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I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement

1. Through this Decision, the Commission construes the filing made on June 11, 2021, by the Coalition of Ratepayers (Coalition) as a motion for reconsideration of Decision 
No. C21-0315-I, issued May 27, 2021 (Motion for Reconsideration).  The Commission further accepts the filing made on June 22, 2021, by the Board of County Commissioners of Pueblo County (Pueblo County) as a response to the Coalition’s Motion for Reconsideration.  
2. We find the arguments and supplemental information in these additional filings from the Coalition and Pueblo County do not cure the original defects in the Coalition’s request for permissive intervention.  We do not find good cause to reconsider our initial finding that the Coalition’s intervention request failed to comply with the standard required in Rule 1401, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 723-1 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, including, most significantly, to differentiate its interests from those represented by the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC).  Consistent with the discussion below, we deny the Motion for Reconsideration and uphold our determination to deny the Coalition’s request to intervene in this Proceeding.

B. Background

3. The Coalition’s motion to intervene, filed April 30, 2021, states the Coalition is “an unincorporated association of business and non-profit entities authorized and in good standing to transact business within Colorado.”
 Without more detail, it continues only to state that its members are “employers that operate businesses within the service territory of [Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service or Company)] and purchase electricity and related energy services from Public Service.”
 The Coalition adds that its members “are primarily small businesses with a range of electricity usage, including various commercial consumers.”
   

4. The Coalition summarily claims no other party in the Proceeding represents its interests “to obtain the most economical, reliable electricity produced by a fuel mix that complies with state and federal law.”
 To support this contention, the Coalition only offers the general statement that, “as evidenced” by its participation in the Company’s last Electric Resource Plan (ERP) proceedings, the “Coalitions’ [sic] interests are distinct and often not aligned with other parties such as Staff, the [Colorado Energy Office (CEO)], or the OCC.”
  

5. In its response filed May 7, 2021, Public Service objected that the Coalition’s motion to intervene does not meet the standard required in Rule 1401(c), including that the motion fails to identify how the Coalition’s interests differ from the customers represented by the OCC, or show that the OCC’s representation in this Proceeding is inadequate. Public Service requested, at a minimum, that the Commission require the Coalition to provide more information. On May 12, 2021, the OCC and CEO jointly filed a late response and motion requesting the Commission require a response from the Coalition disclosing its members. 

6. On May 19, 2021, shortly after the Commission voted to deny the Coalition’s motion to intervene in Decision No. C21-0315-I, the Coalition filed a motion seeking leave to reply to the responses filed by Public Service, the OCC, and CEO. 

7. In relevant part, through Decision No. C21-0315-I, the Commission found the Coalition failed to meet the standard required in Rule 1401(c) in its perfunctory motion to intervene. Specifically, the Commission found the Coalition relies, without success, on its past participation in Public Service’s prior ERP and related proceedings.  The Commission found this does not constitute grounds to participate as a party in this ERP.  The Commission found the Coalition, which stated it consists of “primarily small businesses,” makes no effort to meaningfully differentiate its interests from the OCC or any other known party, as required by Rule 1401(c). The majority opinion therefore found the Coalition failed to meet its burden to demonstrate it meets the requirements of Rule 1401(c). 
8. Although the Commissioners expressed a shared concern regarding the lack of transparency in the Coalition’s motion, which failed to identify its members, the majority opinion declined to permit additional processes for the Coalition to attempt to supplement its motion and declined to require any supplemental filing from the Coalition identifying its members (as had been requested by the OCC and CEO). Rather, the majority opinion concluded that its finding that the Coalition failed to meet the required standards in Rule 1401(c) in its motion to intervene mooted the request from the OCC and CEO requesting more information.
 

9. Decision No. C21-0315-I acknowledged the Coalition’s motion seeking to reply to the responses filed by Public Service, the OCC, and CEO to the Coalition’s motion to intervene that was filed shortly after the Commission’s deliberations concluded, but before the written decision issued. The Commission noted this motion was procedurally improper and, in any event, mooted. The decision states the Coalition would need to file a timely and appropriate filing to respond or seek reconsideration of the Commission’s decision denying its request to intervene.
 

