proposed changes s the need to set
rates thit are more competitive with the rates of Texas Utilities [lectric
Company (TUEC). Ninety percent of Cap Rock's customers live in cdually
certificatec areas that are served by TUEC.

The sole intervenor in the case, Office of Public Vtility Counsel. and the
(ommission's general counsel both oppose the application. The examiner
recommencs that the Commission ceny the application because the proposed rates
ére not necessary to maintain & competitive position. Further, the proposed
rates are not Just and reasonadle.

Sinceroyy, . g

) , ’,‘A g ”
Richard S. 0'Connel
Hearings Examiner
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DOCKET NO. 8283

APPLICATION OF CAP ROCK ELECTRIC § PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR AUTHORITY §
TO CHANGE FATES ¢ OF TEXAS

EXAMINER'S REPORY
I. Procegural Mistory

On July 28, 1888, Cap Rock [lectric Cooperative. Inc. (Cap Rotk or tne
wplicant) filed an application requesting Commission approval of two proposec
amended tariff cheets.  The new tariff cheets would thange cenersl service
rates.

Cap Rock successfully completed notice in this case. The examiner aomittes
Into evidence at the October 20, 1988, prehearing conference and at the
November 14, 19BB, nhearing on the merits, afficavits that estadlish that girect
notice to Cap Rock memders, and published notice had been completed. The
examiner aomitted into evidence at the October 20, )988. prehearing conference
evigence that estadlished that the commissioner's court of each affectec county
had received notice.

The effective cate of the proposed rate change s 35 cays after the
applicant files 1ts application with the Commission, in this case Septemoer '
198B.  Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA), Tex. Rev. [iv. Stat. Anmn. irt.
1446c, Section 43(a) (Vernon Supp. 19BE). The examiner in his Orger No. )
suspenced mplementation of the proposed schedules for 150 days, until January
3], 1989. Section 43(d) of the PURA.

The applicant is, of COUésc. required to complete notice prior to the
effective cate. Section ¢3(a) of the PURA. Cap Rock's Exhibit No. ) at the
hearing on the merits shows, however, that published notice was not completes
in four counties (Moward, Borgen, Glassock, and Martin) in the applicant's
service area before the September 2, 1988, effective cate. Notice was not
completec until Octoder 7, 1988. The examiner therefore 1ssued his Orger No.
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which redesignates October 7, [5BB, as the effective cate. The Order also
suspenced the 'mplementation of the proposed schedules for )80 Cays beyond the
effective cate, unti) March 6, 1989

Three prehearing conferences were held.  The 0Ffice of Public Utility
Counsel (OPC) was granted intervenor status at the first prehearing conference.

At the cecong prehearing conference the parties discussed and offere
evigence concerning whether the applicant shoule prepare & full rate-filing

racnage. PU.C. PROC. R. 21.68(a). Each party asserted that gooc cause
ex15ted 10 waive the rate-filing packige requirement. P.U.C. PROC. R
2).69(0). Eased wupon the testimony taken and (ommission precedent, the

examiner in his Order No. I waived the rate-filing package ruguirement.

Application of Cenerpl Telephone C(ompany of the Southwost, Docket No. 6387
(Mareh 5, 1987).

£ third prenearing conference was held on October 20, 1988, for the purpose
of taking evidence on Cap Rock's motion seeking interim rate approval. &A1)
three farties introduced evidente. After the prenearing conference the parties
submittec closing statements; OPC and general counsel both opp :ed granting
the rate changes on an interim or permanent basis.

The applicant’'s motion for interim rates was denied in Examiner's Order No.
§. The 'mplied urgent need to immediately put into effect the proposed rates
was nol supportec by the evidence introduced at the prehearing conference. The
Rroposeqd rate changes are revenue neutral: Cap Rock ¢id not have & financia)
need for inter'm rate approval. The proposed rate changes would cause some
members’ electric di1ls to go up: this application does not create a situation
where "everyboCy wins' as soon as the Commission approves the proposed rate
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changes.  Further, an expedited procedural schedule was set in this case
response to (ap Fock's recuest. No evidence was introduced 1o show that 1o
expedites schedule will not aoequately protect the interests of Cap Rock an
1ts memders.

