Decision No. C99-793

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

DOCKET NO. 99A-269E

in the matter of the application of westplains energy, a division of utilicorp united inc., for approval of its proposed customer information statement as required by rule 4 CCR 723‑3‑10(f).

Order Granting approval of westplainS energy’s customer information statement

Mailed Date:  July 28, 1999

Adopted Date:  July 23, 1999

I. BY THE COMMISSION:

A. Statement

1. Applicant WestPlains Energy, a division of Utilicorp United Inc. (“WestPlains”), filed a verified applica-tion for approval of its proposed customer information statement as required by Rule 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (“CCR”) 723-3-10(f)(1) on May 26, 1999.

2. The Commission noticed this application on June 2, 1999.  The intervention deadline passed on July 2, 1999, with no petitions to intervene being filed.  This matter may be resolved without a hearing pursuant to § 40-6-109(5), C.R.S. 

3. On July 2, 1999, WestPlains filed a revised power supply mix table.  The revised table more clearly delineated WestPlains’ 1998 fuel source purchases.     

4. On July 8, 1999, the Commission deemed the appli-cation complete by minute entry.     

B. Findings of Fact

5. Applicant is a public utility with a total system load in excess of 100 megawatts.

6. Pursuant to Rule 4 CCR 723-3-10(f), a utility with a total system load in excess of 100 megawatts shall pro-vide:  (i) itemized average electricity bill component per-centages for power supply and power delivery; and (ii) electric-ity power supply fuel source information to all end-use cus-tomers.  The information shall be provided in October and April of each year, at a minimum.  This itemized information may be provided to customers in the form of a bill insert or separate mailing.  

7. Rule 4 CCR 723-3-10(f)(1) further requires WestPlains to file this application for approval.  The Commis-sion finds that WestPlains’ application, as revised, complies with the rule.  

8. The Commission will, therefore, approve WestPlains’ 1999-2000 customer information statement.

ORDER
C. The Commission Orders That:

9. The customer information statement, as revised on July 2, 1999, filed by WestPlains Energy, a division of Utilicorp United Inc., meets the requirements of Rule 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3-10(f) and is approved for distribu-tion.

10. This Order is effective on its Mailed Date.

D. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS' WEEKLY MEETING
July 23, 1999.

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO



RAYMOND L. GIFFORD
________________________________




VINCENT MAJKOWSKI
________________________________


Commissioners

COMMISSIONER ROBERT J. HIX DISSENTING.



( S E A L )
[image: image1.wmf]
ATTEST:  A TRUE COPY

[image: image2.png]éu,‘,?f- péC‘—ZT-';_




____________________

Bruce N. Smith

Director



III.
COMMISSIONER Robert J. Hix DISSENTING:

B. I am opposed to granting the application of  WestPlains Energy, a division of UtiliCorp United Inc. (“WestPlains”).  Throughout this effort to provide customers with basic information on their electric service, WestPlains has spent more time and effort in opposition and causing conflict than in good faith attempts to help their customers understand the service provided.

C. In this instance, WestPlains conducts a less than half-hearted effort to calculate simple arithmetic relationships to disclose power supply mix information to its customers.  The Commission rules require that this calculation need be done only once a year and, for WestPlains, may require as few as three phone calls or references to filed material to obtain the neces-sary raw data.  Evidently this estimated one-half hour effort per year for WestPlains is not important to WestPlains.  WestPlains apparently believes it is more important to affront the PUC rules, induce expense, waste time, and deny customers a basic understanding of electric service.

D. Had there been any interactive deliberations by the Commission, I was prepared to request the application be set for hearing and preside as a Hearings Commissioner.  No additional effort would have been required of staff or the Commission en banc.
E. A comparison of how WestPlains complied with Rule 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3-10(f) and how Public Service Company of Colorado (“PSCo”) complied with the rule is informative.  WestPlains was capable of evaluating its own gen-eration plus the purchases of only one of its suppliers out of nine suppliers.  This results in WestPlains disclosing that 28 percent of its power is supplied from unknown origin.  In contrast, PSCo was able to evaluate its own generation plus nearly 200 purchase arrangements, resulting in only 7.2 percent of its supply from unknown origin.  Clearly, with any good faith effort, WestPlains could have provided better power supply mix information.

F. Finally, to the extent that WestPlains wants to inform its customers that it is not competent to disclose more precise information to its customers, I might support that addition to its customer information statement.
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