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certain “outliers,”4 of

wever, a close inspection iL
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comparison to California,.T EEE just one

policy piece, and, as of

energy efficiency depends on ing cost recovery,

ir incentive
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ii her words,

ating the cap

differ fn >■ lifornia by not having full ' ■ ng„.fhe available evidence thus

supports the PD’s “offeror uugli

ir” due to different regulatory { risks and opportunities, and

). TURN also reproduces a relevant table from PG&E’s rebuttal 
testimony in A.12-04-018 as Attachment 1 to this pleading. The information in 
columns 3,4 and 9 can be compared for the states listed in the ACEEE Report.
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Attachment 1

DSM\/U LV.
j Capex Cost C’WIP in 

Tracker Rale Base
Forward Power

Balancing
Account

Balancing
Accounts

Performance
Incentives

State
Test Yeats; Tull Partial

nr 12] 131 [4] 151 !(,[ [7] 181 19]

Yes

Hybrid
Yes

Ji Yes Yes g&t: Yes
:E Yes

Pending If

Delaware tlvkrtrl Yes

Illinois** Yes G G Yes
G R

II

f* Yes G&Ii Yes v,».. G&Ji Yes

■ Yes
Yes If

etls** If G&II g&i: Yes

la** G, H-Pctidina.Yes Yes II Yes Yes
E YesE Yes ies

ig

ig
Nebraska Yes Yes

G 1
New 1 iampshire G, If-Pendina Yes Yes
*

B-Pendim
G&E ’

" :ttdf
;

tlltia** G II Yes

-PendingI II. ( Yes

G&II G \o G&II

Yes G&II Yes
E Yes Yes

S ’ "akota Pend"

"1
Texas II Yes

y " G
Vermont 11

Washington G Yes

Wisconsin** Yes G&TI Yes
Yes

Yes
E fed

* )tcs, and definitions
IJRN’s PCi&E comparator utilities operate
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Attachment 1

Sources:

if Remedies of Regulatory Lag",

.egulation/Doeuments/innovativc

[6]: Adjust!! iuscs and Rate Riders ~ A State-By-State Overview ~, Regulatory 
Research Associates, March 21,2012.

Motes:

a is for electric utilities only.

[6]: Information on other balancing accounts is listed in the following state-by-state table.

rward test year is a twelve month period that begins after the rate case is filed.

ccoupling or partial decoupling (lost revenue adjustment mechanisms and/or 
fixed customer charge) assists the utility in recovering authorized revenue requirements 
associated with fixed operating costs, despite increases or decreases in sales.
[5]: Fucl/Purchasc Power Balancing Accounts include 1) fuel riders that allows fuel costs to 
adjust intra-year if recoveries or deferrals differ from budget by more than specified amount 
and 2) Energy Cost Recovery (ECR) mechanisms established on the basis of estimates of 
electric sales, fuel-related costs, and purchased power costs, and reflects accumulated over- 
or under-recovered amounts
[7] : Trackers for the annual cost of plant additions are sometimes called capital expenditure 

(“capex”) trackers.

[8] : M'any commissions address the delay in receiving a return on investment by including 
costs of construction work in progress (“CWIP”) in the rate base, so that a return on 
investment can start sooner.

’erformancc Incentives are mechanisms that reward utilities for reaching certain energy 
efficiency program goals, and, in some cases, impose a penalty for performance below the 
agreed-upon goal s.
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