During the prehearing conference 1o consider the motion for nterim rate
epproval the parties raised a)) issues pertinent to the merits of the
ébpircation.  The parties were therefore required to file & notice by & certain
ceacline 1f they wanted to retain their right to & hearing on the merits. 'f
"0 party ‘ileg & notice then the examiner’'s evaluation of the merits of the
eDpIicatIon would be bases on the pleagings ano evidence alreagy in the
recorg. No party fileo notice. The hearing on the merits was, however.
convenec on November 14, 1988, but only for purposes of taking evigence
concerning whether Cap Rock hao completed notice.

The Sterling County Commitsioner's Court filed & protest statement on
October 25, 19BE, that stated 1ts opposition to the proposec rate changes.

IT. Description of Ut11ity and Proposed Rate Changes

Cap Rock purchases all of its electric power from Texas Utilities £lectrie
Company (TUEC) ang distridbutes the power to Cap Rock's members located in a )3
county area n west Texas. More than half of Cap Rock's service ares ¢
dually-certificates to TUEC. Applicant's Exhibit No. 1 at 3. (A1) exnipit
cites refer to the evidence taken it the October 20, )9ge. prehearing
conference.)  Ninety per cent of Cap Rock's customers who ére served under the
general service rates live in the dually-certificated areas. Applicant's
Exhibit No. 2 at 3.

Cap Rock's rates were )ast reviewed by the Commission in Docket No. 6778,
On Septemper 2, 19BE, the Commission signed a Fina)l Oroer that adoptes
settiement prepared by Cap Rock and the Commission staff. Cap Rock's
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application requested 3 5.2 percent INCrease n revenves. The settlement,
however, recuced Cep Rock's total revenue requirement by $150,730 or %
PETCENT, COMPATeC 10 test year revenues. The test year ended June 30, 1585,

Cap Rock’s tariff has four rate schesules: genera) service, irrigation,
commercial service, ang inoustrial service. The application proposes changes
only to the general service schedule. The proposed changes are as follows:

fyrrent Proposes
fale fate
Customer Charge $8.50 $8.50
Energy Charge
Summer $0.070237 $0.071000
vinter (November-April)
vp to 600 kwh $0.088500 $0.071000
above 600 kwh $0.055500 $0.088000

The principal change concerns the winter rate:  the existing rate ¢
$0.038% for each kilowatt hour (kwh) used. but the application proposes

higher rate for the first 600 kwh used 1n a month and & lower rate for kwh vsec
'h excess of €00 kwn,

Mr. Davig Pruitt, the general manager of Cap Rock, testified that the *sole
purpose” of the application was to “"paraile) the cesign of [TUEC's) rate(s).”
Applicant's Exhibit 2 at 7. Cap Rock asserts that the proposed changes are
necessary so that Cap Rock can compete with TUEC.

Cap Rock intenced that the proposed rates should be revenue neutral. Cap
Rock submitted schedules showing that the proposed rates, if applied to the
twelve month period ending April 30, 1988, would cause d small reduction 1n
revenves of £9.338. As explained below, there will, however, be changes 1in
bi11ing at cifferent monthly kwh vsage levels. Generally, customers who use
smaller amounts of energy would pay more ang customers who use larger amounts
of energy would pay less. Applicant's Exhibit No. § at 3.
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111, Examiner’s Recommendations

« A [ntroduction

As previously noted, & full rate filing package was not submitted im this
case.  The proposed rates were not evaluated on the basis of the cost of
service 10 the various customers, or other factors typically consiceres in &
maJor rate case. Cap Rock asserted that the sole Jjustification for the
PTODOSEC ratles was the need 1o maintain rates that are competitive with
WEL's. The examiner, however, concludes that the proposed rates are not
RECESSary 10 maintain & competitive position. Further, the proposed rates are
not Just and ressonabdle.

