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I. STATEMENT

On November 14, 2006, Complainant, Wayne Sheppard (Sheppard), filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) with the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Commission) in the captioned docket against Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service).
  The Complaint involves a billing dispute.  Public Service contends that Sheppard is liable for prior electric utility charges of approximately $7,500.00 at 2231 Lamartine Road in Idaho Springs, 

1. Colorado.  While Sheppard acknowledges liability for some of these charges, he denies liability for a large portion of them on the basis of computer or record keeping errors allegedly committed by Public Service.

2. The Complaint indicates that Public Service has refused to mediate the dispute and has notified Sheppard of its intention to discontinue electric service at the involved location on November 16, 2006.

3. The Complaint contains a request for issuance of an interim order prohibiting Public Service from discontinuing Sheppard’s electric service pending resolution of this proceeding.  Where discontinuance of utility service becomes an issue, the Commission has the authority to require a regulated entity to provide such service pending resolution of a complaint proceeding if the customer posts a deposit or bond with the regulated entity in an amount prescribed by the Commission.  See, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-1-1302(f).

4. By Decision No. R06-1326-I, November 14, 2006, the Commission ordered Public Service to continue service to Sheppard at 2231 Lamartine Road in Idaho Springs pending resolution of this proceeding.  Public Service’s obligation to continue service was subject to certain conditions, among them the condition that Sheppard post a deposit or bond with Public Service in the amount of $2,000 no later than noon on November 16, 2006.

5. At 11:17 a.m. on November 16, 2006, Sheppard filed his Request for Change of Interim Order Terms.
  Sheppard states that he does not have $2,000 in cash to make a cash deposit, but that he is seeking a bond.  However, Sheppard states that acquiring a bond and posting it with Public Service will take more than the two business days allowed in the Interim Order.  Sheppard seeks a two-week extension until December 1, 2006 within which to post the bond.

6. Sheppard’s request will be granted.  He shall post the bond no later than noon on December 1, 2006.  Public Service’s obligation to continue service remains conditioned upon Sheppard’s payment for future charges as set forth in Ordering Paragraph II.A.2.(b). of Decision No. R06-1326-I.

II. ORDER

A. It Is Ordered That:

1. Decision No. R06-1326-I is modified in that Wayne Sheppard shall have until noon on December 1, 2006 to post a deposit or bond in the amount of $2,000.  In all other respects Decision No. R06-1326-I remains in full force and effect.

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


KEN F. KIRKPATRICK
________________________________

Administrative Law Judge
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� The Complaint named “Xcel Energy” as the Respondent.  However, Public Service conducts utility business in Colorado as a wholly-owned subsidiary of Xcel Energy, Inc., a public utility holding company.  As a result, Public Service is the proper designation for the Respondent in this matter.


� There is no certificate of service attached to the Request that would indicate that the Request was served on Public Service.  Given the timing of the filing and the impending deadline, the Administrative Law Judge will accept the filing; however, any future filing made without a certificate of service will likely be stricken.
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