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I. statement, findings, and conclusions

1. On October 15, 2004, Public Service Company of Colorado (PSCo) filed Advice Letter Nos. 1421-Electric and 631-Gas.  These filings were accompanied by the written direct testimony of Kevin J. Lawless, Director, Strategic Resources for Xcel Energy Services, Inc. (Xcel Energy),
 and Beverly A. Brown, Xcel Energy’s Director, Meter Reading.  The purpose of both filings is to change PSCo’s tariff provisions relating to estimates for initial and final electric and gas bills that are for periods of less than a monthly billing period.

2. On November 12, 2004, the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Commission) suspended the effective dates of these proposed tariffs until March 15, 2005, and set these matters for hearing on March 4, 2005.  See, Decision Nos. C04-1303 and C04-1304.  These decisions also established identical procedural schedules governing both proceedings.  

3. Timely interventions were filed in both these matters by the Staff of the Commission (Staff) and the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel.

4. On February 11, 2005, these proceedings were consolidated for hearing.  See, Decision No. R05-0182-I.  That decision also established a revised procedural schedule, including a new April 4, 2005, hearing date.  The procedural schedule established by Decision No. C05-0182 was modified twice in order to facilitate settlement discussions and the hearing was continued to May 4, 2005.  See, Decision Nos. R05-0264-I and R05-0401-I.

5. The suspension periods for the subject tariffs have also been extended twice.  First, to April 14, 2005, on the basis of amended advice letters filed by PSCo extending the effective dates of the tariffs to December 15, 2004.  See, Decision No. C05-0282.  Second, to July 13, 2005, on the basis of a Commission determination that it was unable to complete consideration of these matters prior to April 14, 2005.  See, Decision No. C05-0413.

6. On April 18, 2005, the Staff filed an Unopposed Motion to Approve Stipulation and Settlement in Resolution of Proceeding and Waive Response Time (Motion).  The terms of the parties’ settlement are set forth in a Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding (Stipulation), a copy of which was attached to the Motion.  The PSCo tariff provisions which the parties propose be adopted are attached to the Stipulation as Appendix A.

7. On April 28, 2005, the undersigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) granted those portions of the Motion requesting that the May 4, 2005, hearing be vacated and that response time to the Motion be waived.  However, he held the Motion in abeyance pending receipt of the parties’ responses to certain questions relating to the Stipulation.  See, Decision No. R05-0502-I.

8. On May 5, 2005, PSCo filed its responses to the questions posed by the ALJ.

9. By Advice Letter Nos. 1421-Electric-Amended and Advice Letter No. 631-Gas-Amended, PSCo has proposed to estimate meter readings for initial and final electric and gas billing for periods less than the “monthly” billing period.  The estimation methods to be used are described in the direct testimony submitted in this matter by Mr. Lawless.  These methods include ratios applied to historic consumption, degree-day estimation through the use of formulas using degree-day information, and prorating actual meter readings between two customers who share usage in the time period under consideration.  PSCo has also proposed basing initial and final billings on meter readings provided by its customers or meter readings performed by it at a cost to the customer of $29.00.

10. The Staff expressed concerns that the accuracy of initial and final meter readings might suffer as a result of the flexibility afforded by the estimation process.  It initially proposed that the Commission be allowed to propose penalties over and above those called for in PSCo’s current quality of service standards in the event the estimation process failed to maintain the 98 percent meter reading accuracy rate called for by those standards.  However, under the terms of the Stipulation Staff has agreed that no additional penalties are necessary at this time.  Staff was also concerned about the possibility that the estimation process would allow PSCo to double collect for utility service.

11. The Stipulation provides that the estimation process proposed by PSCo should be employed in determining initial and final billings.  The parties are convinced that this process is reasonably accurate, quick, and efficient; that the cost/benefit tradeoff justifies its use; that safeguards are in place to detect and assure its integrity; and that customers wishing to have actual meter readings performed can do so at their own expense.  In this regard, PSCo has agreed to perform such readings for $15.00, almost one-half the rate originally proposed.