Both the genera) counse) and the Office of Pudblic Vtility Counsel in their
post-hearing briefs argued that the appiication should be denied because 8P
Rock gid not _gssert nor estadblish a cost-of-service basis for the proposes
rates. The applicant's July 28, 1988, pleading, however, clearly stated "that
the Justification 1s based solely on competitive considerations.” Prior to the
hearing, general counsel ang OPC never asserted that competitive considerations
wis an insufficient basis to change rates. At the second prehearing conference
general counsel and OPC agreed that & rate-filing package, which would contain
cost of service information, was not needed. They did not suggest that ‘some
other form of cost of service information should be prepared by Cap Rock. The
examiner therefore concludes that 1t would constitute am unfair surprise to
weigh égainst the application the fact that the proposed rates are not
Justifieo on a cost-of-service basis.

B. mpetitiy iderati

Examiner's Attachments A through D compare the general service winter ang
summer rates of TUEC and Cap Rock. (The Attachments are schedules found in
spplicant’s Exhibit No. §.)
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& comparison of the exysting summer rates shows that Cap Rock's rates are ¢
to 30 percent higher than TURC's, depenging upon the monthly hwh consumeo. The
highest monthly kwh ysage per month category, 5,000 kwh, has the smallest
Cisparily Detween rates, 8. ¢5 percent. Cap Rock customers who use

progressively Tess kwh per momth pay progressively more, compared to TULl
customers.

The proposed summer rate for Cap Rock would cause the disparity between (&g

OCk'S rate ano the Tower TJUEC rate to actually Increase.,
e———

Turning 10 the winter rates (Novemder through April), a comparison of Cap
Rock's ano TUEC's existing rater shows that for cusiomers who use ), 000 kwh per
month or less, Cap Rock's rates

©
s ARA
LOVOy

re comparable or even less expensive. But Cag

Rock customers who conzume to £,000 kwh per month pay )& tp %) percent

more,

The propesed winter rates would cause Cap Rock customers who use less than

|
\ ARA

+UUL kwh per month 1o pay higher total monthly bills that would be 1] to 2%
percent higher than TUEC's. The Cap Rock custemers who use from 2,000 to £.000

kwh per month would benefit from the rate change. They would pay only 1) to 12
percent more than TUEC customers,

Ubviously, Cap Rock's gemeral service rates are higher than TUEC's, both
gccoreing 1o the existing and the proposed rates. The proposed rates are more
‘Lomoetitive” only 1f the focus is on winter rates ang the highest monthly kwh

The proposed rates otherwise actually increase the gisparity
between (ap RKock's rates and the lower TUEC rates.

Cap Rock, of course, does focus on the winter rates for the highest monthly
kwh categories. Ceap Rock asserts that the everage monthly comsumption for
cusiomers unoer the general service rate is 2,000 kwh: if the monthiy bi1) of
these customers 15 not adjusted cownward to be more competitive with TUEC, ther
the customers will switch over to TUEC. Applicant's Closing Statement at ).




DOCKET NO, 8283
CXAMINER'S REPORY
PAGE 7

The record coes not support Cap Rock's fear that it will lose i1ts customer
base. Cap Rock has not lost one existing customer to TUEC since January 1886,
There 15 no information in the record concerning customer Switch-overs prior 1¢
January 18B6. The greatest growth in the potential customer base 15 in the
dually-certificated areas. In those areas approximately 30 percent of the new
connects have gone to Cap Rock. Applicant's Exhibit No. 2 at 2.

Cap Rock's tariff includes & $196.37 switch-over Zee. A Cap Rock customer
who uses 2,000 kwh per month in the winter months is currently paying $18 per
month more <han 1 f he were terveo by TUEC. e could switch-over 1o service
with TLFC and -ecover his switch-over fee in about )0 months.  Under the
Proposed rates, the customer would be paying only $12 more per month; 1t would
take 1€ months to recover the switch-over fe. if he chose to switeh to service
with TUEC. General Counsel's Exhibit No. ) at 6.

The examiner finds that Cap Rock's assertion that the propesed rates are
necessary to maintain its competitive position is unjustified. The proposec
Cap Rock rates would cause the oisparity with TUEC rates to increase for some
customers &ng to cecrease for others. The average customer, one who uses 2000
kwh per month, would st111 pay $12 more per month. If the average customer
elected to switeh to service with TUEC, the fees incurred becavte of the
switch-over could be recovered in a period a few months longer than under the
existing rates. Finally, Cap Rock has not produced sufficient evidence that
1S customer base 15 actually ceterrorating.

