Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado

Decision No. R12-0761-I
Docket No. 12A-100E

R12-0761-IDecision No. R12-0761-I
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

12A-100EDOCKET NO. 12A-100E
IN THE MATTER OF THE application OF black hills/colorado electric utility company, l.p. d/b/a/ black hills energy for approval of its electric demand side management (DSM) plan for program years 2012-2013, 2014 and 2015; for approval of a pre-pay metering pilot program; and for approval of updates to its electric dsm cost adjustment clause tariffs and an increase in the electric dsm cost adjustment rider.
interim order of
administrative law judge
KEITH J. KIRCHUBEL 
CONCERNING HEARING ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT
Mailed Date:  July 3, 2012
I. STATEMENT

1. On May 30, 2012, the parties filed a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement together with an Unopposed Joint Motion to Vacate Procedural Dates and Waiver of Response Time as well as a Joint Motion For Approval of the proposed settlement. 
2. In Decision No. R12-0600-I, the undersigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) granted the Unopposed Joint Motion to Vacate Procedural Dates and scheduled a hearing on the proposed settlement for July 12, 2012.  

3. On June 25, 2012, Applicant Black Hills/Colorado Electric Utility Company, LP (BHE) filed an Erratum to the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement revising page 7 thereof.

4. At the July 12, 2012 hearing, the parties will be afforded the opportunity to present evidence establishing that the settlement is just, reasonable and in the public interest.

5. The ALJ has consulted with the Commission’s Advisory Staff and hereby provides notice to the parties that he will seek clarification of the following issues at the July 12, 2012 hearing:

a) Please explain the settling parties’ understanding of provision I.B on page 6; i.e. what are the features of the incentive mechanism approved by the Commission in Docket No. 08A-518E that will continue in force if the Stipulation is approved here?
b) How much notice will BHE give to Commission Staff and other parties to review the updated plan addressed in provision I.D on page 8?  Since the updated plan will be filed after the July 1 effective date of the DSMCA rider, how will the update affect the rider?

c) What drove the need for a Quality Installation component for the High Efficiency Cooling Program addressed in provision II.C on pages 13 and 14?  Were deficiencies in the prior program identified?  Please explain the reasoning behind including a $100 incentive for proper installation of such measures;  How was this amount determined, what amount is budgeted, and why is it an appropriate use of program funds?
d) Please provide details of the Energy Star television measure addressed in provision II.C on page 15; Is there any differentiation among Energy Star televisions in terms of anticipated energy savings?   Was a TRC value calculated for this measure and, if so, what was that value and what inputs generated the value?

e) Please clarify the meaning of the following statement in provision II.D on page 16: “Incentive amounts paid to self-direction projects will be at a 10 percent premium above the Custom Program incentives on a kWh savings basis, unless a project is affected by the 50 percent of incremental cost cap.”  Also what “rules” are referenced in the following sentence?  What is meant when these rules are described as “similar?”

f) With regard to the financing option referenced in provision II.D on page 16, what entity will evaluate whether or not to extend credit to interested participants?  What entity will bear the financial risk associated with such financing?  
If BHE is accepting any financial risk, how much risk and how will BHE recoup any losses that may arise from the financing option?
g) Please explain the meaning of the “per home approach” referenced in provision 
II.E on page 16;

h) With regard to the inclusion of renters in the Low-Income Assistance Program (provision II.E on page 16), how does the inclusion of renters impact the cost/benefit calculation?  Were different assumptions used for renters as compared to homeowners?

i) Please explain the terms and conditions applicable to the Home Energy Audits covered in provision II.E on page 16; How will BHE and Xcel Energy apportion costs and any realized energy savings?

j) With regard to the Pre-Pay Metering Pilot addressed in provision II.E on pages 16 and 17:

i. What is the amount of demand-side reduction anticipated as a result of this measure?  How was that amount calculated?  

ii. What does Mr. Gray mean when he states that “no program savings are assumed for the pre-pay pilot program” on page 10, lines 1-2 of his pre-filed testimony?

iii. To the extent that a customer participates in the metering pilot and other measures (i.e. Program Integration on page 4 of Exhibit C), how will the demand-side impacts of the various measures be measured and segregated? 

iv. How does the anticipated benefit compare to the cost of this measure?  

v. Could greater demand-side reductions be achieved by applying the budget for this measure to other measures?  

vi. If so, why is an expenditure for this pilot in the public interest as part of a demand-side management program?
vii. What, if any, waivers or variances of Commission Rules would be necessary to implement the proposed pilot program?  For example, please describe in detail the disconnect provisions of the pilot and how these do or do not comport with Rules pertaining to customer notice;
viii. What are the “safeguards” referenced by Mr. Gray at page 9, line 17, of his pre-filed testimony?
6. The ALJ may have other questions regarding the proposed settlement in addition to those set forth in the preceding paragraphs.
II. order

A. It Is Ordered That:

1. The parties shall have the opportunity to present evidence in support of the proposed settlement at the hearing scheduled on July 12, 2012.

2. The parties are hereby provided notice that the ALJ will seek clarification of the issues described herein above.  The ALJ may have other questions regarding the evidence proffered in support of the proposed settlement.
3. This Order is effective immediately.
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