Agenda_01-13 ; Item No._2A Draft Order for discussion at utility agenda.

THIS ORDER IS NOT A FINAL ORDER AND MAY BE SUBSTANTIALLY REVISED PRIOR TO
ENTRY OF A FINAL ORDER BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA

Joint Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a )
NV Energy and Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV )
Energy for authority to establish and implement three ) Docket No. 12-05003
separate trial non-standard metering option riders ) '
pursuantto the Order issued in Docket No. 11-10007. )

)

PRESENT: Chairman Alaina Burtenshaw
Commissioner Rebecca D. Wagner
Commissioner David Noble
Assistant Commission Secretary Breanne Potter

ORDER ON RECQ
The Public Utilities Commission of Nevada\ i) ¢ following

findings of fact and conclusions of law:

I.  INTRODUCTIO}

NSMO™) riders\or NPC, SPPC S & #fations, and SPPC’s natural gas 'opera_tioné, as well
as proposed change ds gnd schedules associated with its implementation of the
Trial NSMO riders. , 2012, the Commission issued an Order granting NV

The Nevada Attorney) General’s Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP”) filed a Petition
for Reconsideration or Rehedring, or Both. NV Energy filed an Answer to the BCP’s Petition
and attached a Stipulation entered into between NV Energy and the BCP. The Commission’s
Regulatory Operations Staff (“Staff™) also filed an Answer to the BCP’s Petition and an
Objection to the Stipulation.
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I1. SUMMARY

The Commission grants BCP’s Petition for Reconsideration, denies BCP’s Petition for
Rehearing, and rejects the Stipulation between NV Energy and BCP. Based on reconsideration
of the Order, the Commission issues a Modified Final Order, attached hereto as Attachment 1.

III. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

* On May 1, 2012, NV Energy filed the Joint Application. The matter was designated as Docket
No. 12-05003. The Joint Application was filed pursuant to the Nevada Revised Statutes

Commenter (“NIPC”).

* On May 11, 2012, the Commission issued a Notice of Joint\
Prehearing Conference.

» On May 14, 2012, the National Toxic Encepk filed a Petition
for Leave to Intervene (“PLTT”). On June 13, 2 gonse to NTEF's
PLTIL. On June 14, 2012, NTEF filed a Reply to

* On May 18, 2012, NIPCs wgre R s, Mike HZard, and Joyce Hazard. On
May 23, 2012, Jonathan Bried sd a\ . {4y 29, 2012, NIPCs were filed by Sheila

‘ % §SS, and Fred Voltz. On May 31
2012, NIPCs were filed by ,

2, 2012, Eleanor Aher -1 IPCs were filed by Penny Hess, Angel
De Fazio, NV Energ S Meters/S. A FERLisa Toulouse, Cheryl Wisecup, Wendy
Ellis, Josepk burg,Neil Qhri K Mahler. Crystal Smith, Ru Dugdaje Charles Noce,

Hickey, and Dqnied Hi . i] 012, NIPCS were fi ]ed by George Sovitsky, Patty
Vinikow, and Matthew and MeloyChutter Also on June 6, 2012, Comments were ﬁled by

were filed by Angel DdFaxio, 2 "l‘ Energy Stdp Smart Metersf’S.A.F.E.R.,(NTEF, Mary Lahren,
and John Snatic. On June\15,2012, Mike Hazard and Joyce Hazard filed Comments.

* On June 19, 2012, the Commission held a Prehearing Conference. ‘Appearances were made by
NV Energy, BCP, and Staff. The PLTI of NTEF and a procedural schedule were discussed, and
public comments were allowed.

* On June 26, 2012, the Presiding Officer issued Procedural Order No. 1 setting a procedural
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schedule for NTEF to revise its PLTI, the filing of testimony, and a hearing.

¢ On July 2, 2012, the Commission issued a Notice of Hearing.

* On July 3, 2012, NTEF filed an Amended PLTI, and on July 6, 2012, NTEF filed an Amended
Certificate of Service. On July 10, 2012, NV Energy filed a Response to NTEF's Amended
PLTL On July 17, 2012, NTEF filed a Reply to NV Energy’s Response to Amended PLTL

* On August 8, 2012, the Commission issued an Order denying NTEF’s PLTI (the “Order”).

» On August 22, 2012, NTEF filed a Request for Rehearing/Reconsideratie Qeder on PLTI

regulations and shortening the time for filing an answer pursuas
business days to three (3) business days.

* On September 18, 20425
filed Comments. On Septen
Mike Hazard filed \IT

NTEF, Mike Habq
Comments.

* On October 3-4, 2012, Yae Zommission held a hearing. Appearances were made by NV
Energy, BCP, and Staff. Exhibit Nos. 1 through 17 and Confidential Exhibit No. 1 were entered
into evidence. Administrative.Notice was also taken of the Commission’s Docket Nos. 04-5003,
10-02009, 10-03023, 10-07024, and 11-10007.

* On November 27, 2012, the Commission voted to grant NV Energy’s Joint Application as
modified by the Order, and issued the Order.
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* On November 30, 2012, the BCP filed a Motion for Stay and NV Energy filed a Response to
BCP’s Motion. On December 3, 2012, Staff also filed a Response to BCP’s Motion.

* On December 4, 2012, the Presiding Officer issued Procedural Order No. 3, granting BCP's
Motion for Stay.

* On December 11, 2012, the BCP filed a Petition for Reconsideration or Rehearing, or Both.

* On December 17, 2012, NV Energy filed an Answer to Petition for Reconsideration and
Rehearing, attaching a stipulation entered into between NV Energy and the BGP.

(“BCP’S PETITION™)
BCP’s Position

1. BCP petitions the Commission for reconsidy

the Commission reconsider its Order and find g
the Trial Opt-out Program or, i
charge; and (b) the analog
Trial Opt-out Program.

Commuission believe

but asks that the Commisgéh reconsider whether the Order is unreasonable because it imposes a
new charge on certain customers for a service for which they are already paying. (/d.)