C. QRisgrimingtion ween Members of Cenera) Servs )

The proposed rates raise the guestion of unreasonably discriminatory
rates. PURA Section 45, The record, however, shows that the question of who
the burcen of proof lies with on the issue was neither adequately pleaced nor
Ciscussed 'n the record. The examiner concludes that it is not necessary to



DOCKET NO. E283
EXAMINER'S REPORY
PAGE &

"each the Yssue because, a5 crscussed below, the proposed rates are not Just
N0 &ng reasonadle.

D, Pr P ny th ng R

The examiner reviewed the record 1o determine whether the effect of the
sroposed rates on customers &t various kwh per month CHQQONQS woyld be JJ8t
eng reasonadle. PURA Zections 1B, 40,

concerning the winter rates, the reader may wish to immediately review
Lxaminer’s Attacnment [.  (Applicant's Exhibit No. § at Schedule £-2.0.) The
scnecule 1lustrates the effect of the proposed rates on the various momthly
kwh usage per month categories. It showt, for example, that if the proposed
rates wsre put into effect customers who use 2,000 kwh per month would receive
@ 5.8 percent gecrease to their monthly Bi11, and customers who use ).000 kwh
per morth would reccive & 4.70 percent increase to their monthly bill.

Cor jock provided the fellowing information concerning the cistribution of
the 7 juber of meters in the various monthly kwh usage per month categories:

."O:::‘y Nu:?or
n- Bjecs
76180 11
181-300 223
302-500 23]
§01-700 544
701-800 62]
801-18500 l1,18]

15012500 1.983
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2501-4000 1,887
400]-adbove 723

Applicant’'s Exhibit No. 2 at J. This was the *best inform.tion" that the
applicant could provige. The information, of course, makes it difficult 1o
evaluate the effects of the proposed rates on & particular kwh category and the
number of customers that are in the category. The evaluation would have been
much sampler f (ap Rotk hag prepared the adbove nformation accorging to the
wwh categories Tisted in Dxaminer’s Attachment £, which 15 a copy of & gocument
preparec by (ap FRock., Further, the above information does not necessaryly
periain to the winter months., The chart presumadly lists the annua) average
number of meters within each category. Mr. Pruitt asserted that the
gistribution of meters &t various usage levels “does not change significant)y

from season to season." Applicant's Exhidit No. 2 at .

Notwithstanaing the difficulties of evaluating the information, some
clarifying observations can be made. First, referring to Examiner's Attachment
£, the point where the monthly kwh consumed indicates & at & customer's monthly
0111 would remain the same 1f the proposed rates are put into effect, lies
somewnhere between 1,000 kwh ang 2,000 kwh. Because no better information was
submitted, the examiner concludes on this basis that the mid-point of these
numbers, 1,500 kwh, separates the customers whose monthly bills would increase
from those whose monthly bills would decrease if the proposed rates were put
into effect. Referring to the above chart, this means that 3,133 meters. or 40
percent of the meters charged on the general service rate would suffer an
‘ncrease in their monthly D111 if the proposed rates were put into effect.
This 40 percent refers, of course, to the meters that consume ).500 kwh per
month or less.

Cap FRock understands the proposed rates appear unfair, but asserts they
would be fair in practice. The applicant asserts that B0 percent of the
resigences servec uncer the general service rate ¢o not have gas hook-ups, or
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hoother words., are “ill.electric homes:.® these homes average 3.500 kwh per
Tonth 1n the winter months. Zpplizant's Exhibit No. ) at €. The meters who
would tuffer an ncresse in therr monthly Bi1) would therefore be other

non-resicential, users of electricity. Accorging to Mr. Prustt, “virtually al)
of the ‘Tow usage meters ire for service to water wells, fence chargers, ing
varns.  Many times the Targe usage tota) electric home residentia) customers
[who woulg receive the tenefits of the proposed rates) are &lso the :tame
cusiomers with very small usage &t other meters such as water wells for therr
homes or orchares.” Applicant's Exmibit No. 2 at 2.

