Decision No. C01-601

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

DOCKET NO. 01M-250E

IN THE MATTER OF consideration of changes in integrated resource planning requirements for jurisdictional electric utilities.

ORDER OPENING inquiry and
setting procedural schedule

Mailed Date:   June 6, 2001

Adopted Date:  June 6, 2001

I.
BY THE COMMISSION:

A. Statement

1. The Colorado Public Utilities Commission gives notice of an inquiry into potential regulatory changes in the Commission’s Integrated Resource Planning (“IRP”) rules.  The Commission believes that recent changes in the electric industry require modifications to, or elimination of, the current IRP rules found at 4 CCR 723-21.

2. The Commission adopted the IRP rules in 1992 by Decision No. C92-1646 in Docket No. 91R-642E.  Utilities filed their first plans under these rules during the fall of 1993.  After the Commission’s first experience with considering plans under these rules, the Commission modified its IRP rules by Decision No. C96-373 in Docket No. 95R-071E.  These modifications required utilities to use a competitive resource acquistion process to acquire resources that would be needed over the six-year resource acquisition period.  Utilities filed plans in compliance with the modified IRP rules in the fall of 1996 and 1999.  The Commisison has recently completed considering the 1999 IRPs filed by Public Service Company of Colorado and WestPlains Energy, a Division of UtiliCorp United, Inc., and believes that this is an appropriate time to begin the current inquiry.

3. This docket begins the Commission’s inquiry.  Depending on the outcome, the Commission may modify or eliminate its IRP rules through rulemaking, or take other actions.  The course of this inquiry is to be determined by the nature and content of the information gathered.  The Commission has prepared a series of questions   At the outset, the Commission would like interested parties to address the following:
1.
Should the Commission have IRP Rules?  If so, what concepts or principles should be retained from the present rules or added?  If not, should other rules be adopted to replace essential concepts or principles?
2.
Do the current rules adequately ensure service reliability? If not, how can the rules be improved or replaced?

3.
Does the lengthy process and prescriptive nature of the IRP rules degrade utility provision of service and unnecessarily restrict utility management discretion?  If so, how can the rules be improved or replaced?

4.
Do the current rules provide a fair & predictable bidding process to attract competitive generation? Can other policies or rules replace or improve this function?

5.
Do the existing IRP rules adequately establish service reliability and lowest cost of service as fundamental objectives?  How can these objectives be weighed against other criteria (i.e., the eight criteria listed in the basis and purpose established in the rules?

6.
How can we provide better price signals to customers, to better match peak use with peak costs? Can better price signals replace DSM and/or renewable objectives?

7.
SB 01-144 states:

“The Commission shall give the fullest possible consideration to the cost-effective implementation of new clean energy and energy-efficient technologies in its consideration of generation acquisitions for electric utilities, bearing in mind the beneficial contributions such technologies make to Colorado’s energy security, economic prosperity, environmental protection, and insulation from fuel price increases. The Commission shall consider utility investments in energy efficiency to be an acceptable use of ratepayers moneys.”  

How should these legislative requirements be addressed in Commission rules? 

8.
Without the current rules, how can avoided cost be determined for PURPA generators?

9.
Do the current IRP rules adequately provide a streamlined Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) process for new utility-owned construction? How, by rule, can the Commission purport to establish the requirements of § 40‑5‑101, C.R.S.

10. What is the statutory basis for IRP rules?

11. Do the current rules adequately address forecasting?  How can better forecasting requirements be implemented within, and without, IRP rules?

12. In what ways do IRP rules impede development of capital intensive and/or large plants (i.e. coal or nuclear)?  How can this process be improved within, and without, IRP rules?

13. Should transmission adequacy be addressed in Commission rules?  If so, how can it be addressed within, and without, IRP rules?
14. Can alternative rules be developed to replace essential elements of IRP rules (i.e. utility bidding rules, forecasting rules, service reliability rules, penalties for service failure)? 

4. In addition to the questions and issues stated above, the Commission is interested in receiving comments concerning other issues related to the Commission’s IRP rules that may not be mentioned in this order.

5. The Commission will set the following procedure for this docket:

The Commission requests that written comments be filed by interested persons on or before close of business Monday, July 9, 2001.  The Commission also requests that comments be provided in electronic format, either on a 3-1/2” disk or emailed to puc@dora.state.co.us. These comments will be posted on the Commission’s website.

6.
The Commission will conduct a Commissioners’ Information Meeting on July 19, 2001 from 8:30 a.m. to 12 noon in Hearing Room A.

II.
ORDER

B. The Commission Orders That:

1.
This docket is opened for the purposes discussed above.

2.
Interested persons may file written comments in this matter consistent with the above discussion.  These initial submissions should address the matters discussed above.

3.
The Commission will conduct an Information Meeting:

DATE:
July 19, 2001
TIME:
8:30 a.m.
PLACE:
Commission hearing room


1580 Logan Street, OL2


Denver, Colorado

4.
This Order is effective on its Mailed Date.

C. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING 
June 6, 2001.

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO



RAYMOND L. GIFFORD
________________________________



JIM DYER
________________________________

Commissioners

COMMISSIONER POLLY PAGE
ABSENT.
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Bruce N. Smith
Director
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