10. On June 11, 2021, the Coalition filed a pleading titled “Application for Rehearing, Reargument or Reconsideration of Interim Decision C21-0315-I.”  The filing claims the Commission erred in denying the Coalition’s motion to intervene, and in denying as moot the Coalition’s reply filed after the Commission’s deliberations concluded. Among other arguments, the Coalition claims the Commission violated its own rules by requiring the Coalition to disclose the members of its interest group; that the Commission created an ad hoc rule making; and that the Coalition’s motion to intervene met the requirements in the rule. Further, the Coalition notes, after the Commission’s decision denying the Coalition’s intervention, the General Assembly passed Senate Bill (SB) 21-103, which the Coalition claims materially impacts the Coalition’s motion to intervene. The Coalition attached the bill and emphasizes the OCC’s mission includes considerations of the state’s clean energy and carbon dioxide reduction goals.
11. On June 22, 2021, Pueblo County filed a motion titled Motion of Pueblo County for Waiver of Commission Rules to Allow Response in Support of Ratepayer Coalition Request for Rehearing, Reargument, or Reconsideration of Interim Decision C21-0315-I.  
C. Permissive Intervention Standard
12. Rule 1401(c) requires persons seeking permissive intervention to show a pecuniary and tangible interest, and that their interests “would not otherwise be adequately represented.”  This rule is similar to Colorado Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a) which provides that, even if a party seeking intervention in a case has sufficient interest in the case, intervention is not permitted if the interest is adequately represented by the existing parties. See Clubhouse at Fairway Pines, L.L.C. v. Fairway Pines Owners Ass’n, 214 P.3d 451, 457 (Colo. App. 2008).  This is true even if the party seeking intervention will be bound by the case’s judgment. See Denver Chapter of the Colo. Motel Ass’n v. City & County of Denver, 374 P.2d 494, 495-96 (Colo. 1962) (affirming the denial of an intervention by certain taxpayers because their interests were already represented by the city).  The test for adequate representation is whether there is an identity of interests, rather than a disagreement over the discretionary litigation strategy of the representative. The presumption of adequate representation can be overcome by evidence of bad faith, collusion, or negligence on the part of the representative. Id.; Estate of Scott v. Smith, 
577 P.2d 311, 313 (Colo. App. 1978).  
13. Communities affected by a qualifying retail utility’s clean energy plan pursuant to § 40-2-125.5(5)(f), C.R.S., may move to intervene, but must be represented by an attorney. See Rule 1401(d), 4 CCR 723-1. 

In addition to requiring a pecuniary and tangible interest not otherwise represented, Rule 1401(c) requires that a movant who is a “residential customer, agricultural customer, or small business customer” discuss in the motion whether the distinct interest of the consumer is either not adequately represented by the OCC or inconsistent with other classes of consumers represented by the OCC.  As set forth in § 40-6.5-104(1) and (2), C.R.S.,
 the OCC has a statutory mandate to represent the interests of residential, agricultural, and small business ratepayers.  The Colorado Supreme Court has thus concluded, “if there is a party charged 
by law with representing his interest, then a compelling showing should be required to 

14. demonstrate why this representation is not adequate.” Feigen v. Alexa Group, Ltd., 19 P.3d 23, 
26 (Colo. 2001).

15. As upheld by the Denver District Court in reviewing prior Commission orders denying permissive intervention,
 the Commission has consistently held, “[t]he test of adequate representation is whether there is an identity of interest, rather than the discretionary litigation strategy of the representative.”
 
16. In Public Service’s most recent ERP, Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, the Commission granted the Coalition’s intervention; however, in that case the Coalition intervened in the proceeding after the OCC had joined a stipulation with the Company that the Coalition stated it opposed.  Further, the Commission found, in that case, the Coalition’s motion to intervene adequately described its interests for purposes of the required standards in 
Rule 1401(c).
D. Findings 
Under Rule 1502(b), 4 CCR 723-1, interim decisions are not subject to exceptions or application for rehearing, reargument or reconsideration. We find it appropriate to construe the Coalition’s June 11, 2021, filing as a Motion for Reconsideration, thereby permitting the filing such that it may be considered under Commission rules. Therefore, we also grant and consider 

17. the motion to respond filed by Pueblo County, as reply is permitted to the Motion for Reconsideration. 
18. As discussed below, we reject the arguments raised by the Coalition and Pueblo County. These filings fail to cure the deficiencies in the Coalition’s initial motion seeking permissive intervention.  
1. The Commission Did Not Create a New “rule” that Requires Disclosure of the Coalition’s Members.
19. The Coalition contends the Commission violated its rules by requiring disclosure of a party’s members, donors, or sources of funding. In support, the Coalition cites the Commission Chair’s statement during deliberations that a “lack of transparency in my view is inappropriate” and Commissioner Gillman’s statement that “I think it’s important that we fully understand who a party is and what interest they intend to represent.” Citing these same statements, the Coalition claims the Commission is in effect following a “new rule” by denying its intervention. The Coalition further criticized the Commission for the Chair’s statement that the Commission values transparency. 