Mr. Fruitt's statement coes not offer any information about the remaining
(0 dercent of resioences that are not all-electric. There i nothing 1n the
recors 1o ngicate how many residences this represents and the effect of the
proposec rates on them. Further, s the reader may have notices. the above
information refers to “metercs’ served under the general service rates. There
15 Tittle evidence to support Mr, Pryuitt's assertion that the customers who
would benefit from the propcsed rates are the same customers whose meters for
their water wells would suffer the rate increases. Mr. Carl N Stover, &
consultant for Cap Rock, aomittes that, based on customer names, (ap Rock coule
Rave reviewed 115 recorcs to cetermine the numder of )ow usage meters that are
éssociatec with high usage meters. but did not do $0. Octoder 20, 1988,
prenearing conference transcript tape 3 at 149%.

Commission staff member Ms. Christina Vanderhoof domitted in her testimony
that (ap Rock's customers could be harmed if Cap Rock dig not remain
competitive. It is true that if Cap Rock does not remain competitive it wil)
lose customers. The remaining customers would then pay higher rates to cover
the fixeo costs incurred by Cap Rock. But. as previously discussed, there is
Tittle evidence that Cap Rock's customer base is eroging. On the contrary, the
evicence 'ndicates that 20 percent of the new customers 1in the
gually-certificated areas odtain service from Cap Rock.
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The examiner concludes that the proposed rates are not Just ang
reasonable. The proposed rates ave revenue neutral. But this "neutrality® is
obtained by charging small power consumers more $o that large power consumers
can en)oy & rate cecrease. There 15 no convincing evidence that the rates are
in practice eouitable or thay the rates are necessary to maintain Cap Rock's
competitive position. The examiner therefore recommends that the Commissinn
geny Cap Rock's application,

V. Fingings of Fazt ang Conciusions of Law

The 2xaminer recommends that the Commission adopt the following findings of
fact anc conclusions of law:

A. Eingings of Fact

1. Cap Rock 15 an electric cooperative utility operating wunoer
certificate of convenience and necessity No. 30026.

2. Cap Rock filed an appiication td change rates on July 29, 1988. The
application seeks approval of two amended tariff sheets pertaining to the
gencral service rates.

3. Cap Rock gave direct notice of this proceeding to its members and
published netice for four consecutive weeks. Hotice was given to the
commissioner’s court of each affected county. Notice wus completed on October
7, 1988.

¢ The examiner suspended the operation of the proposed rates 150 days
beyond the October 7, 1988, effective cate, unti) March 6, 1989.

§. Although the Commission requires an applicant seeking to change it
rates to submit 2 rate filing package, good cause existed in this instance to
walve the requirement. The financial costs of preparing the rate filing
package would have far exceeced its usefulness.
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6. The request for inter'm approva)l of the proposed rates was denved.
The request was opposed by the other parties. There wis no urgent financia)
need for interim approval because the Proposed rates are revenue nevtral.

7. A thirg prehearing conference was held on October 0, 1988, Each
Parly ntroouced evicence concerning the merits of both the interim request fo.
épproval of rates ang the fimal approval of the application. After the
prehearing conference the parties watved their right to a hearing on the
merits.,

€. The hearing on the merit: was convened on November 14, 1988, but only
for purposes of taking evidence concerning whether Cap Rock had completec
netice.  The examiner's evaluation of the merits of the application 1s based
upbon the evicence received it the third prehearing conference ang it the
hearing on the merits,

§. The :ole intervenor in this case. the Office of Public Utility
Counsel, anc the Commission's general counsel both oppose the application. The
sterling County Commissioner's Court filed a protest statomont that opposed the
proposed rate changes.

0. Cap Rock purchases a)) of its electric power from TUEC and distributes
'Lon @ I3 county area n west Texas. More than %0 percent of Cap lock's
customers under the general service rate live in dually-certificated areas
served by TUEC.

11. The proposed rate changes pertain only to the general service rate.
Cap Rock proposes & higher summer rate per kwh. The existing rate is $0.070237
per kwh. The preposed rate 15 $0.071000 per kwh.

