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I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement 

1. By Decision No. C08-0015, the Commission set a prehearing conference in Docket No. 07A-447E for January 23, 2008.  Consistent with requests from various parties, we established the January 23, 2008 date as a multi-docket prehearing conference (Multi-Docket Prehearing Conference) that also incorporated the following dockets: 07A-447E (Electric Resource Planning or ERP), 07A-420E (Demand Side Management or DSM), 07A-462E (Renewable Energy Standard or RES), 07S-522E (Renewable Energy Standard Adjustment or RESA), 07S-521E (Interruptible Service Option Credit or ISOC), 07A-421E (Pawnee/Smoky Hill CPCN or P/SH), and 07A-469E (Fort St. Vrain CPCN or FSV).
  This Order addresses all remaining issues raised in all dockets in the Multi-Docket Prehearing Conference, with notations to indicate discrete sections that apply only to specific dockets.  Similar language is issued in Orders in each of the above-mentioned dockets. 

2. By Decision No. C08-0015, we provided a list of issues to be discussed at the January 23, 2008 prehearing conference.  We directed Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) to contact those parties that filed petitions or notices of intervention to discuss possible dates, and to file proposed procedural dates in each docket.  Public Service conferred with potential parties and timely filed a partial‑consensus list of proposed procedural dates. 

3. In the Multi-Docket Prehearing Conference we addressed the procedural schedules and other matters for the above-mentioned dockets.  We addressed issues including preliminary matters, deferring of a ruling on certain interventions, “early wind” Requests for Proposals (RFPs) in the ERP docket, active case management, possible consolidation of certain dockets, procedural schedules, scope of the various dockets, and other procedural matters.  

B. Distribution Lists

4. As a preliminary matter, Public Service expressed concern regarding its failure to receive copies of various pleadings, and requested that the Commission address the distribution list issue.  In Decision Nos. C08-0082 and C08-0083 mailed on January 24, 2008,
 we requested all parties to file U.S. Mail and email service of process information.  As a courtesy, Attachment B to this Order provides a list of email addresses, by docket, for all parties.  We reiterate here that it is of the utmost importance that all parties receive timely notice of all pleadings, and it is each party’s responsibility to maintain proper service lists, and update these lists when appropriate.

C. Interventions

5. We have previously ruled on interventions in the ERP, DSM, RES, P/SH, and FSV dockets.  As of the date of this prehearing conference, response times to petitions for permissive intervention in the ISOC and RESA dockets have not yet expired.  Consequently, we will rule on those interventions at a later date.  Though the response time for late permissive interventions may have expired for several of such requests, we are concerned that Public Service may not have received adequate notice of all intervention requests.  Public Service indicated that, in the interim, it will treat all potential intervenors as full parties with respect to discovery requests.  In Decision Nos. C08-0082 and C08-0083, we required that pleadings be served on Public Service by noon on January 25, 2008, and required Public Service to file any responses by the close of business on January 28, 2008.  We will address the remaining permissive interventions at a later date.

D. Active Case Management - This Section is Applicable to ERP, RES, and DSM Dockets.

6. At the January 23, 2008 prehearing conference we discussed our intention to implement a new active case management process.  Consistent with our request in Decision No. C08-0015, Staff of the Commission (Staff) and the Colorado Independent Energy Association/Colorado Energy Consumers (CIEA/CEC) raised a number of issues to foster discussion about how the Commission can guide the cases.  Staff and CIEA/CEC raised several threshold issues that may be helpful for us to address early in the proceedings, as well as many issues that must be addressed as a part of the cases themselves.  

7. The purpose of our proactive case management process is to provide input to the parties early in the process regarding legal, procedural, and substantive issues we consider important in reaching an informed decision, and how we expect those priorities to be addressed by the parties.  Commission clarification as early as possible in the docket will assist the parties in efficiently developing the record.  In order to facilitate such a process, we will hold a hearing on February 6, 2008 to address such issues.  As we stated at the Multi-Docket Conference, parties may file, on or before January 30, 2008, additional recommended issues for the Commission to discuss on February 6, 2008.  We will allow Public Service to provide a limited oral response to the filed comments at the February 6, 2008 hearing.  We then plan to deliberate on these initial issues in a deliberations meeting the same day.  