3. BCP requests that if the Comimission continues to find that a charge should be
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imposed for participation in the Trial Opt-out Program, the Commission should clarify on
reconsideration the amount of the recurring monthly charge. (/d. at 2.) BCP states that at
paragraph 20 of the Commission’s Order there is a discussion regarding certain recurring

monthly charges, including $9.22 for NPC’s customers and $10.66 for SPPC’s customers. (/d. at

4.) BCP asserts that these charges are inconsistent with the Commission’s Order at paragraph 78

transmit or store interval gafa. (Id.) BCP argues that all of this information provides the
Commission with sufficient evidence to determine that the analog meter should be used as the

NSMO for the Trial Opt-out Program. (/d.)
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3. BCP argues that if the Commission finds that the analog meter should be the
NSMO, a rehearing is unnecessary to determine the cost difference between the analog meter
and the digital meter. (Id. at 8.) BCP asserts there is evidence from Staff that the recurring cost
differential between the communicating digital meter and non-communicating digital meter is

insignificant. (/d.) Additionally, BCP argues that the recurring cost comparison between the

3 A. neither

non-communicating digital meter and the analog meter is essentially the s Q

meter can be read remotely or store interval data. (Id.)

6. BCP argues-that if the Commission finds that

Rehearing and approve tipulation. (NV Energy’s Answer at Attachment A.)
NV Energy’s Position

9. NV Energy supports BCP’s Petition and requests the Commission grant the
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Stipulation between NV Energy and the BCP. (NV Energy’s Answer at 1.)

10. NV Energy argues that there is a basis for granting BCP's request for rehearing.
(/d.) NV Energy states that in Docket No. 11-10007 the Commission rejected four different non-
standard meter alternatives, including a smart meter with the communication function disabled, a
smart meter with limited communications, a digital meter, and an analog meter, and directed NV

Energy to file a NSMO tariff with a communicating digital meter. (Id.) N¥ Enelgy asserts that

BCP could have reasonably interpreted the Commission’s Order in Dégket N, 11-10007 as

Staff’s Position

12.  Staff opposes BCP’s Petition and objects to the Stipulation entered into between



Docket No. 12-05003 Page 8

NV Energy and BCP. (Staff’s Answer at 1.) Staff argues that BCP has failed to satisfy the
requirements for reconsideration or rehearing. (/d. at 1-2.) Staff asseris that BCP has failed to
rebut the Commission’s Order or cite to those portions of the record, law, or Commission rules
‘which support its allegation that it is unreasonable to charge customers for participating in the

Trial Opt-out Program. (Id. at 2.) Staff argues that the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 11-

10007 makes clear that BCP’s position is fundamentally flawed because, pirstrangto ratemaking

theory, general rates are not designed to recover specific costs incu fog the provision of
service such as meter reading costs. (/d.) Staff states that §sion’s O in the present

docket further clarified that a charge is appropriate becaus€ general rates currently rdflectanalog

system costs, the ASD savings will not be determined or i ed in gen al rates until

subsequent general rate cases, and the charge imposed on opt-out,cudtpmers will preserve the

approved by Staff, the's paQr(thly recurring charges are not yet known. (/d.) Staff notes that

the deliberations at the Ngy€mber 27, 2012 Agenda made clear that the recurring monthly
charges in the Order are “estimates.” (/d. at 3-4.) Thus, Staff asserts there are no erroneous

conclusions of law or mistaken facts upon which to reconsider the Commission’s finding
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regarding recurring monthly charges. (/d. at 4.)
14.  Staff argues that the Commission’s decision to utilize a non-communicating
digital meter as the non-standard meter for the. Trial Opt-out Program and to establish rates

should be reaffirmed. (Id.) Staff asserts that BCP fails to show that the Commission’s dec@sion

to utilize a non-communicating digital meter is unlawful, unreasonable or based on erroneous

(Id. at 8.) Staff further argués that two sections in BCP’s Petition are at odds where one section
states that there is no cost difference between the analog meter and the digital meter so a

rehearing is unnecessary, and the other section asserts that the upfront charge should be
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eliminated if analog meters are selected as the non-standard meter. (Id.) Staff believes that if a
rehearing regarding the analog meters is granted, the associated charges with the technology will
need to be vetted. (Id. at9.)

17.  Staff objects to the Stipulation entered into between NV Energy and the BCP on

the grounds that the Stipulation is unnecessary, procedurally improper, and beyond the scope of

the present docket. (J/d.) Staff asserts that the grounds for rehearing have pGpbedq met and the

port on of the challenged order which the
§ to be unlawful, unreasonable or based on

s¢rportions of the record, the law or the rules of the
which support the allegations in the petition. The

require the submission or taking of evidence.
2. A petition for rehearing must:

(a) Allege that an order is in error because of an incomplete or
inaccurate record.
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(b) Specifically set forth the nature and purpose of any
additional evidence to be introduced.

(c) Show that such evidence is not merely cumulative and
could not have been introduced at the hearing.

20. BCP is requesting that the Commission reconsider or rehear (or both) the
November 27, 2012 Order to allow the use of the analog meter as the NSMO, but believes that a

rehearing is unnecessary as there is ample evidence in the record to support ysigg the analog

meter. The BCP also requests that the Commission reconsider its decigfor(and eliminate the

not until the ciesexf discovery in the presént docket (12-05003) that the parties confirmed that

the particular meters the Commission’s Order and Report in Docket No. 11-10007
did not exist. At this time, it b€came apparent that the Commission and parties to the present
docket were operating under the mistaken belief that a communicating digital meter, capable of
drive-by meter reading would address the privacy and transmission concerns. For these reasons,

the Commission believes the BCP could not have filed a petition for reconsideration or rehearing
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after the Order and Report was issued in Docket No. 11-10007.. BCP also identified some
discrepancies concerning the recurring monthly charges between the Commission’s Order and
the discussion held during the agenda meeting on November 27, 2012. Although given as an
estimate of the recurring charge, the resulting confusion supports the Commission reconsidering

its November 27, 2012 Order pertaining to these two issues.

22.  The Commission agrees with BCP that, given the evidence i xgcord and the

the Commission to

reconsider the issues identified above, and conducting a rehea i“ isxir axy. ¥
and BCP did submit a partial-party Stipulation of facts tokich the two parties woulq

expertise and knowledge of the Commission, the record here is suffigfee

Energy

the proposed NSMOs comport with the Commission’s Order and Report
in Docket No. 11-10007. In that docket, the Commission did not speci

that the NSMO should be a particular make or model, but instead
identified the specific characteristics that the NSMO should possess.

* The Stipulation also identifies the path forward for use of an analog. meter as the NSMO.
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Specifically, the Commission stated:
The combination of a_digital meter that is capable of
drive-by reading is the alternative that NV Energy should

oﬁer to customers who d‘emand a non-standard meter. N V

nergy currently utilizes this type of meter when there are
gcpess issues with an_analog meter. As stated above, the

digital meters are relatively low cost, do not communicate
or store interval data, and can be periodically read by the
customer with less frequency of costly meter reading
errors when compared to analog meters. While the
upfront costs of a digital meter could increase by addipg.a
drive-by _meter reading function, the monthly /méter
reading costs will be reduced because it will be pdssthle ¥g
read more meters in one day. Therefore, the tfm;
the customer selecting the opt-out tariff willbe D3

(Docket No. 11-10007, Report at 28.)

23. The Commission finds that a_nufy

[)

some, but not_all, of these characterisfic. bv St ﬂ N
Energy’s proposed NSMO commumcatm chgito - gitempted to

comply with the specific charactenmcs. but fel!full comghanc

in_that it is a_communicating digital meter and gh capable of
drive-by meter reading, raised trandmj acerns. The
NSMO proposed by Staff, while Nncapable of drive-by~uevs_peading

complies with specific characteristicX tir-that the NSMO ‘elatlvef
low_cost, non-communicating, and 9m7m Hterval data.
Based on the testimony in the present Yackéx! the Commission finds that
there is no meter that fulfills all of the fequirements identi ed in the
Commission’ JM\ 0. 11- 10007.

24. Based g this infermation, rathex_than direct NV Energy to
utilize a speci, cro ram, the Commission
nds that NV Enerdy shtH-~elect a NSME) at is not a smart meter and
m Ammm tenst! implement such NSMQ in the
/ :‘ am. A crmcal ckamctensacs identified by the
' guire Yaat e meter be: relatively low cost; non-
Xxapyble of ktdring interval data; is read manually by
N mu readby the customer; and has the highest level
ol opt-out dustomer _acceptance. In its selection process, NV

Ene gy ¥ shxongly epcburaged to choose the NSMO that has the most
customer mm
Pl wrmdlcio

AMaalam ) )
O » - - — e 3. - - -
- . i ] i ) =
o n - -

? Based on the comments received in the present docket, a NSMO that conforms to all of these characteristics
appears to be the analog meter.
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methodology and inputs used by 1}
providing the NSMO seérvice are a
reasonable rates. Thg 1ssion fi
are appropriate a
Commission,

inputs argfeasonable. The
dJustmcnt to exclude the
isgry labor in the Trial Opt-

érvice methodology used to develop the
[he Commission finds that NV Energy has

anding, the record in this proceeding indicates that
guld be excluded from the—recurring all charges as
shown to be incremental costs. Rather, such costs
ilar to the administrative and general costs which were

appropriately excluded because they are already included in the existing
basic service charge.




Docket No. 12-05003 Page 15

81 In add’mon. the Comm:sswn notes that NV Enemv s 2 gosal

is gred:cated on _an assumption regardmg non-recurring and recurring
charges. While the approach used by NV Energy is technicallysprrect

particularly with respect to the deve!opment of non-recurrig me‘.:w es;
the Commission_finds that a deviation is_necessary. _Spécifically, the
Commission finds that one-quarter of the costs related m lation
of the NSMO shall remain in the non-recurring Chérge dud three-
quarters of this cost shall be collected through the mauthly résuriing
charge over the four-year trial period. This M
provide recovery of 100 percent of the incre; .xf'
time maintaining a reasonable cost for a ;_@m«. ipate.
82. Given that the costs_assoctated\with_thg 1 Kal _Opt-out
Program are capable only of estimation at th NGMe e Commission
finds_that the NSMO rates should be based n_ ProXy meter.
Consideri‘n the meter otions rese igsion_in_this

ifie i SMO), the
reasonable proxy meter upon whic ‘fﬁh.‘ the initial ratesShould be

Staff’s recommended non-communi “J_

% going the-Cdmmission accepts NV Energy’s
mm rates. wuk the exception of the deviation

/ MWr justed by excluding the incremental
; m s noit¢d” in _paragraph 80. Using the non-

j l ieter’as a proxy, the resulfing rates which the

Com juist and reasonable are as follows.

) L \/VNon-Recurring Charge Recurring Charge
NPC N 52.86 $8.82
SPPC — Eiecﬁc $52.44 7 $8. 72
SPPC - Gas $0.00 30.54

84. The Commission _expects, however, that the rates will

* Page 22 of the Commission’s Report in Docket No. 11-10007 notes the similarity in costs between Alternative A
(analog meters) and Alternative B (digital meters).
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eventually reflect the NSMO selected by NV Energy. Thus, NV Energy

is directed to file with the Commission the cost and rates associated with
the Trial Opt-out Program based upon_actual implementation of the
Trial Opt-gut Program within_18 months of the date of issuance of this
Order.

THEREFORE, it is ORDERED that:

Compliances

3. Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy
Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall file quarterly reporf;
Commlssmn identifying the number of non-standa

participants and installations for one year from the faté qf m._
this Order.

Directives

3. Sierra Pacific Power Company 4
Power Company d/b/la NV Energ shall A;h'q_ ission_the
cost and rates associated with the Trial l pi- om Based upon
implementation of the Trial Optout Program, within 3§ months of the
date of issuance of this Order.

6. _Sierra Pacific Power Cymps
Power Company d/b/a NV Energy ¥
an updated Trial Opt—out Program ta
Opt-out Program and atransition plan, ¢

57.  The
drafting or issyé

Attorney General’s Burea onsumer Protection in Docket No. 12-05003 is GRANTED as
provided in this Order.
2. The Stipulation entered into between the Nevada Attorney General’s Bureau of

Consumer Protection, Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy, and Nevada Power
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Company d/b/a NV Energy'is REJECTED.

3. The November 27, 2012 Order issued by the Commission shall be modified as
provided in Section V, and the Modified Final Order, attached hereto as Attachment 1, shall be
issued.

4, Those portions of the November 27, 2012 Order which are not changed or

modified by this Order are incorporated herein.
5. The Commission may correct errors that have occurrge drafting or 1ssuance

of this Order.

(SEAL)



ATTACHMENT 1



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA

Joint Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a )
NV Energy and Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV )
Energy for authority to establish and implement three ) Docket No. 12-05003
separate trial non-standard metering option riders )

)

)

pursuant to the Order issued in Docket No. 11-10007.

At a general session of the Public Utilities

on January 9, 2013.

PRESENT: Chairman Alaina Burtenshaw
Commissioner Rebecca D. Wagner
Commissioner David Noble
Assistant Commission Secretary Breanne Potter

findings of fact and conclusions of law:

I INTRODUCTION

Order.

Regulatory Opcratnons StaR
Obijection to the Stipulation.
Pursuant to reconsideration,

The Comm1ssmn granted BCP’s Petmon for Reconsideration.
e November 27, 2012 Order is modified.

II. SUMMARY

The Commuission grants NV Energy’s Joint Application as modified by this Order.
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HI. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

¢ On May 1, 2012, NV Energy filed the Joint Application. The matter was designated as Docket
No. 12-05003.

* The Joint Application was filed pursuant to the Nevada Revised Statutes (“NRS”) and the-
Nevada Administrative Code (“NAC”), Chapters 703 and 704, including but not limited to NAC
703.535.

* On May 2, 2012, the Nevada Attorney General’s Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP”)
filed a Notice of Intent to Intervene pursuant to NRS Chapter 228.

+ On May 10, 2012, AARP Nevada (“AARP”) filed a Notice of Intent to Partig
Commenter (“NIPC”).

Prehearmg Conference

* On May 14, 2012, the National Toxic Encephalopathy Foup€
for Leave to Intervene (“PLTT).

* On May 18, 2012, NIPCs were filed by Tony Simmons, Mike Haxg
May 23, 2012, Jonathan Friedrich filed a NIPC. Qq May 29 2012,
Stirling, Karen Smith, Mary Lahren, John Snatic, R
2012, NIPCs were filed by Christian Salmon, Richaxk8a

ON ere filed by Sheila
. On May 31,

De Fazm, NV Energy Stop Smart MetersfS AEE. R., Iyka Toplpusg, Chery lSSCllp, Wendy

Ellis, Joseph Lavenburg, Neil Ohripe Mahler, Cr dale, Charles Noce,
and Cynthia Coletti. Also on Jup€, : ! ¢rts. On June 5, 2012
NIPCs were filed by Andrea Glex chweickert, Robert Frank, Rita
Hickey, and Daniel Hickey.<Q George Sovitsky, Patty

Vinikow, and Matthew and Melodyx Chy o.on Ju ); 012, Comments were filed by
Sheila Stu‘img, Carolg Finebe 3

* On June 19, 2012, the ComndfSsion held a Prehearing Conference. Appearances were made by
NV Energy, BCP, and Staff. The PLTI of NTEF and a procedural schedule were discussed, and
public comments were allowed.
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* On June 26, 2012, the Presiding Officer issued Procedural Order No. 1 setting a procedural
schedule for NTEF to revise its PLTI, the filing of testimony, and a hearing.

* On July 2, 2012, the Commission issued a Notice of Hearing.

* On July 3, 2012, NTEF filed an Amended PLTI, and on July 6, 2012, NTEF filed an Amended
Certificate of Service.

* On July 10, 2012, NV Energy filed a Response to NTEF’s Amended PLTIL.

* OnJuly 17, 2012, NTEF filed a Reply to NV Energy’s Response to Amended PLTL

N

* On August 8, 2012, the Commission issued an Order denying NTEF’s PLTLH| der”).

der on PLTI

Encephalopathy Foundation and Request for Resched
under Due Process (“Request for Rescheduling™).

7On September 19, 2012, Fred Voliz

filed Comment; ' Npg filed Comments. On September 21, 2012,

'le

* On September 26, 2012\
Voltz filed Comments. On he
Hess, Mary Lahren, John Snatiy, Richard Schweickert, Daniel and Rita Hickey, Cheryl Wisecup,
Matthew and Melody Chutter,d0yce Hazard, Wendy Ellis, John Mahler, Neil Ohriner, Jonathan
Friedrich, George Sovitsky, and Cynthia Coletti. On October 2, 2012, Comments were filed by
Angel De Fazio, NV Energy Stop Smart Meters and SAFER, NTEF, Mike Hazard, and Robert
and Louise Frank. On Qctober 3, 2012, the AARP filed Comments.
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* On October 3-4, 2012, the Commission held a hearing. Appearances were made by NV
Energy, BCP, and Staff. Exhibit Nos. 1 through 17 and Confidential Exhibit No. 1 were entered
into evidence. Administrative Notice was also taken of the Commission’s Docket Nos. 04-5003,
10-02009, 10-03023, 10-07024, and 11-10007.

* On November 27, 2012, the Commission voted to grant NV Energy’s Joint Application as
modified by the Order, and issued the Order.

* On November 30, 2012, the BCP filed a Motion for Stay and NV Energy filed a Response to
BCP’s Motion. On December 3, 2012, Staff also filed a Response to BCP’s Motion.

* On December 4, 2012, the Presiding Officer issued Procedural Order No. 3, grariing
Motion for Stay.

* On December 26, 2012, Staff filed an Answer to BCP’s Pe
IV.  JOINT APPLICATION
A. BACKGROUND
1. In Docket Nos. 10-02009 and 10-030

approval to implement its proposed 4

(ld.)

2. NV Energy informed the Commission that the new meters would communicate

! Specifically, NPC and SPPC’s electric division.
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through wireless communications on Federal Communication Commission (“FCC”) frequencies
with 144 towers that would be constructed inside NV Energy’s substations. (Id. atq 178.) At
the substations, the data from the meters would enter NV Energy’s fiber-optic facilities to be
converted into information that would be delivered to NV Energy’s information systems. (/d. at
1177.)

3. NV Energy testified that it had budgeted approximately 3301 million for the ASD

Program. (/d. at{ 176.) Approximately $138 million of the ASD Program cogt' was tobe funded

of 2009 (“ARRA"). (Id.)
4. The Commission held two consumer sessions on N

opportunity for consumers to comment on NV Engrg

included the ASD Program.

5.

investigation regarding NV 4

was designated as Do

the recommendations contained’in the Commission’s Report. (Docket No. 11-10007, Order at

3.) In the Report, the Commission recommended that NV Energy offer a digital NMSO that is
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capable of drive-by reading. (Docket No. 11-10007, Report at 26.) Specifically, the
Commission stated:

The combination of a digital meter that is capable of drive-by reading is
the alternative that NV Energy should offer to customers who demand a
non-standard meter. NV Energy currently utilizes this type of meter when
there are access issues with an analog meter. As stated above, the digital
meters are relatively low cost, do not communicate or store interval data,
and can be periodically read by the customer with less frequency of costly
meter reading errors when compared to analog meters. While upfront costs
of a digital meter could increase by adding a drive-by meter reading

(Id. at 28.)