12. The existing winter rate (November-April) is S$0.055500 per kwh. The
epplication proposes a higher rate (50.071000) for the first 600 kwh used in &
month, and & lower rate ($0.044000) for kwh used in excess of 600 kwh.
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13. Cap Rock asserted that the sole purpose behind the proposed rates was
the implementation of rates that are more competitive with TUEC's.

14, Concerning winter rates for customers who consume less than 1,500 kwh
per month, and the summer rates, the pi° “ased rates would increase the
Cisparity between Cap Rock's rates and the lowe. UEC rates.

15. Concerning winter rates. Cip Rock customers who use from 1500 kwh to
F000 kuh per month would benefit from the approval of the proposed rates. The
Sisparaty between (ad Kock's rates ang the lower TUEL rates would cecresse.

16. Cap Rock has not lost one existing customer to TUEC since Janvary
1986. In the dually-certificated areas, 30 percent of the new connects have
gone to Cap Rock.

17. (lompares to TUEC's rates, Cap Rock's Proposed rates are rot necessar
10 maintain a3 competitive position. The propused rates would increase the
monthly 51115 of some Cap Rock customeis ano “eriease the di11s of others. Cap
Rock's rates would stil) be higher tran TUEC's 1f the proposes rates were
adopted. Cap Rock's customer base 15 not actually deteriorating.

18. Concerning the proposed winter rates, 40 percent of the meters servec
unger the general service rate would suffer an increase in their monthly bil),
This 40 percent consists of the meters that consume 1,500 kwh per month or
less.

19. The record does not include sufficient information to make conclusions
concerning the nature of Cap Rock’'s customers that consume less than 1,500 kwn
per month 1in the winter months. Such customers may only include
non-resicential uses, for example, water wells, fence chargers, and barns. Byt
the record is not clear on this ouestion. Cap Rock could have submittec
evicence on this question,
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(0. The rroposec rates are not Just and reasonable. Smal) power comsumer:
ire charged more (o that large power Consumers Can enjoy @ rate cecrease.
There 15 no convincing evicdence that the rates are in practice eouitadle or
Lhat the rates are necessary to maintain Cap Rock's competitive position.

. Lonclugions of Law

3y Cap Rock s & public wtidity &5 cefined in Section s(e)ll) of the
PURA,

. The lommission has  Jurisgiction over the matters raised heren
pursLant 10 Sectiens J6(a), J7(e), ang 37 of the PURA.

2. For gooc cause. (ap Rock was not required to file & rate filing
packace. P U.(. PROC. R, 21.68(¢).

4 The operation of the propcsed rates was Suspended in accoroance with
Sections 43(a) ang &3(¢) of the PURA,

$.  Proper notice was given to al) affected persons in compliance with
section 43(a) of the PURA.

€. lap Rock has not met its burcen of proof to show that the proposec
rates are Just ang reasonadble. Section 40 of PURA,

Respectfully submitteq,

ICHARD S. O'CONNELL
HEARINGS EXAMINER

/‘d A
APPROVED on this the | gay of & v 1888,
/ Ja — . ‘ 2 __/

PRILLIP &, HOLDER
CIRECTOR OF MEARINGS
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Eo00
1000
«000
3000
000

Fuel/PCa

Schedule €30

-

TVEC REZIDENTIAL SUMMER
Firstoeessooe iin/Month @ 8 & . C818007 W

Minimumes 6. 00, Inclucdes .00 twh
Customer Charge { é 00

CAP ROCA PRCPOSED GEN SERVICE EUrMER

Firsteesssose FiWh/Month @ s O71000/7hn
Minimumes B 50, Intlucdes OO kun
Customer Charge ] e =0

COMPARIEON CF RATE ECHEDULES

TVEC CapP =OGK IMCREASE
1 3 ;4 %
L i2 Oe 279 30.10
12. 83 19 &2 3.0’ 24 66
19 Ce an. 74 3 &8 19
se 18 26. 97 4 W :2. 10
4% 18 81. 81 6. 03 1 3%
8 24 6% 44 7.8 12 36
71.30 79 &0 e 38 11.79
136 60 120 .86 14 3¢ 10. 44
«01. 90 222. 04 €0 14 . 98
232. 20 264 40 31. %0 LA L
Ca38000 . 0001780 . s/kwr