E. Consolidation

8. CIEA/CEC included a motion to consolidate the ISOC and DSM dockets.  While we recognize some interplay between these dockets, we note that these two dockets include substantially different issues and affect somewhat different customer groups.  All intervenors in the ISOC docket are also intervenors in the DSM docket; however, several intervenors in the DSM docket are not intervenors in the ISOC docket.  We find that it is inefficient for the parties in both dockets to be required to work through the different issues in these two dockets.  Therefore, we deny the request to consolidate the ISOC docket and the DSM docket.

9. Public Service filed a motion to consolidate the RES and RESA dockets.  As discussed at the Multi-Docket Conference, the RES docket and the RESA docket have different timelines, and it is important to maintain the flexibility of separate completion dates.  Further, the RES docket proposes a plan that will apply over several years and addresses the timing and quantity of specific resources, while the RESA simply focuses on the projected recovery of costs of the resources defined in the RES plan for the period of one year, subject to a true-up.  We find that the RES docket and the RESA docket should be heard as separate dockets.  Therefore, Public Service’s motion to consolidate the two dockets is denied.  

10. Parties discussed the fact that various substantive issues could be raised in the RES docket and the RESA docket.  Therefore, we will establish the scope of the two dockets to efficiently manage the cases without consolidation, as discussed in more detail below.  

11. Several parties also recommended that the same decision maker (the Commission en banc or an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ)) hear both the RES and the RESA dockets.  We took this recommendation under advisement.
12. Though not contained in a specific motion filed with the Commission, several parties mentioned the possibility of consolidating the ERP, the RES, and the FSV dockets.  As discussed in more detail below, we find that a better approach is to sequence the dockets.  The primary goal of sequencing is to complete the RES and the DSM dockets first, so that the output from these dockets can be used in the ERP docket.  We will then establish the scope of the dockets to best accomplish the resource planning process.

F. Scope - This Section Applies to ERP, RES, RESA, DSM, and ISOC Dockets.

13. The primary goal of the emergency ERP Rules, under which Public Service filed its 2007 resource plan, is to establish a forum where the Commission can weigh the costs and benefits of different types of resources, and guide the utility in selecting an optimum portfolio of resources and supply alternatives to meet future energy needs.  As discussed above, we decline to consolidate the various dockets; rather, we address the inter-related issues between dockets by establishing the scope for each case.  We find that these objectives can best be met through a process where the economic parameters of specific resources are established in individual dockets, and a range of values is then input to the ERP docket. 

14. For example, we expect that the DSM docket will produce a range of potential DSM amounts rather than a single point result.  Each point along the range will represent a possible volume level of DSM with an associated cost.  In other words, the lower data point of the range may be the statutory minimum contemplated in House Bill (HB) 07-1037.  The maximum could be all economically feasible DSM or some other suitable maximum. Each identified point along the range must have an associated cost, in terms that will allow for incorporating these values into the economic modeling in Phase II of the ERP.  We contemplate comparing points in a range of DSM resources against points in a range of supply-side options so that the optimum level of resources can be determined

15. Similarly with the RES docket, we intend for parties to estimate the various costs and other associated parameters for wind, solar, and other renewable resources.  In contrast to the DSM application, we expect later to use actual renewable bid costs in the Phase II resource optimization.  In the RES docket, parties must establish the non-bid related costs associated with renewable energy, such as the ancillary costs associated with various levels of wind penetration, as well as maximum levels of various types of intermittent resources under different system configurations (e.g., various amounts of dispatchable resources such as gas turbines).  Our objective is to identify feasible levels of potential renewable resources and the cost parameters to be used with actual bids, in effect a renewable energy supply curve.

16. Further, since the RES is designed to address the entire plan and the RESA addresses only one year of cost recovery, parties should address the major issues in the RES docket.  Parties should, to the extent possible, reserve the RESA docket to address implementation of cost recovery.

17. The results of the ISOC docket should also be used as inputs to the ERP docket so that an optimum resource mix can be determined.

18. We recognize that our guidance on the scope of these dockets may result in late interventions, depending on the scope established for the various dockets.  To the extent it is necessary, we will consider requests for narrowly-focused supplemental testimony to address clarifications to the scope of the various dockets.

G. Schedule

19. As discussed above, we will hold a hearing on February 6, 2008 for the DSM, ERP, and RES dockets, at which time Public Service may respond orally to any written comments that are filed by January 30, 2008.  We will then conduct a Deliberations Meeting immediately following any such comments by Public Service.

20. Status conferences will be held as we deem necessary.  We have already reserved two dates on the schedule for status conferences in the ERP docket, and one date for a status conference in the DSM docket.  We have not yet determined what these will entail, and they may be vacated or rescheduled, depending upon the status of the cases.

