Decision No. C97-168

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

DOCKET NO. 94I-264E

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION OF THE MAINTENANCE AND OPERA-TIONAL EFFICIENCY OF PAWNEE I, UTILIZATION BY PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO OF QUALIFYING FACILITIES, AND RELATED MAT-TERS.

ORDER DENYING, IN PART, AND GRANTING, IN PART, EXCEPTIONS TO RECOMMENDED
DECISION NO. R96-1086

Mailed Date:  February 19, 1997

Adopted Date:  February 12, 1997

I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement

1. This matter comes before the Commission for con-sideration of the Exceptions filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (“PSCo” or “Company”), and the Response to Exceptions filed by Staff of the Commission (“Staff”) to Decision No. R96-1086.  Now being duly advised in the premises, we will deny, in part, and grant, in part, the exceptions of the Company.

B. Discussion

1. PSCo takes exception to two of the four recom-mendations made by Staff that were accepted by the Administrative Law Judge in Decision No. R96-1086.
  First, PSCo objects to the necessity of conducting a “post-dispatch” analysis of the Com-pany’s operations over the last two years (i.e., 1994 and 1995) as being excessive, besides wrongly focused.  PSCo also objects to tying the submittal of the analysis to the 1996 energy cost adjustment filing by the Company.

2. Next, PSCo objects to the requirement in Decision No. R96-1086 that PSCo submit engineering and cost studies to support the use of a constant dispatch penalty factor (related to network transmission losses) as opposed to plant-specific penalty factors, which it had used in the past.  The Company believed it had submitted sufficient information in the proceeding to justify the use of the constant dispatch penalty factor.  If required to submit the penalty factor studies, PSCo requests clarification of the submittal date and manner in which the studies must be submitted.

3. Staff opposed granting of the exceptions requested by PSCo to the recommended decision, except for the date of the submission of the post-dispatch study by PSCo and a clarification of the manner in which the requirement for the dispatch penalty factor analysis is to be reported.  Staff recommends that the post-dispatch study be submitted as part of the 1997 energy cost adjustment filing of the Company.  For the dispatch penalty factor analysis, Staff recommends that the required studies be submitted no later than, and preferably simultaneously with, the due date for the 1997 energy cost adjustment filing.

4. Staff believes that the post-dispatch analysis is necessary to determine the effect of several changes which the Company made in its dispatching assumptions on the rates paid by retail customers.  Similarly, Staff argues that the dispatch penalty factor analysis is necessary to determine whether PSCo’s current practices are adversely impacting retail ratepayers.

5. We will deny the exception of PSCo and affirm the requirement in the recommended decision that PSCo cooperate with Staff in performing a post-dispatch analysis of the Company’s economic dispatch system.  We will also deny the request by PSCo to eliminate the requirement in the recommended decision for it to submit engineering and cost studies to support the use of a constant dispatch penalty factor as opposed to plant-specific penalty factors.

6. We will modify the recommended decision to require submittal of the post-dispatch analysis of the Company’s economic dispatch system at the time of the filing of the 1997 energy cost adjustment by the Company, rather than with the 1996 filing as stated in the recommended decision.
  We will also require that the penalty factor analysis be submitted no later than the due date for the 1997 energy cost adjustment filing and will view both analyses as part of the 1997 energy cost adjustment filing requirements.

7. We clarify that the intent of these analyses is to measure their impact on retail ratepayers, and the results must be framed in a manner to answer this question.  We also clarify that all workpapers, assumptions, computer modeling, other data or information, etc., relied upon by the Company in conducting these analyses, shall be maintained and made available for audit by Staff, upon or before the date such analyses are filed with the Commission.  After a reasonable period of time for review of this material, we expect Staff to report to this Commission as to whether Staff agrees or disagrees with the conclusions in the analyses filed by the Company.

C. Conclusion

1. For these reasons and those stated in Decision No. R96-1086, we will deny the exceptions, except for the request of PSCo, that the filing of the required information not be made as part of the 1996 energy cost adjustment filing of the Company.  The requested analyses will be filed with or prior to the 1997 energy cost adjustment filing of the Company.  We also clarify that the intent of the analyses is to determine the impact on retail ratepayers and that all data or information used to pro-duce these analyses will be audited by Staff.

ORDER

The Commission Orders That:

The Exceptions to Recommended Decision No. R96-1086 filed by Public Service Company of Colorado, are denied in part, and granted in part, as described in this Decision.

Except as modified in this Decision, the issues presented in Docket No. 94I-264E are resolved as set forth in Decision No. C95-1209 and Recommended Decision No. R96-1086.

The 20-day period provided for in § 40-6-114, C.R.S., within which to file applications for rehearing, reargu-ment, or reconsideration begins on the first day following the Mailed Date of this Order.

This Order is effective on its Mailed Date.

ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING February 12, 1997.
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� See Decision No. R96-1086, at 6-7 and 12.


� Pursuant to Decision No. C96-1235, we note that the energy cost adjustment mechanism has been renamed as the incentive cost adjustment mechanism.  These terms are synonymous under our discussion in this Decision. 
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