7.

created in this proceeding.
B. NON-STANDARD MEFER OPTION (“NSMO”)
NV Energy’s Position

8. NV Energy states that after consideration of available drive-by meters, it selected
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the Itron Centron C1SR AMR meter (“C1SR”) as the electric NSMO, and the Itron 40G (“40G”)
as the gas NSMO. (Exhibit 5 at 3,9.) NV Energy asserts that these meters comply with the
Commission’s Report which recommends that the meters be digital, capable of drive-by reading,
and do not store or transmit-interval data. (/d. at 10-11.) NV Energy selected these meters due
to NV Energy’s familiarity with Itron technology, the reliability of the products, the

compatibility of the meters with existing meter reading equipment, and the suitability of the

meters for their intended use. (Jd. at 3)

9. NV Energy notes that the C1SR meters currently are comp4 iy existing

retired in December 2012 as Itron will no longer be providing m
(€.g., parts will be discontinued, support analysts
regarding the devices, and software updates for Mick
longer be performed). (Jd.; Tr. at 31.)

10.

(Exhibit 5 at 6-7.) In addition ] customer data collected by the C1SR meter is safeguarded

pursuant to statute, regulation, and corporate policies. (/d. at 7.)
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11. As noted above, NV Energy selected the 40G meter for its gas operations. (Id. at
9.) NV Energy asserts that the 40G, although similar in many ways to the C1SR, is different in
that it operates in traditional wake-up mode whereby a wake-up radio signal is sent to the meter
by either a handheld or mobile reading device. (/d. at 9-10.) In response to the wake-up signal,
the 40G meter transmits meter read and tamper data back to the handheld or mobile device. (Id.
at 10.) Although the data submitted is not encrypted, it does not contain personal information.

(Id.)

BCP’s Position
12.  BCP did not address this issue in its direct testimony ‘
Staff’s Position
13.  Staff states that the NSMO proposed by NV Energ

L]

the recommendations set forth in the Commissionds

cumulative KWh data raises

characteristics render ik

review of the vendor specifidationsGanfirmed that C1SR meters are incapable of operating in
wake-up mode because the me¢ér does not have a communications receiver. (/d.) In addition,

the transmission interval is not an adjustable function because the meter is not equipped with an
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internal clock or calendaring function. (Id.)

15.  Staff did its own research in an attempt to identify a digital meter capable of
drive-by reading that could operate in.a wake-up mode, such that the meter only transmits a
customer’s cumulative kWh information once a month when the actual meter read is occurring.
(Id. at 9:) Staff was unable to find a metering technology that performs this exact function. (Id.)

The additional metering technologies researched by Staff were no longer in productien, no

readings require some Ygvelof operatof ifivolvement and stopping of the meter reading vehicle.

(Id.) The current procedureYqvoluesAtopping the vehicle in front of the customer’s house and
waving the handheld device ou#§ide of the window in order to obtain the signal being transmitted

from the NSMO. (/d.) Once the signal is obtained by the handheld device, the meter reader
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must start the process of uploading the meter information by pressing one of the buttons on the
handheld device. (Id.)

18.  If a non-communicating digital meter is used as the electric NSMO, it is likely
that the gas NSMO will have to be manually read as well. (/4. at 11.) There will be no benefit
associated with manually reading the electric meter and remotely reading the gas meter. (Id.)

19.  Staff also investigated a pre-paid metering option, which was the same technology

their own spending and electricity usage. (/d.) NV Energy djd gerform agrial pre-paid md
program for its employees in Docket No. 04-5003; however, StaN b Jesearch on tje
outcome of the trial program was inconclusive. {(§; Tr. at 119-20.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

20. NV Energy recommends the Commissio SMO either the

21l. NV Energy conéénds that there is no reason for the Commission to investigate the

use of pre-paid meter service. (Exhibit 15 at 8.) NV Energy asserts that an investigation will
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only delay and potentially financially impact the ASD Program. (Id)) NV Energy testifies that
the pre-paid meter trial program was not inconclusive, but ended as a failure. (Tr. at 149.) The
trial was not only expensive, but also difficult to aldminister due to Jow customer satisfaction,
software difficulties, and the need for customers to physically pay at local pay stations. (Exhibit
15 at 9; Tr. at 149-51.) NV Energy notes that technological advances associated with the pre-

paid meters have occurred that reduce the stated difficulties. (Exhibit 12 at 10.) However, these

modern advances use the new smart meter networks to perform the same funcfidps without the
additional investment, and using the smart meter network obviously is not’s
the Trial Opt-out Program. (Exhibit 15 at 10; Tr. at 151-53.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

22.

(Docket No. 11-10007, Reportt 28.)

23. The Commission believes that a number of meters can fulfill some, but not all, of
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these characteristics. As noted by Staff, NV Energy’s proposed NSMO (communicating digital
meter) attempted to comply with the specific characteristics, but fell short of full compliance in
that it is a communicating digital meter and, although capable of drive-by meter reading, raised
transmission and privacy concerns. The NSMO proposed by Staff, while incapable of drive-by
meter reading, complies with specific-characteristics in that the NSMO was relatively low cost,

non-communicating, and incapable of storing interval data. Based on the testimony in the

Trial Opt-out Program rates'™

(Tr. at 20.)

2 Based on the comments received in the present docket, a NSMO that conforms to all of these characteristics
appears to be the analog meter.
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BCP’s Position

26.  BCP recommends the Commission reconsider its decision in Docket No. 11-
10007 to set rates for the Trial Opt-out Program prior to NV Energy’s general rate cases which
will reflect ASD Program savings. (Exhibit 9 at 11, 12.) BCP argues that ASD Program savings
should be used to offset any incremental costs. (Id. at 11.)

