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PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On August 23, 1988, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
(the Commission) issued its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and Order in the above--captioned proceedmngo

Timely Petitions for Reconsideration of that Order were fmled on
September 12, 1988, by Northern States Power Company (NSP or the
Company), the North American Water Office (NAW0), the Minnesota
Department of Public Service (Department or DPS), and the
Residential Utilities Division of the Office of the Attorney
General (RUD-OAG). The Minnesota Senior Federation filed a late
Petition on September 23, 1988.

NSP, the DPS, and the RUD-OAG filed Replies to the Petitions on
September 22, 1988.

On september 30, 1988 the Commission issued its Order Granting
Petitions for Reconsideration which granted reconsideration of
the timely-filed Petitions for pugposes of examining the claims
raised in them at a later time.

On September 21, 1988, NSP filed its Motion for Partial Stay of
Order and Approval Northern States Power’ Company’s Compliance
Filing and Refund Plan. The DPS filed a Response to this filing
on September 30, 1988..

On October 18, 1988, the Commission heard oral arguments and made
the following determinations.
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[INDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Commission will address the issues raised in the various
Petitions.

In its filing, NSP proposed to change its jurisdictional demand
cost allocation method for Minnesota retail rates from the Summer
and winter Peaks method to the 12 Monthly Coincident Peaks
(12-CP) method. The Commission had disallowed this change in the
Company’s last electric general rate case. Granting the request
in this case would increase NSP’s revenue requirement by
$1,058,000, according to a compliance filing made by the Company
on September 21, 1988..

In the August 23, 1988 Order, the Commission found that a
consistent allocation method should be used in all of NSP’s
jurisdictions. The Commission also found that other
jurisdictions do not agree on an alternative to the Summer and
Winter Peaks method. On that basis the Commission found that it
was premature to change from the Summer and Winter Peaks method
it had previously approved and ordered fina! rates based on that
method rather than the 12-CP method proposed by NSP~

In its Petition, NSP argued that in its last rate case, Docket
No. E-002/GR-85-558, the Commission approved the Summer’ and
Winter Peaks method in part because the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) had not adopted the 12-CP method for
jurisdictional demand cost allocation. The FERC has now adopted
the 12-CP method.

NSP argued further that, with the adoption of the 12-CP method by
FERC, the only way to achieve the Commission’s goal of
consistency in the near future is ~or the Commission to adopt the
12-CP method. Because the issue is now being reheard in North
Dakota, and heard for’ the first time in South Dakota, there is an
opportunity for all jurisdictions to agree on the 12-CP method~.

Both the DPS and the RUD-OAG supported NSP’s request for
reconsideration of this issue, for essentially the same reasons
as those given by the Company. NSP, the DPS, and the RUD-OAG
pointed out that no party opposed the 12-CP method in th~s case.
NSP argued that, on its merits, the 12-CP method is better than
the Summer and Winter Peaks method because NSP’s demand-related
equipment (and therefore cost) is planned to meet all twelve
monthly peaks rather than just the summer and winter peaks.
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The Commission will grant NSP’s request for reconsideration on
this issue. The Commission continues to recognize consistent
cost allocation among the various jurisdictions as a worthwhile
goal. The Commission is convinced by the arguments of NSP, the
DPS and the RUD-OAG that adopting the 12-CP method is the only
way to achieve this goal in the near future. In addition, the
Commission has not previously found the method unreasonable on
its merits. The Commission finds that NSP’s demand-related
equipment (and therefore cost) is planned to meet all twelve
monthly peaks rather than just the summer and winter peaks and,
therefore, concludes that the 12-CP method is a reasonable method
of allocating demand-related costs among jurisdictions and wil!
authorize it for NSP.

Nuclear Decommissioning

The DPS requested reconsideration of the Commission’s decision on
nuclear decommissioning. In its August 23, 1988 Order the
Commission rejected the parties’ stipulation on nuclear
decommissioning and reaffirmed the use of internal funding and
the cost estimation from the Commission’s October 27, 1987
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order in In. the Matter’
of. ~he Petition of ~Qrthern SKates Power Company for Deoreciation
Certification.... fO[..Expected Decommissioning..Cgsts for the
Monticello and Prairie Island Nuclear Steam Generating
Facilities, Docket No. E-002/D-86-604.

