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I. By the Commission

A. Statement

1. This matter comes before the Commission for consideration of various pleadings filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service or Company) and Tom and Hanna Altman (Altmans) in response to Commission Decision No. C10-1053 mailed September 28, 2010, Order Addressing Exceptions.  Now, being fully advised in the matter and consistent with the discussion below, we refer the matter to an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) for consideration, with the exception of the Motion for Clarification of Decision No. C11-0228 (Motion for Clarification) filed by Public Service on March 4, 2011.  We grant the Motion for Clarification in part, consistent with the discussion below.
B. Background

2. Docket No. 09F-505E concerns a complaint by the Altmans against Public Service filed on July 8, 2009.  Generally, the Altmans contend the electrical service to their residence located at 6402 South Robb Court, Littleton, Colorado 80127 is deficient, causing premature failure of household appliances and personal discomfort.  Public Service states it has inspected and tested its service to the Altmans’ home and has found no problems.

3. The extensive history of this docket and the positions of the parties were discussed in detail by the ALJ in Recommended Decision No. R10-0271 mailed March 25, 2010.  Subsequently, the Order Addressing Exceptions, Decision No. C10-1053, discussed and addressed exceptions filed by both parties, responses to exceptions, and additional oral argument.  We will not reiterate this history here, but will refer to it below, as needed to provide context to our rulings.

4. By Decision No. C10-1053 we denied Public Service’s exceptions and granted those of the Altmans, ordering that Public Service conduct further testing utilizing a Time Domain Reflectometer (TDR).  Public Service was also required to report the results of this test to the Commission and describe any necessary mitigation plans. 

5. A Public Service contractor, Northern Pipe Line Company, conducted the TDR tests on November 15 through 18, 2010.  These tests were observed by the Altmans’ expert, Mr. Donald Johnson.  Public Service also performed additional resistance tests of the neutrals at the request of Mr. Johnson. 

6. On the last day of testing, excessive levels of direct current (DC) were measured on the ground wires connected to Public Service’s transformers and pedestals and on the ground wire of the Altmans’ pool filter.  These readings were significantly higher than what would typically be expected and could not be explained at the time.  

7. Since Public Service does not supply DC current the Company contacted Qwest Corporation (Qwest) and requested that it check the telephone system to the Altmans’ property which utilizes a 48 volt DC power source.  Qwest reported no problems and also mentioned that such readings can falsely occur if the meter is not properly reset.  With this in mind, Public Service then retested the ground wires on December 8, 2010 and found no problems.

C. Findings

1. Filings for Additional Testing

8. The Altmans state the spot checking performed by Public Service on December 8, 2010 was insufficient to capture the transient nature of the problem and filed a Forthwith Motion Seeking Additional Testing on December 10, 2010.  The Altmans request that Public Service install, as soon as possible, continuous recording devices for at least ten days. 

9. The Altmans performed their own measurements on December 9 and 10, 2010, and observed high surges of current on the copper water pipe serving their home.  A description, results, and photographs of the test were the subject of a Supplement to Forthwith Motion Seeking Additional Testing filed by the Altmans on December 13, 2010.

10. Public Service subsequently filed a Response in Opposition to Forthwith Motion Seeking Additional Testing and Response in Opposition to Supplement to Forthwith Motion on December 20, 2010.  The Company argues that the readings are false and the Company makes assurances that the Altmans are not in any danger.  Further, Public Service does oppose the requested tests but rather disagrees with the urgency to perform the test.

2. Report and Mitigation Plan Filings

11. On December 20, 2010, Public Service filed a Verified Report and Mitigation Plan in Compliance with Decision C10-1053 (Report and Mitigation Plan).  Public Service reports that the TDR test revealed only one location of possible neutral corrosion, which is within allowable limits.  The additional resistance tests requested by Mr. Johnson showed two sections of cable over 45 ohms, which were the two longest lengths of cable.  Public Service argues that the high resistance values were a result of the cable length which overwhelmed the capability of the multi-function meter used.  

12. To mitigate these issues Pubic Service proposes to excavate and inspect the cable at the location where possible corrosion was detected.  The Company also states it will test the secondary conductors on the transformer and pedestals that were not tested on November 19, 2010 and conduct continuous monitoring as suggested by Mr. Johnson.  

13. On December 22, 2010, the Altmans filed the Complainants’ Submittal of Initial Report Regarding Testing Performed by Respondent.  This filing includes an engineering evaluation by Mr. Johnson, who concludes that the resistance measurements show that the neutrals on numerous cables are significantly corroded.  He disputes the TDR test on the basis that such a test is unreliable for detecting concentric neutral corrosion.  

14. On January 3, 2011, the Altmans responded to Public Service’s Report and Mitigation Plan and filed Complainants’ Rebuttal to the Verified Report and Mitigation Plan.  The Altmans argue that the high currents observed by Public Service on November 19, 2010 and by the Altmans on December 8 and 9, 2010 are not false readings and that the measurements taken by Public Service on December 8, 2010 do not invalidate these readings.  In addition, a report from Mr. Johnson was also provided.  Mr. Johnson takes issue with many of the conclusions made by Public Service in their Report and Mitigation Plan.  Most notably he disputes the ability of the TDR to identify neutral corrosion, and he again refers to the resistance measurements as indicative of neutral corrosion.  

15. Finally, on January 20, 2011, Public Service filed a Verified Rebuttal to the December 1, 2010 Report of Donald R. Johnson Filed by Tom and Hanna Altman on December 21, 2010.  Public Service argues that the resistance measurements relied upon by Mr. Johnson do not follow the tests described in the T&D World article attached to the Altmans’ exceptions nor the IEEE Guide.  The Company requests that its mitigation plan be approved and that the Commission establish a timeline for the work. 

3. Additional Filings

16. The Altmans filed a Supplemental Forthwith Motion Regarding Testing and Excavation (Motion) on March 1, 2011.  We ruled that Public Service was free to excavate at the Company’s discretion and denied the Motion in Commission Decision No. C11-0228 mailed on March 2, 2011.  However, Public Service took exception to the statement made in that decision that the TDR tests were to be performed under the supervision of Mr. Johnson and filed the Motion for Clarification on March 4, 2011.

17. Lastly, on March 15, 2011, Public Service filed an Interim Report Regarding Excavations as Set Forth in its Verified Report as Mitigation Plan.  The Company indicates that it has completed four excavations of the cable and has verified that in all instances the neutral strands were intact and no corrosion was apparent. 
D. Conclusions
18. The central point of contention among the parties is whether or not the bare concentric neutral of the cables in question are sufficient so that there is no objectionable flow of current through grounding conductors or the earth.  The key to this question is to establish that the neutral to the Altmans’ property provides a low resistance neutral path.  Public Service has not yet been able to conclusively do so.  

19. The Company’s position that the neutrals show no corrosion appears to rely primarily on the TDR measurements.  However, we find that this remains simply an assertion by the Company.  It is unfortunate that Mr. Johnson’s position on the capability of the TDR test was not known prior to performing it.  Our expectation was that he would be able to act in the interest of the Altmans and his feedback would substantiate the credibility of the test.  In the absence of his backing we simply have Public Service’s assertion and the results are unverified.

20. Turning to the resistance measurements, they appear to show that at least two to three of the cables exhibit high resistivity that would inhibit neutral current flow.  Public Service argues that the meter used was insufficient for the length of cable used.  It is unfortunate that Public Service did not provide a measurement utilizing the proper equipment so the data provided was not in question.  Here again we can reach no definitive conclusion. 

21. We find that, at this time, neither the TDR test results nor the resistance measurements establish the integrity of the neutral sufficient to determine whether or not Public Service has met the required level of service.  We therefore direct the ALJ to work with the parties to address the above issue and bring this docket to closure.  In doing so the ALJ is asked to consider any outstanding pleadings. 

22. We find we can address Public Service’s Motion for Clarification and agree with the Company’s argument that Mr. Johnson’s role was not a supervisory one.  However, we do not adopt Public Service’s suggested language because it indicates that Mr. Johnson suggested the TDR tests.  The fact is that the Commission selected the TDR test.  The Commission will therefore grant the Motion for Clarification in part.

23. Paragraph 2 of Commission Decision No. C11-0228 shall read as follows:  

By Decision No. C10-1053, mailed September 28, 2010, we required Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service or Company) to perform Time Domain Reflectometry (TDR) tests on the neutral of the Altmans’ electric service which were to be witnessed by under the supervision of the Altmans’ expert Mr. Donald Johnson.  Public Service was then to make a compliance filing describing the TDR test results and mitigation options.  Public Service made the required filing on December 20, 2010.  
(Text added is underlined and deleted text is strikethrough.)

II. order

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. We refer all outstanding motions and matters related to additional testing to an Administrative Law Judge.  

2. The Motion for Clarification of Decision No. C11-0228 filed by Public Service Company of Colorado on March 4, 2011 is granted in part, consistent with the discussion above.

3. This Order is effective on its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
March 17, 2011.
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