12. The parties have agreed in the Stipulation that PSCo should be allowed to prorate meter read estimates for the preparation of final bills for a period of less than the monthly billing period.
  They have agreed that the denominator to be used in calculating the prorated bills will be 30 days regardless of the number of days in the monthly billing period.  They have also agreed that prorating will not be applicable to the monthly service and facility charge for the final bill if notice to discontinue service is received by PSCo within four days of the end of the customer’s monthly billing period.  PSCo will prorate based on an actual meter reading when the service termination date is within four days of the regularly scheduled date of meter reading.  It will provide a final bill based on a direct meter reading when the customer wishes to provide his/her own reading (provided no meter reading has been made in the last 30 days), the meter has not been read anytime in the last 30 days, or the customer pays for the reading.

The Stipulation provides that the initial meter reading for the new occupant of a premise is, by default, the estimated final meter reading for the prior occupant of the premise, subject to a prorated adjustment for any time period in which the premise is vacant.  Also, an actual meter reading will be performed at the time service is turned on if there is a turn-on request.  The parties indicate that this process will ensure that there will not be any overlapping of meter readings that would produce double collection for utility service.  In this regard, PSCo will not bill a prorated monthly service and facility charge amount to a customer for an initial 

13. meter reading where the terminating customer with a final meter reading has paid the full monthly service and facility charge when his notice to discontinue is received by PSCo within four days of the end of that customer’s monthly billing period.

14. Having reviewed the Stipulation, the attachment thereto, and direct testimony submitted in this matter by PSCo, the ALJ agrees with the parties that PSCo’s proposal to implement a meter reading estimation process for initial and final electric and gas billing for periods less than the “monthly” billing period should be adopted.  This process is in the public interest since it is reasonably accurate, quick, and efficient; the cost/benefit tradeoff justifies its use; safeguards are in place to detect and assure its integrity; and customers wishing to have actual meter readings performed can do so at nominal expense.  It is found and concluded, therefore, that the Stipulation should be accepted and approved.  

15. Pursuant to § 40-6-109, C.R.S., it is recommended that the Commission enter the following order.

II.
order

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. The Unopposed Motion to Approve Stipulation and Settlement in Resolution of Proceeding filed by the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission on April 18, 2005, is granted.

2. The Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding dated April 14, 2005 between Public Service Company of Colorado, the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission, and the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel, is accepted and approved without modification.  The Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding, a copy of which is attached hereto as Appendix A, is incorporated into this Order as if fully set forth herein.

3. The parties shall comply with all the terms of the Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding.

4. Within 15 days of the effective date of this Order, Public Service Company of Colorado shall file advice letters citing this Decision as authority to implement, on not less than one day’s notice, the rates, charges, and/or provisions set forth in the tariff sheets attached to the Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding as Appendix A.

5. The Commission shall retain jurisdiction of this proceeding to take such action and enter such orders as may appear necessary to effectuate this Order.

6. This Recommended Decision shall be effective on the day it becomes the Decision of the Commission, if that is the case, and is entered as of the date above.

7. As provided by § 40-6-109, C.R.S., copies of this Recommended Decision shall be served upon the parties, who may file exceptions to it.

If no exceptions are filed within 20 days after service or within any extended period of time authorized, or unless the decision is stayed by the Commission upon its own motion, the recommended decision shall become the decision of the Commission and subject to the provisions of § 40-6-114, C.R.S.

If a party seeks to amend, modify, annul, or reverse basic findings of fact in its exceptions, that party must request and pay for a transcript to be filed, or the parties may stipulate to portions of the transcript according to the procedure stated in § 40-6-113, C.R.S.  If no transcript or stipulation is filed, the Commission is bound by the facts set out by the administrative law judge and the parties cannot challenge these facts.  This will limit what the Commission can review if exceptions are filed.

8. If exceptions to this Decision are filed, they shall not exceed 30 pages in length, unless the Commission for good cause shown permits this limit to be exceeded.
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Doug Dean, 
Director
	THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO


DALE E. ISLEY
________________________________

Administrative Law Judge
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� Excel Energy is the service company subsidiary of Xcel Energy, Inc., the registered public utility holding company parent of PSCo.


� Prorating is the process of allocating a meter reading between two customers who share usage in the time period under consideration in proportion to the number of days each customer occupied the premise.
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