20. Pueblo County mirrors these arguments in its pleading claiming that these statements and the “requirement” to disclose its members amount to a “new rule.” Also, Pueblo County argues that in ongoing Commission Proceeding No. 21A-0096E, the Commissioners permitted other parties to intervene based on the Commission’s evaluation of their experience and knowledge.  Pueblo County asserts this “new standard” should apply equally to the Coalition in this case. 

21. The Commission finds the Coalition’s arguments claiming the Commission created a new rule mischaracterize the Decision and overemphasize individual Commissioner statements made during the deliberations that were not part of the majority opinion. 

22. Specifically, the Commission did not require the Coalition to disclose its members or use it as a basis to deny the Coalition’s motion to intervene. Instead, the Commissions’ majority opinion relied on the standard in Rule 1401 that requires the movant to demonstrate that its interest would not be otherwise represented. While it may be difficult to ascertain a party’s interest if it does not present fully who it represents, the Commissioners here did not require a list of members – to the contrary, the Commissioners considered the Coalition’s motion to intervene as the Coalition chose to present it. 

23. No new standard was applied.  As required by Rule 1401, and under the burden applied in Rule 1500, the Coalition failed to state a pecuniary and tangible interest
 in this Proceeding in its motion to intervene. The only stated interest cites Public Service’s prior 
ERP proceedings – and the Commission has consistently held that an interest in past proceedings is insufficient to show an interest in a current case
 for purposes of Rule 1401.
 

24. Pueblo County’s arguments are also unpersuasive. First, the Commission’s decision to permit intervention in a different proceeding do not control its decisions in this Proceeding.  Moreover, in the examples cited by Pueblo County, the movants provided more than summary statements regarding their interest in the proceeding at issue. In contrast, the Coalition did not provide any such information regarding its interest in the current ERP that differentiated it from known parties.  
2. The Coalition Did Not Meet the Standard in Rule 1401(c).
25. The Coalition and Pueblo County maintain that the Coalition’s filing was as substantial as other motions to intervene granted by the Commission, and that the Commission improperly considered the motion from the OCC and CEO without allowing opportunity for response. 

26. Yet, despite clearly stating it represents small businesses, the Coalition’s motion to intervene failed to address how its interests differ from the OCC, or overcome the presumption of adequate representation with evidence of bad faith, collusion, or negligence on the part of the representative. See, e.g., Estate of Scott v. Smith, 577 P. 2d 311, 313 (Colo. App. 1978). With the exception of Ms. Glustrom, who was also denied intervention,
 other parties seeking permissive intervention in this Proceeding do not represent small business or residential ratepayer interests. As a prospective party clearly identifying itself as representing “primarily small businesses,” Rule 1401(c) requires the Coalition to differentiate its interests from those represented by the OCC, and to otherwise overcome the presumption of adequate representation.
 

27. The Commission also did not err in its deliberations by stating it values transparency, and affirming in its Decision its expectation that parties to Commission proceedings be transparent and open. However, that the Coalition was allegedly “disingenuous” or “dishonest” as alluded to by OCC and CEO was not the reason the Commissioners denied the Coalition’s perfunctory motion to intervene that wholly failed to include any substance about the prospective party’s interests in this ERP proceeding.  The Commission followed reasonable practice and procedure to deny the intervention based on the pleading presented—and did not have any obligation to provide additional opportunity or delay to allow the Coalition to supplement its filing.   

3. The Commission Properly Denied the Coalition’s Motion for Leave to Reply. 
28. The Coalition next argues that the Commission’s denial of its motion to respond filed minutes after deliberations concluded denying their intervention was in error. 