TXAMI'IZN 'S BTTACHNENT
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kWh
VEAGE

100
«00
400
400
€00
1000
L w0
3003
000

Fuel/PCA

Schedule C.2.2

TVEC RESIDENTIAL WINTER

Firse 600 tWh/Month ¢ 8 041200/ kwWn
Cver e00 tWh/ifonth @ s Q143007 kiwn
Minimumes 6 00, Includes . 00 kWh
Customer Charge 1 6. 00

CAP ROCK PRCPDSED GEN SERVICE WINTER

Firse 600 kWwh/Month @ s - 071000/ kWwh
Over 600 kWh/Month e s 044000/ kiWh
Minimumes € 20, Includes C0 kiun
Customer Charge s 8. 20

COMPARIEON CF RATE SCHEOVLES

TUEC CAP ROCK INCREASE
s s s %

® 27 12. 00 2.73 25 as
12. 83 1% 4@ CCH 23 =4
19 06 22, 46 2 40 17. 84
32. 12 3s. 40 - 13. 33
43 18 0. 33 $.1? 11. 46
2. 80 t8. 50 6.10 11. 29
60. 42 67. 43 7.03 11. 64
LU 110. 18 11. 66 11. 84
136. 62 182. 92 16 30 11.93
212 2 £33. 39 is o7 12. 01

0238000 = 001362°% . s/kwn
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Schedule E.2.0

-

. CAP ROCK CXISTING CEN SERVICE WINTER
Firsteoseveoee kWh/Month ¢ 8 . OS8200/7kwh

' Minimumes @ S0, Includes .00 kWA
Customer Charge % e 50

CAF ROCK PROPOSED GEN SERVICE WINTER

First 600 kWh/Manth @ 8 . 071000/ kWn
Over 600 tWh/Menth es . Q440007 kWh
Minimumss 8.50, Ircludes . Q0 kWh
Customer Charge s 8. S0

CCMPARISEON CF RATE SCHEDULES

kWA EXISTING CAP ROCK INCREASE
USAGE ' s 8 %
50 13.83 12. 00 .77 6. 86
100 13. 93 18, 48 1.88 ' 11.13
200 19 38 22. 46 3.10 16. 01
400 30. 20 36. 42 6. 30 20. 83
e00 41. 0% 80. 38 9. 30 22. 66
800 £1. 90 £8. 90 7. 00 13. 49
1000 62. 7% 67. 43 4. 70 7. 49
2000 116. 98 110. 18 -6. £0 -3 81
3000 171.32 182. 92 -18. 20 -10. &9
8000 279 69 238. 39 -41.30 -14.77

Fuel/PCA - Q0L2e33 = 0012618 ., 8/kWn

CXBMIVER'S ATTACHMEMT £



DOCKET NO, E283

APPLICATION OF CAP ROCK ELECTRIC g PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR AUTHORITY §
T0 CHANGE RATES § OF TEXAS
PROPOSED
ORDER

In public meeting at its offices in Austin, Texas, the Public Utility
Commission of Texas finds that the application in this case was processed by @
hearings examiner in accordance with Commission rules and applicable statutes.
An Examiner's Report contain: Fingings of Fact and Conclusion: of Law was
submittec. which report s heredy ADOPTED and made & part hereof. The
.ommission further 1ssues the following Order:

I. The application of Cap Rock Electric Cooperative, Inc. seeking
approval of two revised tariff sheets concerning general service
rates, is DENIED.

2. A1l motions, appiications, and requests for entry of specific
Fincings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and any other requests
for relief, general or specific, if not expressly granted herein
are DENIED for want of merit.

SIGNED AT AUSTIN, TEXAS on the day of 198§,
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS

SIGNED:

MARTA GREYTOK
SIGNED:

JO CAMPBELL
SIGNED:

wWILLIAM BE. CASSIN
ATTEST

PHILLIP A. HOLDER
SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION



