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I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement

1. This Decision denies the request of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) to conduct additional hearings in this proceeding to examine further the tariff-based Interruptible Service Option Credit (ISOC) program offered to large commercial and industrial customers of Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service or Company). The Commission instead will review the ISOC program as part of Public Service’s required filing to address various issues relating to the Company’s demand side management (DSM) programs and products due no later than March 31, 2017 pursuant to Decision No. C14-0731.  Consistent with the discussion below, Public Service is required to submit its ISOC tariff for review as part of that future proceeding.

B. Discussion

2. On June 17, 2013, Public Service filed an application seeking Commission approval of several strategic issues related to its DSM Plan pursuant to §§ 40-3.2-103 and -104, C.R.S.
3. On July 1, 2014, the Commission approved the application, with modifications, and directed Public Service to reexamine its ISOC tariff after updating the avoided costs it would use for its subsequent 2015 to 2016 DSM Plan filing.  The Company was required either to report to the Commission that the updated avoided capacity costs do not warrant a reexamination of the ISOC tariff or program at this time or to file an advice letter with supporting testimony seeking to change the ISOC tariff.
  

4. On November 6, 2014, Public Service filed a report stating that the credits paid to customers under its ISOC program do not require modification based on the Company’s updated calculations of avoided costs. 

5. On December 9, 2014, the OCC filed a motion seeking permission to file a substantive response to the Company’s ISOC report and requested a hearing.  The OCC sought to challenge the report’s conclusions with the ultimate goal of demonstrating that the ISOC exceeds the avoided capacity costs. The OCC also suggested that, if the Commission permits a response to the ISOC report, the Commission could direct the parties to address the issue further in Proceeding No. 14A-1057EG concerning Public Service’s 2015 to 2016 DSM Plan.
6. On December 18, 2014, Public Service responded to the OCC’s motion, requesting that the Commission deny the OCC’s request or, in the alternative, allow the Company to file a reply to the OCC’s response before determining whether a hearing is necessary.

7. On January 22, 2015, we granted the OCC the opportunity to file a response to Public Service’s report. We also allowed Public Service to file a reply to OCC’s response.  The Commission also directed Public Service to provide in its reply to the OCC’s response or in a separate filing, certain additional information regarding the ISOC program.  Public Service was directed to: (1) provide updated data on the number of interruptions by type and notice in 2014; (2) provide information regarding the factors influencing the Economic Interruptions during specific times of the year from January 1, 2010 to December 31, 2014; (3) provide an analysis of whether or not there are specific locations on its system that benefit from Capacity and Contingency Interruptions; and (4) provide the ratio of curtailment versus buy-through options chosen by customers during Economic Interruptions from January 1, 2010 to December 31, 2014.

C. OCC Response to the Public Service ISOC Report
8. On February 4, 2015, the OCC filed its response to the 2014 ISOC report.  The OCC provided several reasons why the Commission should reexamine the ISOC Service Tariff. The OCC states that residential customers pay for a substantial cost of the ISOC program without the ability to participate. The OCC continues to argue that the credits paid to ISOC customers exceed Public Service’s current avoided capacity costs. The OCC questions Public Service’s use of different methodologies to determine the ISOC values for the One-Hour Notice and for the Within Ten-Minute Notice. The OCC recommends the Commission require the Company to provide more data for an analysis of the ISOC. They also request that the Commission resolve several areas of concern, including discrepancies in the Tariff that OCC has identified. To properly address these concerns, the OCC believes that an additional hearing is necessary in this proceeding.
D. Public Service Reply to the OCC’s Response
9. On March 4, 2015, Public Service filed its reply to OCC’s response and provided the additional data we required by Decision No C15-0067-I. The Company states that it has demonstrated that the ISOC program has benefitted all customers through capacity and energy net savings of over $41 million from 2010 through 2013. Public Service performed its 
re-examination of both the One-Hour notice and Within Ten-Minute notice ISOC foundational values and found there is no material difference between the re-examined values and the current ISOC values. The Company also replied to OCC’s analysis of the determination of credit levels under the ISOC tariff and confuses this with development of the avoided cost foundation values. The actual credits paid under the program are far less on a $/kW-mo. basis than OCC contends, according to Public Service. The Company argues that the most appropriate proceeding to reexamine the level of ISOC credits would be the 2017 DSM Strategic Issues filing where the Commission could consider the interrelationship of ISOC goals and credits.
E. Findings and Conclusions

10. A reexamination of Public Service’s ISOC program will be necessary in the future to determine its efficacy to the Company’s system and its fairness to all ratepayers. We agree with Public Service that the next DSM Strategic Issues filing is the proper proceeding in which to reevaluate the ISOC goals and credit values. We therefore deny the OCC’s request to hold additional hearings on the ISOC tariff in this proceeding.  However, to facilitate our review of the ISOC program, we direct Public Service to submit the ISOC tariff, with any changes proposed by the Company, for review as part of its next DSM strategic issues filing as required by Decision No. C14-0731.

II. ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. The request of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel for the Commission to conduct additional hearings in this proceeding on the Interruptible Service Option Credit (ISOC) tariff of Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) is denied, consistent with the discussion above.

2. Public Service shall file its ISOC tariff, with any proposed changes, for review as part of the application commencing its next demand side management strategic issues proceeding pursuant to Decision No. C14-0731, consistent with the discussion above. 
3. The 20-day time period provided by § 40-6-114, C.R.S., to file an application for rehearing, reargument, or reconsideration shall begin on the first day after the effective date of this Decision.

4. This Decision is effective upon its Mailed Date. 

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
July 22, 2015.
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� Decision No. C14-0731, issued July 1, 2014.
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