27.  BCP asserts that the ASD Program costs and/or benefits are not reflected in

existing rates. (/d. at 6.) Nevertheless, the benefits of the ASD Program will be »

earnings by raising rates for customers electing to op
(Id. at 11.)
Staff’s Position

28.

out Program are not initiallys O cost, NV Energy has the ability to later seek recovery of

the subsidy provided to opt-oufustomers from the remaining body of ratepayers. (Id. at 8.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal
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29. NV Energy recommends the Commission deny BCP’s proposal to defer
implementation of the Trial Opt-out Program tariff rates until NV Energy’s next general rate
case. (Exhibit 16 at 24, 45.)

30. NV Energy testifies that because NSMO customers are choosing not to be part of
the smart meter network, they are not adding to or facilitating any of the benefits that will accrue

from the ASD Program. (Tr. at 172.) The benefits from the ASD Program accrue because of the

at 23.) NV Energy testifies that customer participation in the Trig
on the cost of the program. (Tr. at 173.} If the price
the decision to participate. (/d.) If a higher price is

change their decision to participate. (/d.)

be meaningless and wiH resuylt in ratesjugreflective of the underlying costs to implement the Trial
Opt-out Program. (Id.)
33. NV Energy asserfs that not instituting a one-time (non-recurring) fee to initiate

service may result in costs being incurred during the no-charge period that will not be collected
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from participants in the Trial Opt-out Program. (Id.) For example, a customer may move or no
longer be a customer by the time the charges are imposed. (Id.) NV Energy argues that
implementing the Trial Opt-out Program at no cost will make it difficult.to begin charging
customers for this service at a later date. (Id.)

34. NV Energy states that its current rates do not include the $152 million of ASD

Program costs. (Tr. at 166.) NV Energy believes that it justified implementation of the ASD

Program in its 2010 Integrated Resource Plan by showing that the benefits willOffSetthe costs,

at ts the extent

36. at NV Energy shall immediately begin charging

customers to participate in thg That@pt-out Program upon approval of the tariffs. The
Commission envisioned that th/ Trial Opt-out Program would provide a choice to customers

who, for whatever reason, choose not to participate in the ASD Program. By choosing to opt-out



Docket No. 12-05003 Page 16

of the ASD Program, participants are causing additional incremental costs to be incurred on NV
Energy’s system, including the cost to develop and maintain an additional meter reading
infrastructure.

37.  The Commission finds that in order for customers to make informed decisions
regarding whether to participate in the Trial Opt-out Program, customers must be advised of the

cost immediately. The costs associated with the Trial Opt-out Program were not contemplated at

the time general rates were established for the NV Energy entities. The Co
concerned that by not establishing rates for the Trial Opt-out Program in #
inaccurate price Signals may influence customers to participate in th¢
where they might have elected otherwise.

38.  Furthermore, delaying the implementation of rates

out Program presents another concern. When the.

customer acceptance probleés;
assess the viability,; ecosomi
39.
analog system costs. To the\extes savings are realized when the ASD Program is
completed, such savings will b&evaluated at the same time as the ASD Program costs and both

will be reflected in rates. When the Commission authorized the ASD Program, the Commission
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expressly determined that the operational savings would accrue to NV Energy in the interim.
The purpose of that ruling was to provide an incentive to NV Energy to reduce costs. Placing the
costs of the Trial Opt-out Program, with relatively few participants, on NV Energy will erode the
benefits from the ASD Program that are expected to ultimately flow to the general body of
ratepayers.

D. NSMO TARIFF RATES

NV Energy’s Position

40. NV Energy asserts that it is necessary to set the rates for th€ 1
Program at the cost to provide this service. (Tr. at 65.) This will
informed decision. (Id.)

41. NV Energy is proposing the following charges foxth

Charge NPC SPPC \\ SPPC

\(Electric)

Non-Recurring (Upfront) | $98.75 N\Y~. 8107.66 | \ 35808
Recurring (Monthly) $7.61 [ \\_S$Mma1 ) /$1.20

(Exhibit 8 at 3.)

42,

a. A SPPC cushopfer with both electric and gas service that participates in the
Trial Opt-o#f Program must do so for both services. The trial NSMO costs
associated with both electric and gas service will apply.

b. Ongoing costs to implement the Trial Opt-out Program are assigned solely to

electric customers because implementing the trial NSMO gas service does not
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result in additional costs.

¢. While NV Energy was awarded a SGIG in the amount of approximately $138
million, the costs associated with the Trial NSMO Program are not
reimbursable through the SGIG Program.

d. The estimated total number of electric customers choosing to participate in the
Trial Opt-out Program is 7,500 (4,500 in NPC’s service territory and 3,000 in
SPPC'’s service territory).

(Exhibit 2, App. 1 at 1.)

43.  The cost study identified several different types of costs NV Energy reasonably

classification of the NSMO cost as a recurring charge (essentially a rental fee) is comparable to

how meter costs are classified for the development of the monthly Basic Service Charge for
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standard meters. (Jd. at 13; Exhibit 8 at 7; Tr. at 60-61.)

45. NV Energy asserts that the proposed non-recurring charge is consistent with the
methodology used for calculating marginal customer costs and the development of the Basic
Service Charge.® (Exhibit 8 at 4; Tr. at 53.) In mirroring the current marginal cost methodology,
the rates developed for the Trial Opt-out Program are incremental to, and designed to be
consistent with, the application of the monthly Basic Service Charge. (Exhibit 8 at 4, 7; Tr. at

54-55.)

terminated, the unrecovered meter costs will become part of rateNg
by a revenue source. (Id. at 74-75.)

47.

Trial Opt-out Program. (Jd. s THe estimated reinstallation costs:for the NSMO proposed by

NV Energy have been reduceddy the cost to install the standard smart meter. (Id. at 6-7; Tr. at

* Administrative and general expenses were-excluded because these costs are already included in the existing Basic
Service Charge and the economic carrying charge applicable to the meter investment reflects the life of the proposed
meter. (Exhibit 2 at 13-14; Exhibit 8 at'5; Tr. at 57-58.)
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59-60.)

49. NV Energy explains that the monthly recurring charge is dependent upon the
number of customers subscribing to the service. (Exhibit 8 at 8.) NV Energy states that, pursuant
to the Order in Docket 11-10007, the recurring costs were developed assuming NPC has 4,500
NSMO subscribers and SPPC has 3,000 subscribers. (Exhibit 2 at 3, 12-13; Exhibit 8 at 9.) NV

Energy asserts that if the number of customers who actually participate in the Trial Opt-out

Program differs significantly from the numbers above, NV Energy will either pforor g
recover the actual cost through the proposed rates. (Exhibit 8 at 9.)