29. With respect to its reply to Public Service, the Coalition claims it should not have been “moot” because its reply includes arguments permitted under Rule 1400(e). As to its reply to the motion filed by the OCC and CEO, the Coalition claims that mooting its reply is improper because the Commissioners relied on that motion in their decision, and that the minutes reflect that it was “granted.” The Coalition therefore claims, as a matter of due process, it must be afforded the opportunity to respond. 

30. Pueblo County claims, if the Commission considered these filings “in toto” the four pleadings (initial intervention; motion to respond; response; and “RRR”) “establish a pecuniary and tangible interest that is as substantial, if not more substantial than some of the intervenors….”

31. We do not find it warranted or necessary to provide additional opportunity for the Coalition to supplement its deficient initial filing. Our decision denied the OCC and CEO’s late filed pleading and request for supplemental information.
 If it wished to reply, the Coalition could have timely filed a motion to reply to Public Service before the Commissioners took up the matter at their scheduled Commissioners’ Weekly Meeting. There is simply no good cause shown by the Coalition in its Motion to Reconsider to waive Commission rules and further delay proceedings. Nevertheless, even if the Commission considered the Coalition’s untimely and mooted reply, it does not cure the Coalition’s failure to meet the required standards in 
Rule 1401(c). 

First, in its reply, the Coalition claims Public Service’s response erred, as a matter of law, by asserting the Coalition must disclose its membership. Once again, the Coalition 

32. continues to claim inaccurately that the Commission required membership disclosure – this argument is both inaccurate and immaterial to the Commission’s ultimate decision denying intervention. 

33. The Coalition also argues that Public Service erred in claiming the Coalition must substantively distinguish its pecuniary and tangible interests form the interests of other ratepayers. As the Commission discussed in its decision (which also denied Ms. Glustrom’s intervention), entities or individuals representing small business and ratepayers must discuss and overcome the presumption of adequate representation of their pleading, including through demonstrating bad faith, collusion, or negligence. Both of the Coalition’s arguments in reply to Public Service are unpersuasive, inaccurate, or immaterial to the Commission’s ultimate reasoning to deny the Coalition’s intervention. 

34. The Coalition’s reply goes on to address its concerns that it is cast in a “dishonest” light by the joint OCC and CEO filing, and responds by providing its membership. The Coalition also includes additional statements from the past Public Service ERP from Commissioners stating that the Coalition’s participation was beneficial in overall analysis. 

Both additions do nothing to cure the fatal flaws in the initial pleading: presentation of its members and statements regarding the Coalition’s involvement in Public Service’s 2016 ERP continue to fail to present or explain whether the Coalition has a pecuniary and tangible interest in this case as required by Rule 1401. Notably, the Coalition omits that the Coalition failed to persuade the Commission on any of its substantive arguments in the past 

35. ERP,
 and again relies on many individual statements from Commissioners, which are not decisions of the Commission. 

36. We therefore reject the argument that the improper and untimely filing was denied by the Commission in error, and find that the filing, even if considered, does not cure the Coalition’s initial errors in failing to meet the standard in Rule 1401. 
4. The Coalition Fails to Demonstrate the Statutory Change in the OCC’s Mission is Cause to Reconsider the Commission’s Decision. 
37. In the remainder of its filing, the Coalition notes, on June 7, 2021, SB 21-103 “materially changes the role of the OCC….”
 The Coalition attached the bill and emphasizes that the OCC is now directed to give due consideration to goals that extend beyond keeping rates low for residential, agricultural and small business customers, and is now directed to consider the clean energy and carbon dioxide reduction goals set forth in § 40-2-125.5(3), C.R.S., greenhouse gas reduction goals in § 25-7-102(2)(g), C.R.S., and workforce transition goals in § 40-2-133, C.R.S. The Coalition states it does not share these priorities. 

38. While the Coalition states it does not represent organized labor and “does not prioritize either undefined public interest goals or statutory environmental mandates above ratepayers,”
 it neglects to state what it does represent and its pecuniary and tangible interest in this ERP case. 

39. Notably, the Coalition’s initial pleading states an interest in reaching a decision that meets both state and federal law – under 2019 statutes, emission reduction considerations are applicable Colorado state law. Attaching SB21-103 that includes in the OCC’s goals that it represents ratepayer interest in relation to state law emission reductions goals does nothing to further the Coalition’s burden to show that it has satisfied the required standards in Rule 1401, or demonstrated the OCC does not adequately represent its interests as small business ratepayers in representing those interest as they relate to compliance with state law. 
5. Pueblo County’s Reply Supports the Finding that the Coalition’s Assumed Interests Are Already Represented.
40. Pueblo County’s reply to the Motion for Reconsideration claims that by denying the Coalition’s motion to intervene “the Commission is creating the impression that it does not respect or want to hear the voices of the more conservative members of the community.”
 Pueblo County also states that participating in these type of electric resource cases is expensive, and suggests that parties to the Proceeding “with similar interests, can work together to share the costs of retention of experts.”
  Pueblo County objects that, by denying intervention of the Coalition, “Pueblo County, and a handful of other intervenors will have to bear the full cost of retaining experts and conducting discovery in this proceeding”
 with respect to certain assumed interests.
 Specifically, Pueblo County states that only itself “the City of Pueblo, IBEW/RMLEC [sic] and CEC will likely make arguments and develop the evidence to support the continued operation of Comanche 3.”

41. Although we acknowledge the concerns raised by Pueblo County with the cost of litigation, we find more compelling in this argument the affirmation that potential interests of the Coalition in this Proceeding align with interests of other parties who have intervened.  

42. As discussed above, the Coalition’s motion to intervene did not specify its pecuniary or tangible interest in this Proceeding. However, the Commission is asked to assume, and Pueblo County’s filing surmises, the Coalition’s interests align with economic considerations that will be championed by Pueblo County, Colorado Energy Consumers, the City of Pueblo, Rocky Mountain Environmental Labor Coalition (RMELC), and the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local No. 111 (IBEW)
 that will likely make arguments in support of continued operation of the Comanche 3 electric generation plant. If that is the case, Pueblo County’s filing demonstrates that at least a handful of other parties to this Proceeding represent these issues, and the Coalition is not prohibited from assisting them (financially or with experts) as this litigation proceeds. 
E. Conclusions
43. The Coalition failed to meet its burden under Rule 1500 to identify a pecuniary or tangible interest not shared by other parties to this Proceeding, including without limitation that as an entity representing residential, small business ratepayer interests, it failed to show that the OCC does not adequately represent its interests “to obtain the most economical, reliable electricity produced by a fuel mix that complies with state and federal law.” 

44. We find no reason identified in the Coalition’s pleadings, or supporting statements from Pueblo County, to overturn our prior decision that the Coalition fails to meet the standard in Rule 1401, 4 CCR 723-1, and should be granted intervention as a party.
 The Motion for Reconsideration is therefore denied. 

45. The Coalition is encouraged to participate through providing public comments and to consider coordinating with parties to the Proceeding that share its interests. 

II. ORDER
A. It Is Ordered That:

1. The Application for Rehearing, Reargument, or Reconsideration filed by the Coalition of Ratepayers on June 11, 2021, is construed as a motion to reconsider Decision 
No. C21-0315-I, issued May 27, 2021 (Motion for Reconsideration).
2. The Motion of Pueblo County for Waiver of Commission Rules to Allow Response in Support of Ratepayer Coalition Request for Rehearing, Reargument, or Reconsideration of Interim Decision C21-0315-I, filed on June 22, 2021, is accepted as a reply to the Motion for Reconsideration. 
3. The Motion for Reconsideration is denied, consistent with the discussion above. 
4. This Decision is effective upon its Mailed Date.
B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
June 30, 2021.
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CHAIRMAN ERIC BLANK DISSENTING IN PART.



� Coalition Motion to Intervene (April 30, 2021) ¶ 3.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. at ¶ 5.


� Id. 


� Chairman Blank dissented from the majority opinion on the issue of whether to deny the intervention outright or to require a supplemental filing; however, he would not have granted the motion based on the pleading presented. The Chair would have preferred to fully consider OCC and CEO’s late filing and would have granted their request to require supplemental information from the Coalition to further consider its party status. See Decision No. C21-0315-I, at fn. 32. 


� See Decision No. C21-0315-I, at fn. 33.


� Updates to § 40-6.5-104(1) and (2), C.R.S., provided in SB 21-103 retain the OCC’s statutory mandate to represent the interests of residential customers, agricultural consumers, and small business consumers. 