In its Petition, the Department requested that the Commission
accept the stipulation thereby reducing the estimated cost of
decommissioning by $99 million and asked the Commission to
require an external fund. The Company and the RUD-OAG supported
the DPS position..

The Commission finds that the issues concerning the costs and
funding of nuclear decommissioning have been fully analyzed in
Docket No~ E-002/D-86-604 and its’August 23, 1988 Order.. The
Commlssion is unconvinced that changing its nuclear
decommissioning decisions on the record before it is in the
interest of ratepayezs.

The Commission believes that the study of decommissioning costs
offered by the Department should be thoroughly analyzed before
changes are made to the existing Commission-approved
decommissioning plan. Further, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) has promulgated rules on decommissioning that require that
a decommissioning funding plan be submitted by July 27, 1990o
This plan must comply with NRC criteria that will provide funding
assurance similar to, but not the same as, that proposed by the
DPS. Finally, at the present time, there are tax considerations
to analyze before switching from an internal funding method to an
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external one. The Commission believes that other state
Commissions, the National Association of Regulatory Util~ty
Commissioners, and state and federal lawmakers may address the
tax implications of the NRC rules before July, 1990 and
modifications may result that can benefit ratepayerso Therefore,
the Commission is reluctant to change NSP’s decommissioning
funding method at this time and will deny the Department’s
Petition.

The Commission has shown its concern wi~h the deco~nissioning
costs for the Monticello and Prairie Island facilities, the
method of funding those costs and the NRC pronouncements.. In its
October 27, 1987 decommissioning Order/ the Commission shortened
the time period between review of decommissioning studies to more
effectively monitor decommissioning plans and coordinate changes
with the NRC requirements. Finally, the Commission believes that
the decision made here does not foreclose an early review of
decommissioning issues in Docket No.. E-002/D-86-604.

Medical Needs Discount

The RUD-OAG requested reconsideration of the Commission’s
decision denying a medical needs discount. The 25% discount
would have applied to all electric usage up to 1000 kwh for
medically-qualifying customers.

The Commission will deny the RUD-OAG request. The Commission
finds that no new evidence or arguments have been presented on
this issue. Nevertheless, the Commission is concerned that
electric bills for certain rate payers may be inequitable due to
their medical conditions.. The Commission requests that members
of its staff, representatives from the Department, the RUD-OAG,
and the Company meet to explore the issues raised by a medical
needs d±scount and within one month report to the Commission on
methods to address them, i.e.. task force, investigation, referral
to the legislature, no action..

NAWO’s <onservation Proposal

The Commission finds that NAW0’s September 12, 1988 petition does
not raise any issues or matters not previously considered and
addressed by the Commission and addressed in its August 23, 1988
Order. The Commission will deny NAW0’s Petition°

Miscellaneous Issues

In response to the Commission’s August 23, 1988 Order, the
Company provided information on conservation improvement program
expenditures, penetration rates, kW and kwh reductions for 1985
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through 1988,, The DPS commented that NSP had not complied with
the Commission Order and that NSP had agreed to file additional
information°

The Commission will order NSP to file this information within 30
days of the service date of this issue.

The Commission will require NSP to file compliance rates and a
refund plan that reflect the decisions made here within one week
of the issue date of this Order,, The Commission is aware that
the Company would like to implement final approved rates by
November i, 1988., The Commission puts the Company on notice that
parties wil! be given an opportunity to file written comments on
NSP’s compliance filing and refund plan,, It is the Company’s
responsibility to ensure that parties receive the filing in a
timely manner which will provide parties a minimum of 5 days to
file of their comments.

Finally, the Company’s request for a partial stay of the
Commission’s Order until all post-hearing matters relating to
jurisdictiona! demand cost allocation and nuclear decommissioning
are resolved will be denied. The decisions made here render the
stay issue moot The Company may refile this type of motion
following Commission action on NSP’s compliance filing and refund
plan,

ORDER

The Petitions for Reconsideration filed by the Minnesota
Department of Public Service, the Residential Utilities
Division of the Office of the Attorney General, and the North
American Water Office are hereby denied,

The Petition for Reconsideration filed by Northern States
Power Company is granted on t~e issue of jurisdictional
demand cost allocation as explained above,

Within 30 days of this Order, NSP shall file with the
Commission and serve on all parties the conservation
objective information required by the Commission’s August 23,
1988 Order,

The Company shall file with the Commission and serve on all
parries compliance rates and a refund plan reflecting the
decisions made herein, Parties will have 5 days to file
written comments with the Commission and serve them on all
parties to this proceeding

5. The Company’s Motion for a Partial Stay is hereby denied
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This Order shall become effective immediately.

(S E A L)

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

Mary Ellen Hennen
Executive Secretary
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NORTH DAKOTA

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Northern Sta~es Pow~ Company                         Case No. PU-400-87-6

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

June 23, 1992

On. July 31, 1987, Northern States Power Compa.n.y (NSP.), 414 Ni.co.lletMall, Minneapolis, Minnesota 5540.1, a.pp.h.’ed.~to.,th~ P, ub~llc S~,,r~~,.~c,~e,.~o,.r,~,n~,~ ~o~n~

to increase its rates for electric sermce to its £~ortn DaKota cuss ..............
uests The ~rst request was" for an interim increase

of $2,700,000 on an annualized basra to be effective January 1, 1~88. The secona
request was for a final rate increase of $6,075,000 or 8 percent on an annualized
basis to be effective for sales from April 1, 1988.

On August 4, 1987, the Commission suspended NSP’s rate filing pending
staffinvestigation, formal hearing and issuance of a final order¯

On September 22, 23 and 24, 1987, the Commission held Public Input
Hearings on NSP’s rate case in Fargo, Grand Forks and Minor.

On October 20, 1987, the Commission granted the intervention petition of
Aggie Investments, GP (Aggie).

On November 3, 1987, the Commission denied the interim increase request¯

The Commission issued a Notice of Hearing on November 16, 1987.
Hearings were held as scheduled on January 5 through 9, 1988, on the following
issues:

1. What is th.e value of NSP’s property, used a_nd useful, for the service
and convemence of the public in North Dakota?

2. What is NSP’s rate of return on its property, used and useful, for the
service and convenience of the public in North Dakota?

d
3. ~What is a just and reasonable rate of re.turn on NSP s property, use.

(~and useful, for the service and convemence of the public in North
Qakota?

4. What rates and charges are necessary to provide a just and reasonable
rate of return on NSP’.s .property, used.a,nd useful, for the service and
convenience of the pubhc m North Dakota.~

Cas~ No. PU-400-87-6
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5. Are NSP’s proposed rate schedules designed in such a manner that th.e.y
result in abasis of change to its customers that is just and reasonable
without discrimination?

On March 24, 1988, the Commission issued its initial decision in this case
in which it adopted the peak and average method of jurisdictional allocation. In
response to petitions of both NSP and Aggie a rehearing was held on July 14,
1988, on three issues:

1. The effect of the Tax Reform Act of 1.986, for the period July 1, 1987, to
May 2, 1988;

2. Jurisdictional allocation; and

3. The effect of jurisdictional allocation on cost of capital.

At the rehearing, both NSP and Commiss.ion staff presented evidence on
issues 2 and 3. No evidence was presented on issue 1, although the issue was
argued by intervenor. After the hearing, the parties briefed the matter and oral
argument was held September 30, 1988.

On November 15, 1988, the Commissio..n. issued an .order granting NSP’s
request to include the Minnesota Public Utihtms Commissmn order in Case I~o.
E-002/GR-87-670, denying NSP’s request to include an affidavit and testimony
offered in NSP’s South Dakota rate case No.’s R-3764 and F-3780, dismissing
interveuor’s motion to exclude, and denying intervenor’s motion to reopen for
additional evidence.

On December 6, 1988, bISP filed an offer of settlement in this case which in
summary provided that:

NSP would file for Commission approval revised rate schedules to
produce an increase in the e~isting rate levels of 2.5 percent
($1,910,000) on an annual basis exclusive of sales taxes. This revised
rate lowered NSP’s original requested increase by approximately 70
percent.

2. The revised rates would not become effective until April 1, 1989.

3. NSP would not file another general rate increase for two years.

4. The Co .m~.’ssion would adopt the 12 monthly coincident peak method
for allocating system production and transmission demand related costs
to the North Dakota retail electric jurisdiction.

5. The rates filed under the settlement offer would be designed as far as
possible in the same manner as the rates approved by the PSC’s order
of March 24, 1988.

On December 8, 1988, Commission staff filed a response recommending
acceptance of the offer. On December 12, 1988, Aggie filed a response to the offer
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of settlement ur~ing th.e. Commission to reject the offer. On December 13, 1988,
the Commission issued its order accepting the offer of settlement.

A~ie filed an avveal with Cass County District Court and o.n March
1989,-t~- Court dismiSSed the appeal for want of subject matt?r j.u.m~sdicti?n.~
February 2, 1990, the North Dakota Supreme Court reversed the judgment o~
District Court and remanded the matter for further proceedings.

On remand the District Court issued an order on July 9, 1990, .affi~ain. ’ g i~,
part and reversing in part the ~ecembe_r 13, 19~88, or, d,e,r o~f the C. o~smo,n and
awarding attoruefs fees. The Distrlc~ ~o~ur~t all~r~m~e~a, tne ~om~n, s~slons or~a~er~
the effect of the Tax Reform Act ot luvo on ~r s ra~es, our reversed ~tt

mmlssion’s order acce tin its settlement offer on the ground.s..that the ord?rCo P g¯ ¯ " lement offer and without a~e uatewas ~ssued v~thout a hearing on the .serf ....... ~

appropriate method and sche~me ~or remn~ vy ~ ~o ratepayers o~ exve~ ~
collected under the December, 1988 order.

NSP auuealed from those vortions of the District Court order reversing the
Commlssion~ order and directin’g refunds. The Commission appealed the porti.on
of its District Court order awarding attorney’s fees. Aggie appealed the portion
of the order relating to the effects of the Tax Reform Act of 1986. On May 28,
1991, the Supreme Court issued its decision in Aggie I~ves~ments GP, v. Public
Service Commission, 470 N.W.2d 805 (N.D. 1991), ~g in part, reversing in
part, and remanding.

The Court held that N.D.C.C. § 49-02-02(5) and N.D.A~C. § 69-02-03-01
require a uublic hearing whenever all the interested parties do not agree to ,t,he
~ff~r of settlement, the Supreme Court held that a hearing was necessary on the_
~ettlement proposal and h~ that regard a_ffirm~ed the D~tric,t ,Court’s reversal ~o~f
the PSC’s order of December 13, 1988. The ~upreme ~ou~, however, reverseu
that portion of the District Court’s order directing the PSC to establlsh a met, hod
and schedule of refunds. The Supreme Court held that refunds were premature
when the remand to the PSC is necessary for compliance with applicable
statutory provisions. Refunds might only be approp.riate.in such an ’~mstance.if,
after remand, it was determined NSP’s customers have been cnargea excesmve
rates.

On the tax issue appealed by. Aggie, the C.o.mml.ssion was a, ,f rm e d.
matter was remanded .to the District Co.uxt to de~erlmne reasona~m.e, att%rneys~
fees and to the Comunssion for a he.armg on the acceptance o~ me o~er_ _o~
settlement. The Supreme Court opinion no~d t.hat, the languag~e of
§ 49-02-02(5) expressly allows the Commissmn to xssue an order w~nou~ a
hearing whenever all interested parties have agreed to the matter at hand. The
Court concluded, however, that Aggie did not agree to the offer of settlement and
informed the Commission of its disagreement, and consequently Aggie was
entitled to a hearing.

On October 25, 1991, the District Court issued its order for judgment
awarding Aggie attorneys’ fees. On October 29, 1991, the District Court entered
its judgment on the attorneys’ fees award and recognizing the Court’s order of
July 12, 1991, remanded a portion of the case to the Commission. The
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Commission’s request to amend the portion of the j.ud~ment, rela, tln~ t~ rema~nd
was denied by order dated November 15, 1991, and ~udgmen~ en~erea l~ovemver
15, 1991. The Commission appealed the atterneys’ fees award to the North
Dakota Supreme Court.

On December 17, 1991, the Commission scheduled the hearing on remand
to commence at 9 a.m. on February 3, 1992, in the Commission Hearing Room,
State Capitol, Bismarck, North Dakota, on the following issues:

1. Whether NSP’s settlement offer filed December 6, 1988, is reasonable,
is in the public interest and should be accepted and approved.

2. The propriety and tenor of taking administrative notice_of the Octob.er
20, 1988, decision of the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission m
Docket No. E-002/GR-87-670.

On January 17, 1992, at the request of counsel for Aggie, the Commission
issued an order continuing the hearing to March 16, 1992.

On February 25, 1992, the Commission issued an order continuing the
hearing to May 13, 1992.

On April 24, 1992, the Commission issued an order continuing the hearing
to June 18, 1992, and reaffirmed the issues specified in the Notice of Rehearing
of December 17, 1991, as the only issues to be considered at the hearing.

On May 1, 1992, the Commission .receiv.ed a letter from Aggie referencing a
settlement agreement with NSP and including Motion for Withdrawal in this
case and a proposed Stipulation for Dismissal of the appeal in the Supreme Court
of North Dakota No. 910424.

On May 4, 1992, counsel for Aggie filed a facsimile copy of the Satisfaction
of Judgment in this case and the proposed Stipulation for Dismissal of the
Supreme Court appeal.

On May 5, 1992, counsel for Aggie filed an original ex~uted Motio_n. for
Withdrawal of Aggie Investments, GP and its counsel from this case, and m a
cover letter counsel for Aggle requested the Comnnssion to take immediate action.

On May 18, 1992, the Commission received a facsimile copy of a letter sent
to the Commission’s counsel wherein counsel for Aggie withdrew his Motion for
Withdrawal in this case.

On May 19, 1992, the Commission filed a Motion to Dismiss Appeal in the
Supreme Court of North Dakota, Case No. 910424, for the reason that the
Appellee, .Aggie, which had been paid nothing by the Commission, executed and
filed a satisfaction of judgment which resulted in the appeal being moot.

On May 20, 1992, the Appellee, Aggie, filed Appellee’s Motion for Dismissal
of Appeal in the Supreme Court of North Dakota, Case No. 910424, for the reason
that the issues on appeal had been rendered moot.
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~ ~,,~ 9.1 1~2 counsel for A~ie filed with the Commission a facsimile~
1,tto~’~vn~’]~-~z~i~e’Vs ’withdrawal of i~t~s Motion for Withdrawal in the case, a.~n~
~s~t~ that t~Commiseion expedite immediate action to grant all of Agg~e s
Motions to Withdraw.

On May 21, 1992, the Commission issue.d ,its order gra.n, th).g, Aggie’s
for ~W,_ithdrawal, including approv~ of I) Agg~e s withdrawal o~ its oppos~mn
NSP s offer of settlement; 2) Aggie s waiver of any right to further hearing, and 3)
Aggie’s withdrawal of its interventions.

On June 1, 1992, NSP and the Commission staff filed a stipulation, after
consideration of Aggie’s withdrawal, that the hearing on the settlement offer
mandated by the Supreme Court be cancelled. With Aggie’s withdrawal of both
its opposition to the s.ettlement o.ffe.r, and.it,s inte.rvent~ion in this
parties to the proceeding support tl~e se~emen~ an~ no par~y ~es~res r~r~ncr
~earing.

On June 2, 1992, the Commission entered an order cancelling the
previously scheduled hearing.

On June 10, 1992, Dr. Lar~y J. Dobesh, consultant to the Commission, filed
an evaluation of NSP’s offer of settlement.

Based on the record in this matter, the Comunsmon now ~ssues ~te.

1. NSP is. an investor-owned utility company _eng.,age~d ,in. pro~di.’~n.g reta~
electric serwce to customers in the North Dakota, Soum ~axota and Awmneso~a
jurisdictions. NSP’s headquarters are located in Minneapolis, Minnesota.

2. S.ince NSP provides utility service in several stato~s, t,he costs it incurs must
be assigned or allocated between those states in orcer ~o identify the cost of
providing service to each state. T~,,e cost of.pro~ng service to North Dakota is
a primary determinant for reasoname ra~es ¢o ugmgy cus~omars.

3. In the March 24, 1988 order in Case No. 10,979 (PU-400-87-6) we found
that the preponderance of the evidence presented supported ado~.tiou of the peak
and average method for allocation of demand costs between jurisdictions.

4. Evidence presented at the rehearing on July 14, 1988, provided additional
support for use of the 12 coincident peak method for jurisdictional allocation of
demand costs in this proceeding.

5. Evidence at the hearing supports the finding that peak and average double
counts and puts excessive weight on the single peak.

6. We find that there is no perfect method for the jurisdictional allocation of
demand costs. W.e. do, however, recognize that there are several acceptable
methods for allocation of demand costs between jurisdictions, and the choice of a
method must be determined based upon an analysis of the costs of a utility in

Case No. PU-400-87-6
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order
Page ~ FILED PSC

JUN 2 3 1992

Case No. PU-12-813
EXHIBIT A- Part 3

5 of 8



providing utility ~s~.r~ce. The, d, ecis.i?n of the Commission is based upon the
evidence presented m the case Dexore

7. On December 6, 1988, NSP 5led an offer of settlement in this rate case. In
substance, the offer asks the Commission to adopt the 12 coincident peak method
of allocating system production and transmissmn demand related costs to the
l~orth Dakota retail electric jurisdiction. In consideration of this request, NSP
offered to file rate schedules for Commission approval to produce an addition.al
2.5 percent, or $1,910,000, on an annual basis for electricity and to delay the
effectiveness until April 1, 1989, after the end of the heating season. NSP also
offered to forego filing in North Dakota for a general rate increase for two years
from the date the Commission accepts the offer.

8. Dobesh’s June 10, 1992, analysis of the settlement offer is that, based on
the evidence vresented dining the hearing and rehearing in t.h.e ’.instant ca_s_e,
NSP’s offer o~ se.ttl.ement would be rease.nable and in the public interest.
states that the 3u~sdictional cost allocation method offered in the settlement
meets three criteria:

a. it reasonably reflects the incremental cost caused by each jurisdiction;

b. it is consistent among each of the company’s jurisdictions; and

c. it is understandable, inexpensive to administer, and does not result in
large swings in jurisdictional cost responsibility over time.

9. While it is not poss.ible to estimate the full value of the two y.ear rate
moratorium included within the settlement offer, the rate stability resulting from
such a moratorium has value to customers. NSP’s offer not to file new rates for a
two year period is an element which the PSC could not require by order in
absence of the settlement offer.

10. We can calculate the approximate annual savings resulting fro.m a.cceptanc,e
of the settlement .offer versus full implementation of the 12 coincident pea~
method of~urisdictmnal allocation as being $900,000. The two-year moratorium
on filing for new rates plus the eight month period fixed by law for the
Commission to issue a decision results in a savings to ratepayers of
approximately $2,400,000 ($900,000 x 32 - 12 = $2,400,000). In addition, the
agreement to delay the effectiveness of the increase until April 1, 1989, provided
savings of approximately $500,000, for a total. ~s~a~v~,g,s o~ .$2,900~,.070: ~A~ctu~al
savings were approximately $3,100,000 because l~ am not lmmeam~eiy me mr
a rate increase upon expiration of the moratorium.

11. Since the 12 coinc.i, dent peak method is support_ed by e,vid~ence i~, this case
and since the rate stability offered in the settlement has vame r~ customers, we
find NSP’s settlement offer is a just and reasonable resolution of this proceeding.

12. NSP filed rates with the Commission for service on and after April 1, 1989.
Those rates were approved by the Commission on March 21, 1989.

13. We find that NSP’s rates on and after April 1, 1989, have not been excessive.
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14. No party objec~ to the acceptance of the settlement offer.

From the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Commission issues the following:

1. The Pubhc Sermce Comunsmon has jumsdichon of these proceedings.

2. The Public Set,rice Commission has the authority to accept NSP’s proposed
settlement offer¯

#

5.
are not appropriate.

From the foregoing Findings
Commission issues its:

No party objects to the proposed settlement offer.

NSP’s proposed settlement offer is reasonable and should be accepted.

NSP’s rates on and after April 1, 1989, have not been excessive and refunds

of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the

Order

The Commission orders:

1. The offer of settlement filed by NSP is approved and accepted.

2. The Commission order of December 13, 1988, is ratified.

3. The balance of the March 24, 1988, order, which is not in conflict with the
settlement, is affirmed.
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