50. NV Energy asserts.that the meter reading function

SPPC will acquire 16 handl
district offices. (/d. aL8

BCP’s Positiop

52.  BCP testifies théf its alternative calculation of incremental costs to be charged to

opt-out customers is a more conservative approach to considering and quantifying incremental
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costs. (/d.) BCP asserts that incremental costing does not mean that the opt-out prices should
recover a reasonable allocation of joint or common costs which are already being recovered in
existing rates. (Exhibit 10 at 3.) Instead, incremental costing should identify the net impact of
cost increases and reductions that can be expected to occur as a result of the new opt-out service.
(Id.)

53.  BCP states that eight changes to the NSMO rates should be adopted. (/d.) First,

opt-out service and should not be borne by opt-out customers. (¥
54.  Second, under NV Energy’s propogal

erfeaders

the north should be reduced freah a 0.5 full-time employee to a 0.33 full-time employee. (Id.)

57.  Fifth, BCP argues-that NV Energy should have used the labor rates for a standard



Docket No. 12-05003 Page 22

CSR instead of the rate for a senior CSR. (/d. at 8-9.)

58.  Sixth, NV Energy’s proposed rates include an adjustment for cost savings that
will occur when smart meters are retrieved from opt-out customers. (/d. at 9.) The cost was
overstated by NV Energy and when corrected reduces the monthly charge by about 20 cents. (Id.
at 8-9.)

59.  Seventh, BCP supports elimination of what it considers to be a premature

recovery of smart meter reinstallation costs. (/4. at 12-13.)

60.  Eighth, BCP supports an adjustment for double charging @
reading that will occur until basic service charge rates are updated j
at 13.)

Staff’s Position

61. Staff recommends the Commission

at4.)

at 11-12.) Staff lays out two séénarios to justify its reasoning, including one scenario in which

the rates are increased by 50 percent and one scenario in which the rates are reduced by 50
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percent. (Id. at 12-13.) Staff acknowledges that, while its recommendation is predicated upon
professional judgment and experience, it is also somewhat arbitrary. (/d. at 11-12.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

63. NV Energy proposes three changes to its direct case for the cost estimates for
participation in the Trial Opt-out Program. First, NV Energy states that there is an error in the

smart meter cost used in the calculation of the proposed NSMO rates. (Exhibit 16 at 8.) The

65.

$0.01 at NPC. (Id at%
66.  The combined,effect’of these three revisions is.that the proposed charges for
SPPC’s electric NSMO monthdy recurring charge decreases by $0.21 from $11.01 to $10.80 per

month. (/d.) The proposed charges for SPPC’s gas NSMO monthly recurring charges do not
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change. (Id.) The charge for NPC’s NSMO monthly recurring charge decreases by $0.37 from
$7.61 to $7.24. (Id.) The upfront costs do not change from that which was originally proposed.

(Id.; Tr. at 154-55.) A comparison of the revised proposed rates are as follows:

NV Energy Staff BCP
Rebuttal
SPPC Electric Service 7
Upfront Charge $107.66 $96.15 $65.01
Monthly Charge , $10.80 $6.68 $7.96
SPPC Gas Service
Upfront Charge $6.08
Monthly Charge 7 $1.20
NPC
Upfront Charge $98.75
Monthly Charge $7.24

(Exhibit 16 at 12; Tr. 155-56.)

67. NV Energy reiterates its contentio

dedicated meter readers in eath) s€ryvice territory will be cheaper than spreading the work across
service technicians. (Exhibit 15 at 3-4.) Meter reading will be added to the duties of these

employees and reading will be coordinated along with their other work. ({d.) Further, NV
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Energy asserts that using only meter readers will require the hiring of an additional meter reader
by each utility as no fractional full-time equivalent position will be available to serve non-
metropolitan areas. (/d.)

70. NV Energy asserts that BCP’s recommendation regarding the one full-time
employee route scheduler is unreasonable and cannot be implemented by NV Energy asit is
inconsistent with collective bargaining agreements. (/d. at 4.)

71. NV Energy argues that BCP’s adjustment from a 0.5 full-time ¢r

more intricate and subject to additional review because most alsd
consumption in addition to electric consumption.

72.

incorrect labor wage for SPE

misunderstanding of ]\

73.

foundation of this proceedin}

o10entify the incremental costs of providing a new service, and
develop cost-based rates that réflect those costs. (/d.) The Commission’s Report states that “any

customer demanding a non-standard metering arrangement should be responsible for the
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attendant incremental costs, which should be recovered through a premise-specific one-time fee
and a recurring monthly charge.” (Id.)

74. NV Energy asserts that it is appropriate to include in NV Energy’s NSMO cost
models the costs associated with returning NV Energy’s networks to the standard smart meter
configuration. (/d. at 17.) NV Energy argues that if this cost is not taken into consideration

there is a higher likelihood that the costs will not be recovered from participants in the Trial Opt-

out Program, but from the general body of ratepayers. (Id.)

75. NV Energy argues that Staff’s recommendation to use 75 e

associated with system upgrades

general body of ratepayers

potential rate making
(Id. at 38.)

77. hdiAf the Commission adopts Staff’s recommendation to use

the non-communicating digitaKsheter requiring manual meter reading, the NSMO service charges

will be adjusted as follows:
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Charge NPC SPPC - Electric SPPC - Gas
Non-Recurring $98.75 $107.66 $6.08
(Upfront)

Recurring (Monthly $9.22 $10.66 $0.00

(Id., Att. 1 at 6-8.)
Commission Discussion and Findings
78.  The Commission must determine whether or not the methodology and inputs used

by NV Energy to estimate the cost of providing the NSMO service are appropriage 10g estimating

81.  In addition, the §orimission notes that NV Energy’s proposal is predicated on an

assumption regarding non-recurring and recurring charges. While the approach used by NV

Energy is technically correct, particularly with respect to the development of non-recurring
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charges, the Commission finds that a deviation is necessary. Specifically, the Commission finds
that one-quarter of the costs related to the installation of the NSMO shall remain in the non-
recurring charge and three-quarters of this cost shall be collected through the monthly recurring
charge over the four-year trial period. This modification is designed to provide recovery of 100
percent of the incremental cost while at the same time maintaining a reasonable cost for a

customer to participate.