� In a recent District Court case, Ms. Leslie Glustrom argued the Commission violated her due process rights when it denied her intervention. The Court upheld that the Commission is not violating a prospective intervenor’s due process rights, and properly denied Ms. Glustrom permissive intervention where the Commission has found that Ms. Glustrom has not alleged: pecuniary or tangible interests not shared by residential ratepayers in general; that her interests would not be adequately represented by the OCC; and that there is bad faith, collusion, or negligence on behalf of the OCC. Glustrom v. PUC, 11CV8131 (Order Dismissing Appeal, July 11, 2012). 


� Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, Decision No. C16-0663-I (issued July 15, 2016), at ¶ 50; Proceeding �No. 17A-0797E, Decision No. C18-0117-I (issued February 15, 2018), at ¶ 14).


� In addition, Commissioner Gillman, who joined the majority, made statements including that the interest of the party must be identified. Notably, the Chair did not join the majority opinion. Statements made by the Chair were not relied on in the majority opinion so could not have created a “rule” in any event. 


� For example, despite her long history of participation in Commission Proceedings, the Commission evaluates each request to intervene from Ms. Glustrom on the merits of each case.  See, e.g., Proceeding �No. 16A-0396E (denying Ms. Glustrom’s requests to intervene in both Phase I and Phase II of Public Service’s �2016 ERP). 


� Of note, in parts of the Coalition’s filing, it cites “Rule 1400,” the Commission’s general motions rule. Presumably, the Coalition intended to reference Rule 1401, 4 CCR 723-1, the Commission’s rule regarding intervention. In either case, the Commission did not create a new rule by finding the Coalition failed to meet its burden to show a pecuniary and tangible interest in the current ERP where it provided perfunctory statements, relies on its interests in the prior ERP, and makes no attempt to meaningfully differentiate its interests from known parties, including the OCC.  


� See Decision No. C21-0315-I, issued May 27, 2021, at ¶¶ 58-59 (denying Ms. Glustrom’s request for intervention for failure to demonstrate a pecuniary and tangible interest not shared by other residential ratepayers and parties to this matter, and that she fails to overcome the presumption of adequate representation through evidence of bad faith, collusion, or negligence on behalf of OCC). 


� The Coalition argues that its representations regarding its interests are of the same like and kind as other parties that were granted intervention. The Coalition specifically compares its representations to those of the Colorado Renewable Energy Society (CRES) who represents that its singular interest is “promoting renewable energy of all types in its effort to achieve a carbon-neutral Colorado.” This comparison to CRES fails to advance the Coalition’s argument. Not only is CRES’s interest to achieve a carbon-neutral Colorado clearly distinct from that of the OCC, it is going beyond emission reduction goals set in the Colorado statute. 


�  Pueblo County Motion at ¶ 4.


� The Commissioners’ determinations are reflected in their written decisions, not the administrative notes made in the agenda. The discussion and Decision did not require additional information from the Coalition as requested by the OCC and CEO, nor did it deny the intervention merely for the lack of transparency in not disclosing its members, as argued by OCC and CEO in its late pleading. Nevertheless, through this Decision, we review and consider the untimely reply to OCC and CEO filed by the Coalition. Even if the Commission had “granted” the OCC and CEO’s late motion, the Coalition’s pleading still does not meet the requirements of �Rule 1401(c), as discussed. 


� Decision No. C19-0163, Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, issued February 14, 2019, at ¶ 37 (denying the Coalition’s motion for fees and costs, and among its findings that “the Commission did not adopt any of the Coalition’s recommendations and its advocacy overall failed to persuade the Commission to alter its final decisions”). 


� Coalition’s Motion at p. 19.


� Id. at p. 21. 


� Pueblo County Response to Coalition Motion for Reconsideration (June 22, 2021) ¶ 12.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. at ¶ 1.


� While Pueblo County’s filing includes a reference to “IBEW/RMLEC,” we note that RMELC filed an intervention request jointly on April 27, 2021, with the Colorado Building and Construction Trades Counsel, �AFL-CIO (CBCTC), not IBEW. IBEW filed a separate intervention pleading on April 22, 2021. Both IBEW and the joint intervention filed by RMELC and CBCTC were granted through Decision No. C21-0315-I, issued May 27, 2021. 


� Chairman Eric Blank dissents, in part, to the decision denying reconsideration and would grant the Coalition intervention, not because the Coalition meets Rule 1401, 4 CCR 723-1, but because of the broad discretion afforded the Commission in permitting permissive intervenors. 
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