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Mailed Date:  August 18, 2006

Adopted Date:  August 16, 2006

I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement

1. This matter comes before the Commission for consideration of two filings received by the Commission in this docket.  The first filing is captioned Joint Comments of Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service), the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission, and the Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) (collectively, Parties) Addressing Commission Order Taking Administrative Notice of Investigatory Dockets 06I-287E and 06I-118EG (Joint Comments), and was received July 31, 2006.  The Joint Comments pleading is in response to Commission Decision No. C06-0810 regarding taking administrative notice of the two above-referenced dockets as part of our analysis in the proposed Service Quality Partial Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (Stipulation).  The second filing, captioned Update Regarding the Status of Settlement Negotiations Concerning the Issues raised by the Local Government Interveners (LGI) and the City of Boulder (Negotiations), was received August 14, 2006 and includes a draft of the Negotiations agreement document.

2. In the Joint Comments the Parties offer to address any specific questions the Commission may have regarding the effect the new information may have upon the proposed settlement either in writing or via an additional hearing.  The Parties reiterate they continue to support the proposed Partial Stipulation in its present form.  We find it prudent to conduct a hearing regarding the applicability of Docket Nos. 06I-287E and 06I-118EG and, as part of this Order, provide several clarifying questions regarding key aspects of the proposed service quality Stipulation in light of the information from those dockets.  

3. We also include several questions regarding the partial settlement agreement that Public Service and the LGIs should come prepared to answer regarding the LGI Negotiations.  Hearings will be held September 8, 2006, at which Parties shall appear and be prepared to defend the respective agreements and address the questions we pose here in addition to other questions we may have at the time of hearing.  

B. Findings and Conclusions

4. Listed below are several clarifying questions regarding the two investigative dockets.  We pose these questions in order to further consider Public Service’s 2007 Quality of Service Plan (QSP).  Answers to these questions will augment the record and provide a more comprehensive basis for determining the appropriate structure of Public Service’s 2007-2010 QSP on a going-forward basis.  The Parties should be prepared to answer, at a minimum, the following questions:

a.
For performance year 2005, would the present QSP and proposed stipulated QSP result in performance penalties to PSCo?  Please provide a detailed explanation of how the two QSP mechanisms would apply, including information regarding benchmarks that were exceeded and resulting penalties, if any, similar to that provided in Direct Testimony submitted by Mr. Stoffel and Mr. Craig (e.g., Exhibit BRC-6).

b.
If the proposed settlement QSP criteria would result in lower penalties for year 2005.
c.
In calculating benchmarks, were other standard deviations besides 0.57, 1 and 2 analyzed and if so, what were the results?  If other values were not analyzed, please provide results for the following standard deviation values: 1.1, 1.25, 1.5, and 1.75.

d.
In the previous QSP, customer outages resulting from transmission and generation outages were included in calculating SAIDI performance.  If the proposed settlement QSP criteria would result in lower penalties for the year 2005, how do the Parties justify removing from SAIDI calculations the customer service interruptions resulting from transmission and generation outages?  

e.
Do other quality of service incentives or penalties currently exist that would replace the transmission and generation penalties that were contained as a part of the previous QSP mechanism?

f.
What, if any, transmission reliability performance penalties are assessed by WECC, and, if there are penalties, what happens to these collected funds?

g.
Are other quality of service incentives or penalties likely to be implemented in the future (at the national level or otherwise) that would replace the transmission and generation penalties that were contained as a part of the previous QSP mechanism?

h.
Does PSCo have performance penalties in place (e.g., liquidated damages) with their contracted GENCOs (e.g., independent power producers)?

i.
Does PSCo have performance penalties in place (e.g., liquidated damages) with their contracted fuel suppliers (e.g., natural gas) and their internal business units that supply fuel?

j.
Why were the past QSP programs implemented?  What were the specific objectives that the past QSP programs were designed to address, and how do the results of the 2005 QSP, as well as other years, demonstrate that these objectives can now be satisfied through a reduced QSP program?
k.
What authority does the Commission have regarding the development and enforcement of the QSP on a going-forward basis?

l.
Would the February 18, 2006 outages be included in the existing QSP, and proposed QSP, when calculating SAIDI?
5. Regarding the LGI Partial Stipulation, the Parties should be prepared to answer, at a minimum, the following questions:

a.
In summary form, what are the major provisions of the LGI Partial Stipulation and Settlement Agreement?

b.
What are the differences between the Denver Franchise Agreement and those offered to the Municipalities within this Settlement Agreement?

c.
Will all Municipalities served by PSCo be offered the same service agreements that were offered to Municipalities that are Parties to this Docket?

6. The Commission orders the Parties supporting the Settlement Agreements to be prepared to answer at a minimum, the clarification questions contained in this Order and defend each Agreement at hearing on September 8, 2006.

II. ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. A hearing regarding the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement between Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service), Staff of the Public Utilities Commission, the Office of Consumer Counsel, and the City of Denver, as well as the Partial Stipulation and Settlement Agreement between Public Service, the Local Government Intervenors, and the City of Boulder shall be held on September 8, 2006.

2. The Parties supporting the Settlement Agreements should be prepared to answer, at a minimum, the clarification questions propounded as indicated above.

3. This Order is effective upon its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
August 16, 2006.
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