21. Ratepayers United of Colorado filed separate motions in the ERP and RES dockets requesting public hearings.  Though it may be difficult to find time on the Commission calendar for lengthy trips throughout the state, we agree that public meetings are important.  However, the logistics of conducting public hearings must be investigated before we can address this issue.  Therefore, we direct our Consumer Affairs Staff to investigate possible dates and locations for public comment hearings.

22. Procedural dates are listed in Attachment A.
  We find it necessary to extend the 180-day statutory time period to 210 days to complete the RES, RESA, and ISOC dockets, pursuant to § 40-6-109.5(1), C.R.S.

H. Early Wind RFP - This Section is Applicable to the RES and ERP Dockets.

23. As a part of its prefiled testimony in its ERP Application, Public Service indicates that it intends to issue an RFP in January 2008 targeting 300 MW of wind resources.  We refer to this as the “early wind RFP.”  Contemporaneously with its request for intervention, Trans-Elect Development Company, LLC/Wyoming Infrastructure Authority (Trans-Elect/WIA) included a motion requesting that the Commission order Public Service not to issue the early wind RFP.  In Decision No. C08-0046 we requested that parties comment on this motion, as well as policy issues raised by the early wind RFP proposal in general.  

24. In its response, Public Service stated that it had negotiated with Trans-Elect/WIA and was successful in reaching agreement on a revised proposal.  As part of the revised proposal, Public Service provides that it still intends to issue an early wind RFP in January 2008 targeting 300 MW of wind resources, as stated in its ERP Application, but that it now intends to alter the subsequent wind solicitations.  Under the revised proposal, Public Service proposes to issue an RFP targeting an additional 500 MW of wind in the later part of 2008. This solicitation will seek bids for facilities to be placed in service in 2012 through 2015.  This revised proposal replaces its original proposal to issue two smaller wind RFPs, one in 2010 or 2011, and another a few years later.  Trans-Elect/WIA represents that this second 500 MW RFP in 2008 will coincide with an open season on the Colorado-Wyoming Inter-tie 345kV Transmission Project, and it now agrees not to oppose the early wind RFP.  As part of its filed comments, Trans-Elect/WIA withdraws its previous motion.  Staff, Western Resource Advocates, the Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC), and CIEA/CEC also provided written comments on this issue, and several parties voiced concerns orally at the prehearing conference.  Although Trans-Elect/WIA has withdrawn its motion, we nonetheless still harbor some concerns regarding certain aspects of the early wind RFP.

25. Public Service maintains that it is important to issue the RFP in January 2008 because of turbine availability and the availability of production tax credits.  Wind developers need to secure turbine slots now, argues Public Service, in order to be able to install equipment before the next phase of production tax credits is projected to expire in 2010.

26. At the Multi-Docket Prehearing Conference, Public Service further explained its revised proposal.  It plans to issue the early wind RFP in January 2008, and then initiate a Phase II proceeding for this early wind RFP at the conclusion of Phase I in the fall of 2008.  As we understand the proposal, Public Service will not have completed the all-source bidding at this time and this Phase II proceeding would address only the 300 MW early wind RFP.  Public Service would issue the second (500 MW) wind RFP in the fall of 2008, possibly separate from the anticipated all-source solicitation.  If the 500 MW wind solicitation is conducted apart from the all-source solicitation, this means that there may possibly be three Phase II proceedings:  one for the 300 MW wind RFP; one for the 500 MW RFP; and one for the balance of resources offered in response to the “all-source” RFP.

27. We are encouraged with the revised proposal to the extent that it may permit the second wind RFP to be conducted within the all-source solicitation and the associated Phase II proceeding.  The Phase II process is intended to allow us to compare all resources simultaneously to best optimize the resource mix.  By severing the two wind RFPs from the all-source Phase II, the value of the Phase II processes is greatly diminished, as we must evaluate wind resources based on estimated costs of competing resources rather than on actual costs.  We also recognize that the ability to make this comparison is not as important for the 300 MW early wind RFP as it is likely that we will accept at least 300 MW of wind resources in the final resource mix.  For this reason, an early wind RFP may provide a reasonable method for Public Service to acquire utility-owned resources.  However for reasons developed more fully below, we remain concerned that the early wind RFP, as proposed, may not demonstrate that the wind purchases are priced at “reasonable” levels and may distort the possible Purchase Power Agreement (PPA) wind resource availability.  In other words, we are concerned that the early wind RFP, as proposed, may not yield competitive results.

28. We agree with OCC that it is the utility’s prerogative to issue an RFP without Commission approval, but the utility in doing so does not enjoy the presumption of prudence established under the ERP Rules.  While we will not prohibit Public Service from issuing the early wind RFP as proposed, it is nonetheless appropriate for us to address concerns we may have about the proposal.  In the following paragraphs we provide a detailed discussion about our concerns with the proposed early wind RFP, and discuss alternatives approaches to address these concerns.  

29. Our primary concern is that the early wind RFP, as proposed, may prevent an important segment of potential bidders from participating.  Certain representatives from the wind industry indicate that the proposed restrictions will indeed limit the number of bidders.  As Public Service admits, the market includes companies that are open to utility ownership and others that are not. 

30. Next, we have concerns about Public Service’s approach of relying on a restricted bidding process to demonstrate that its utility-owned wind facility purchases are reasonable.  Though Public Service asserts that it need only demonstrate that the utility-owned resources are “reasonable,” we are concerned that, by excluding PPA-only bidders, the solicitation may be flawed and may not demonstrate the reasonableness of the wind transactions.  While HB07-1281 appears to endorse a percentage of utility-developed and utility-owned wind resources, this legislation also requires these resources be constructed at a reasonable cost compared with the cost of similar eligible energy resources available in the market.  In addition, the long-standing practices and Commission rules concerning competitive resource acquisitions must be considered.  Public Service itself intertwines the early wind RFP with the ERP approval process; at the same time it intends to issue an RFP without the required step of Commission approval or modification of the RFP before it is issued.  

31. Public Service seems to use the announced modified bidding process as a means to acquire and verify the reasonableness of the potential acquisitions.  However, the statute explicitly addresses the concept of the utility developing the resource.  Use of a mandated bid-purchase RFP in place of utility development of wind resources does not appear to directly meet the legislative intent, so that the reasonableness of the resulting purchase could be called into question by the use of a potentially flawed bidding process.  

32. Restrictions on the types and number of bidders may be detrimental to a competitive generation environment in Colorado in an obvious way.  In addition, we are concerned that the likely large variation in wind costs may intensify the problems with bidder restrictions.  Under certain circumstances, where the quality, strength, comparability of bidders, and other conditions are met, we may deem a competitive result to exist even if a minimum number of bidders exist in the marketplace.  However, we would be surprised if the wind bidding environment were to behave in this manner.  A substantial portion of wind costs are related to the distance from the facility to transmission lines, wind and land availability, economies of scale of the project, and other design parameters.  Given the large variation in underlying costs, the resulting wind bids may vary significantly.  The RFP limitation proposed by Public Service could restrict the participation of certain bidders.  We are concerned that these restricted bidders, who want to own the facilities instead of selling them, could include major wind developers.  If a limitation in the RFP causes certain large bidders not to participate, then it is quite plausible that some of the best wind resources are removed from consideration. Again, we do not know how the bidding will turn out, but we are concerned that, if Public Service restricts the potential bidders, it may be setting itself up for failure.

33. The process of determining whether a utility’s actions are prudent accords substantial deference to the utility.  That is, parties generally must meet a high standard in demonstrating imprudence of utility actions.  In general, the standard of prudence for utility actions is whether the actions taken by the utility were reasonable given the information that was known, or that should have been known, at the time the decision was made.  If this approach is applied to the situation under discussion, the Public Service early wind facility purchases under the “reasonableness” standard in HB07-1281 could plausibly be questioned if it is later found that Public Service “should have known” where the 100 percent PPA-only bids would have fallen in the mix of resources available in the market.  Stated succinctly, Public Service may find itself in an undesirable position in the future if it knowingly and affirmatively took actions, against the suggestions of the Commission and industry stakeholders, that prohibit certain bidders from participating in the early wind solicitation.

34. Even if Public Service’s plan adequately addresses the reasonableness of the cost of wind resources it purchases, the costs associated with the non-utility-owned portion of the wind resources are not covered by the same “reasonableness” statutory standard.  The reasonableness of the price associated with these resources is, instead, tied to the assumption undergirding our rules:  that a fully competitive bidding process will yield an appropriate cost. Indeed, this outcome speaks to the very essence of this Commission’s historic reliance on competitive bidding.  Aside from the utility ownership percentage, Public Service still has an obligation to provide reasonably priced service for its consumers.  If it is urgent for Public Service to pursue wind purchase options, then it should be equally urgent for the company to pursue PPA options as well.

35. We wish to state clearly that the Commission does not presume to know at this point how the various bid restrictions will affect the competitiveness of the solicitation.  However, it is also reasonable to ask, for example, how the proposal by Public Service that bidders retain 50 percent ownership might affect the total cost of the resources to be bid.  It is at least plausible that the total costs might be higher if bidders split off 50 percent of a resource, if economies of scale dictate that 50 percent of a project will have a higher unit cost than 100 percent.  By precluding the PPA-only option in the bidding.  Public Service and this Commission will likely not know what this effect has been.

36. Public Service states that it does not intend to eliminate any prerogative the Commission has, as the Commission will evaluate bids from the early wind RFP in a Phase II proceeding, and Public Service can always withdraw the RFP if the Commission determines that the results are not satisfactory.  Though Public Service maintains that it is fully protecting the Commission’s prerogatives, parties raised significant concerns about the fact that once issued, we will not be able to turn the clock back to make changes.  We agree with Public Service that we have a narrow window of opportunity to solicit bids for 2010; this provides a very strong incentive to get the process correct at the outset.  If the solicitation turns out to be flawed, we will likely not have the opportunity to consider a revised RFP for this time period, and we may be forced to live with results from a flawed process.  

37. We suggest that, if Public Service wishes to intermingle its “build-sell” stratagem and the ERP solicitation process, it should make a change to its wind RFPs.  Specifically, the company should consider including, in the first 300 MW RFP and potentially in all subsequent wind solicitations a dual track for bidders to respond.  That is, bidders who wish to maintain 100 percent ownership and bidders who are willing to entertain the 100 percent bid-buy option should both be accommodated, to collect as much market data as possible.  Proposals between 100 percent purchase and 100 percent PPA should also be allowed.  By structuring the bids in this manner, a complete record is developed, allowing the Commission to make a fully informed decision.  In response to the bids, the company can propose, and we can review, an acquisition plan that mixes utility-owned resources (up to the statutory maximum) with PPA resources in a portfolio that meets the ERP goals.

38. To conclude, although we find that Public Service has the management discretion to solicit bids outside of the ERP approval process, we remind Public Service that such actions are not afforded the presumption of prudence associated with Commission Rule 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3-3613(d).  As a result, we suggest that Public Service carefully consider all options before taking actions with respect to issuing the early RFP, to make sure all such decisions consider the best interests of consumers.  Lastly, we require Public Service to maintain all correspondence and bid information associated with any RFPs issued before Commission approval for use in future prudence review proceedings.

I. Discovery - This Section Applies to the ERP, DSM, RES, RESA, and ISOC Dockets.

39. In its partial-consensus filing, Public Service indicates that a large majority of parties reached consensus on discovery rules.  Regarding the ERP docket, the parties recommend that the Commission’s discovery rules apply to discovery directed to direct testimony, that the discovery rules be modified to establish ten calendar days’ response time for discovery directed to answer testimony, and five calendar days’ response time for discovery directed to rebuttal and cross-answer testimony.  For the DSM docket, the parties recommend modification of the Commission's discovery rules as follows: ten calendar days’ response time for discovery directed to direct testimony, ten calendar days’ response time for discovery directed to answer testimony, and five calendar days for discovery directed to rebuttal and cross-answer testimony.  For the RES, RESA, and ISOC dockets, the parties recommend modification of the Commission's discovery rules as follows: seven calendar days’ response time to discovery directed to direct testimony, and five calendar days for discovery directed to answer testimony and rebuttal/cross answer testimony.  We have already established a shortened response time for discovery to five  business
 days by separate decision in the FSV docket.  Discovery issues in the P/SH docket have been addressed separately by the ALJ in that docket.  The parties also recommend discovery cut-off dates as follows for all dockets: cut-off for discovery on direct testimony - the date for filing of answer testimony; cut-off for discovery on answer testimony - the date for filing of rebuttal/cross answer testimony; cut-off for discovery on rebuttal/cross answer testimony - the Thursday before the commencement of hearings.  The parties recommend that all discovery and responses be served electronically (except for confidential information which will be provided in hard copy or by disk) and that requests received after 5:00 p.m. are deemed to have been sent on the subsequent business day.  We agree with these proposed discovery rules, and adopt them as our order.
40. At the Multi-Docket Prehearing Conference, we clarified the only dispute presented by parties related to the Commission’s discovery response rules.  For discovery requests where the Commission’s rules apply, the first 50 data requests by a party in each docket shall have a 10-day response time, and the 51st data request and beyond shall have a 20-day response time.