82.  Given that the costs associated with the Trial Opt-cut Program p

estimation at this time, the Commission finds that the NSMO rates shou <t
)

MRANAN Non-Recurripg Charge Recurring Charge
NPC \\ \\ \ ) $52.86 $8.82
SPPC - Eds¢tris, ]/ $52.44 $8.72
SPPC - Gas \_ //  $0.00 | $0.54

84. The Commissiod gfpects, however, that the rates will eventually reflect the

NSMO selected by NV Energy. Thus, NV Energy is directed to file with the Commission the

* Page 22 of the Commission’s Report in Docket No. 11-10007 notes the similarity in costs between Alternative. A
(analog meters) and Alternative B (digital meters).
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cost and rates associated with the Trial Opt-out Program based upon actual implementation of
the Trial Opt-out Program within 18 months of the date of issuance of this Order.

E. TERMINATION OF TRIAL OPT-OUT PROGRAM
NV Energy’s Position

85. NV Energy asserts that it filed the Trial Opt-out Program pursuant to the

Commission’s Order in Docket No. 11-10007, and the proposed tariff is consistent with the

the Commission until it has at least 12 months of operating resultg a
subscription to the service. (Id. at 3, 6, 9; Tr. at 28,.22.)
BCP’s Position

86.

(ld.)
87. $ ssue in its direct testimony.
NV Energy’s Rebuttal
88. NV Energy recéffu

ends the Commission dény BCP’s proposal to refund the non-

recurring payment if the Trial Opt-out Program is canceled in the future. (Exhibit 16 at 24.) NV
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Energy argues that termination of the Program does not eliminate the costs that were reimbursed
by the non-recurring charge. (Id. at 24-25.) Refunding the costs will simply shift the defunct
NSMO costs to the general body of ratepayers. (Id. at 24.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

89.  The Commission’s Report in Docket No. 11-10007 recommended that the

duration of the Trial Opt-out Program be linked to the first available general rate case after the

that tying the Trial Opt-out Program to rate cases presents a problg

customers will have a shorter trial period than SPE

91.

time for customer investment gdrposes and to assess the viability of the Trial Opt-out Program.

Therefore, NV Energy shall file with the Commission either an updated Trial Opt-out Program
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tariff, or a proposal to end the Trial Opt-out Program and a transition plan, no later than April 1,
2016.

F. DEFERRED ACCOUNTING VS. BALANCING ACCOUNT
NV Energy’s Position

92. NV Energy asserts that any costs incurred but not recovered from the opt-out

customers will have to be deferred and recovered from all customers in general rates established

in a future proceeding. (Exhibit 8 at 8.)
BCP’s Position

93.  BCP recommends denying any deferred accounting $6rs
10 at 17.) BCP argues that if NV Energy retains any overall g6s{ savings associated with
ASD Program, it will be unfair to allow NV Energy to defer an

to NPC’s or SPPC’s subsequent general rate casec{/d.)

Staff’s Position

94.  Staff recommends the Commission estak Wglangin s t to track both the
costs and revenues associated w ‘at 17-18.) Staff argues
that establishing a balancing : , . bfgata to determine the actual

costs. associated with g

regulatory asset account or Ibility’g¢count in a future proceeding (e.g., potentially a general rate
case or separate balancing accgdnt process), the funds will be transferred to FERC Account No.

182.3, and either collected or refunded to the customers participating in'the Trial Opt-out
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Program: (/d.; Tr. at 104-05.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

95. NV Energy recommends the Commission not establish a balancing account for
the Trial Opt-out Program. (Exhibit 16 at 46.) NV Energy asserts that a balancing account is not
justified becapse: (a) it comprises only a small percentage of revenues (less than one-tenth of one

percent); (b) the costs span all of NV Energy’s customer service and accounting functions; and

Commission Discussion and Findings
96.  In developing the Trial Opt-out Program tariffs, N

certain assumptions regarding participation in ordg

overall cost savings associated@?ith the ASD Program and defer certain incremental costs

associated with the Trial Opt-out Program until a subsequent general rate case. When the
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Commission authorized the ASD Program, the Commission agreed that the operational savings
would acerue to NV Energy in the interim, in order to incentivize NV Energy to reduce costs.
When the customer rates are reset in a subsequent general rate case, any savings will then accrue
for the remaining life of the ASD Program to ratepayers. Placing the costs of the Trial Opt-out
Program, with relatively few participants, on NV Energy will ultimately erode the benefits that

are expected to flow to the general body of ratepayers from the ASD Program.

98.  The Commission rejects Staff’s recommendation to create a ba

proceeding.
G.

NV Energy’s Positio
100. NV Energy d¥ address this issue in its direct testimony.

BCP’s Position

101. BCP did not address this issue in its direct testimony.
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Staff’s Position

102.  In the event the Trial Opt-out Program is retained as permanent after the proposed
trial period, Staff recommends that the Commission require NV Energy to establish a separate
rate class for this opt-out service for both cost of service and rate design purposes. (Exhibit 13 at
17-18.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

“Ilen‘ion fora

103. NV Energy recommends that the Commission deny Staff’s recge

residential class service. (/d.)
Commission Discussion and Fig
104. The threshold

the opt-out program

patterns among participants wif be different from non-participants. Therefore, the Commission

finds that a new rate class is unsupported at this time and denies Staff’s recommendation.
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105.  All arguments of the parties raised in these proceedings not expressly discussed
herein have been considered and either rejected or found to be non-essential for further support
of this Order.

THEREFORE, it is ORDERED that:

1. The Joint Application filed by Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy

and Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy, designated as Docket No. 12-05003 is

GRANTED as modified by this Order.
Compliance

2.

Order.
Directives

4.

5.

out Program based upon imple#entation of the Trial Opt-out Program, within 18 months of the

date of issuance of this Order.
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6. Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Nevada Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall file with the Commission either an updated Trial Opt-out Program tariff,
or a proposal to end the Trial Opt-out Program and a transition plan, no later than April 1, 2016.

7. The Commission may correct errors that have occurred in the drafting or issuance

of this Order.

By the Commission,

ALAINA BURTENSH‘AWairm 1 ARG
Presiding Officer

wr

AN
REBECCA D. WAGNER], Zommissioner

o

Attest:

BREANNE POTTE
Assistant Commission Sechetar

Dated: Carson City,

(74

(SEAL)



