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I. STATEMENT

1. On August 3, 2005August 3, 2005, Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) filed Advice Letter No. 94-Steam94-Steam.  By Decision No. C05-1046 (Mailed Date of September 2, 2005), the Commission suspended the advice letter and set this matter for hearing before an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ). 

2. The undersigned ALJ issued Decision No. R05-1363-I, establishing the procedural schedule governing this docket in order to ensure a fair and efficient hearing process.  Pursuant thereto, stipulations or settlement agreements, along with any associated testimony or exhibits were to be filed in both the underlying executable electronic format and Adobe PDF (searchable) format.  See Decision No. R05-1363-I at ¶10.

3. On March 7, 2006, the Parties filed their Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding (Stipulation) along with a Joint Motion to Approve Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding.  Notably, no information was included regarding average customer impacts of the proposed settlement, as required by Decision No. R05-1363-I.  Also, the electronic submission was in an image format, rather than the searchable and executable form ordered.

4. If approved, the signatories represent that the Stipulation comprehensively resolves all outstanding issues presented in this docket that were raised or could have been raised.  

5. By Decision No. R06-0128-I, dated February 15, 2006, a hearing was scheduled for March 13, 2006 on the Motion and Stipulation.  In anticipation of that hearing, the ALJ informs the parties of the following questions regarding the Stipulation:  

What is the average customer impacts resulting from the proposed Settlement for both the average (473 Mlbs) and peak (960 Mlbs) usages?

How will Commission Staff (Staff) monitor or determine whether the Steam Department is over-earning in the future if there is no specified Rate of Return on Rate Base in this docket?

How will Public Service determine if the Steam Department is earning its authorized Return on Equity (ROE) if there is no specified ROE authorized in this docket?

The settled revenue requirement differs by only $263 from Staff’s filed case that is based on a year-end rate base and a 9.5 percent ROE.  In light of paragraph 25 of the Stipulation, can the ALJ state that the regulatory principles contained in Staff’s case are effectively the regulatory principles contained in the Stipulation?  Alternatively, how can the Commission state which regulatory principles were used in developing the agreed upon base rate revenue amount of $2,996,135?

Can the parties provide a numerical analysis, based on the evidence in this case, that supports the following statement on page 14 of the Stipulation:  “Similarly, the Parties state that the two contending methods for measuring rate base differ in regulatory theory, but produce similar results?”  Alternatively, can the parties provide a numerical analysis, based on hypothetical values, that supports the statement on page 14?

Can the parties provide a numerical analysis, based on the evidence in this case, that supports the statement on page 15 of the Stipulation:  “Also by way of example, the settled revenue requirement is also supported by Mr. Binz’s recommended return on equity of 10.5 percent, with a reduction in Public Service’s test year A&G expenses (so as to mitigate the significant cost increases in this case) of $193,000?”

Given that the Commission cannot extend a suspension period beyond 210 days, as provided under § 40-6-111(1)(b), C.R.S., how would the Stipulation’s Rate Moratorium provision for a suspension period extending through May 1, 2008 apply if a steam base rate case were filed on January 1, 2007?

6. The Parties should note that, at the hearing, the ALJ may have additional questions or areas of inquiry.  

7. The Motion being filed by all Parties, it appears that no party opposes the Commission’s approving the Stipulation.  Therefore, it is appropriate that response time to the Motion be waived.

II. ORDER

A. It Is Ordered That: 

1. Response time to the Joint Unopposed Motion to Approve Stipulation and Agreement in Resolution of Proceeding is waived.  

2. Prior to the scheduled commencement of hearing on March 13, 2006, the parties shall file, in hard copy and electronic format, the average customer impacts of the Stipulation, both in dollars and in percentages, for both the average month and peak month as well as the monthly bill impacts in the same form and detail included in Exhibit No. DJS-2 to the Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Public Service Company of Colorado witness Donna J. Sipes.

3. Prior to the scheduled commencement of hearing on March 13, 2006, the parties shall file, in executable electronic format, the financial model(s) used in support of the Stipulation.  

This Order is effective immediately.  
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Doug Dean, 
Director
	THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO


G. HARRIS ADAMS
________________________________

Administrative Law Judge
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