In the event of a discovery dispute, the parties shall first attempt to resolve the dispute.  If unsuccessful, the party seeking discovery may move to compel in writing, attaching a 

41. copy of the discovery at issue. A response to the motion to compel shall be filed within three business days.  Any motion or response filed shall be served electronically.  Hearing on the motion shall be coordinated by telephone and heard by telephone as soon as practical.  We delegate the resolution of discovery disputes to an ALJ.

J. Electronic Service - This Section Applies to ERP, DSM, RES, RESA, ISOC, and FSV Dockets.

42. The parties recommend that all testimony and pleadings be served on the parties in electronic form only, with no hard copies.  Confidential information shall be served by hard copy only, through mail or hand delivery.  We agree and adopt this proposal.
43. The parties shall file an original and seven hard copies of all testimony and exhibits with the Commission.  Each party shall also file with the Commission an electronic copy of its testimony and exhibits on CD ROM in both the underlying executable electronic format and Adobe PDF format.
  Any stipulations or settlement agreements, along with any associated testimony or exhibits, shall also be filed electronically.

44. Public Service shall file an agreed-upon order of witnesses at least two business days prior to the start of hearings.  All parties shall file estimated cross-examination times at least two business days before hearings begin.  

II.
ORDER

K. The Commission Orders That:

1. A prehearing conference for Commission case management discussion in Docket Nos. 07A-447E, 07A-420E, and 07A-462E will be held:

DATE: 
February 6, 2008

TIME:
1:30 p.m.

PLACE:
Commission Hearing Room

1560 Broadway, Suite 250

Denver, Colorado

2. On or before January 30, 2008, parties may file a list of additional issues for the Commission to consider at the February 6, 2008 Deliberations Meeting.

3. Parties shall comply with the procedural dates listed in Attachment A to this Order, consistent with the discussion above.

4. The motion by Colorado Independent Energy Association and Colorado Energy Consumers to consolidate Docket Nos. 07A-420E and 07S-521E, is denied.

5. The motion by Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) to consolidate Docket Nos. 07A-462E and 07S-522E is denied.

6. The 120-day statutory time periods for Docket Nos. 07A-462E, 07S-522E, and 07S-521E are extended to 210 days pursuant to §§ 40-6-109.5(1) and 40-6-111(b), C.R.S.
7. Parties shall provide service electronically, consistent with the discussion above.

8. Parties shall file testimony, exhibits, stipulations, and settlements with the Commission in both hard copy and executable electronic format, consistent with the discussion above.

9. Discovery requests and responses are required as set forth in the discussion above. 

10. An Administrative Law Judge is assigned to settle any discovery disputes between parties.

11. Public Service shall file an agreed-upon order of witnesses at least two business days before hearings begin.  

12. All parties shall file estimated cross-examination times at least two business days before hearings begin. 

13. This Order is effective on its Mailed Date.

L. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ PREHEARING CONFERENCE
January 23, 2008.
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� Schedules for P/SH and FSV were established previously by separate order, and are included here to assist in the scheduling of the remaining dockets.


� Though we only issued orders in Docket Nos. 07A-447E and 07A-420E, the list of parties in these two dockets covers the parties in all dockets involved in the January 23, 2008 prehearing conference.


� The dates listed in Attachment A are identical to those listed in Attachment A to Decision Nos. C08-0082 and C08-0083.


� In Decision No. C08-0082 we extended the statutory time period for the DSM docket to 210 days, and in Decision No. C08-0083 we acknowledged that Public Service waived the statutory time limits in the ERP docket. 


� Corrected in Errata Notice C08-0108-E2 to business days.


� For purposes of this Order, executable electronic filings shall be made in the document’s underlying file format (Excel, Word, or WordPerfect, for example).  All spreadsheets should have the various cell formula or links left intact; i.e., cell formulas should not be converted to values.  To the extent exhibits cannot be provided in an executable electronic format, a listing of such exhibits should be provided identifying those that cannot be so provided.   In order to minimize the size and allow electronic text searches of the PDF files, all PDF files shall be generated from the electronic base format where possible, and can be generated as a scanned image only if it is not possible to provide a text-searchable PDF document.
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