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Introduction
In March of 2005, the Beaver County Commission wrote a letter to the Public Service Commission stating that the existence of the GSS service charges was inhibiting the progress of economic development efforts in Beaver County.  In the letter, the Beaver County Commission requested relief from such rates as they were essentially taking Beaver County out of the competition for the recruitment of large gas consuming industries.
This letter set in motion a series of events that spanned a two year period and included numerous public meetings, hearings, and technical conferences, stacks of paper, time and expense of all with an interest in the issue.

On April 24, 2007 the Public Service Commission rendered a decision to deny the request to remove GSS and EAC rates from the tariff schedule of the Questar Gas Company.  In the decision, the PSC stated a series of rules and regulatory principles that precluded them from granting the request for removal of the GSS and EAC rates from the QGC tariff.  

As economic development professionals engaged in the process, we obviously disagreed with the decision but we felt the reasoning of the PSC was well thought out and justified through the PSC’s interpretation of the rules and regulatory principles.  
I.
Practice and Procedure Governing Formal Hearings
While we all emerged from the hearing process of Docket 06-057-T04 much better educated on the regulatory process, we felt that an investment of two years of time and expense was largely a waste as the facts used in the decision were known at the time the PSC received the letter from the Beaver County Commission in March 2005.  
A careful read of the April 24, 2007 decision reveals that the same decision could have been rendered by April 2005 and would have been more easily accepted by the parties.  As it stands now, those of us at the heart of the request felt we were misled by the PSC believing there was a chance we would prevail in the decision and granted the relief we sought.  The decision of April 24, 2007 makes it obvious there was never a chance the decision would have been made to our benefit.  Had rules and procedures been better followed and explained the final decision would have been more easily accepted.
Task Forces
At the request of the PSC, a Task Force was formed to produce two recommendations, 1) what to do with respect to GSS and EAC rates in communities currently paying those charges and 2) submit ideas for financing future extensions to communities not currently served by natural gas.  In the order to form a task force, a deadline was given by the PSC and respected by the task force participants as recommendations were submitted by the deadline.  The PSC, despite ordering the formation of the task force appeared to completely disregard the recommendation of the task force without explaining why.  In the April 24, 2007 decision, no reference to the task force recommendation was given whatever—positive or negative.  To those of us involved, we felt our efforts were completely wasted in the exercise.  
If future task forces of interested parties and experts are formed, the burden should be on the PSC to disprove or show cause as to why the task force recommendations should be not be adopted.  Our experience leaves us feeling that we wasted several trips to Salt Lake City several hours of time to attend task force meetings as the Commission never referenced the task force proceedings or recommendations in their decision.  It left us wondering if they read the task force report at all.

We therefore recommend that if task forces are ordered by the PSC, that the burden be upon the PSC to disprove that the recommendations of the task force are not in the best interest of the public and should not be followed.  The PSC should address specifically why the recommendations are not followed.
Process of Granting Intervener Status
In Docket 06-057-T04, intervener status was granted to Roger Ball long after the deadline for filing was passed.  Furthermore, intervener status was granted immediately, within hours of receiving the request.  No other intervener that had respected the deadlines was given an opportunity to object.  Intervener status was granted despite the fact that Mr. Ball obviously represented no one but himself.   During hearings and testimony, Mr. Ball was given preferential treatment despite the fact that he represented only himself.  Carried to an extreme, if intervener status is granted to every individual ratepayer there could potentially be in excess of 800,000 interveners in every case involving Questar Gas Company. 
We therefore make two recommendations regarding the granting of intervener status:
1. That all deadlines be respected unless extreme mitigating circumstances can be proven.

2. That intervener status only be granted to those with standing on the issue being covered in the docket to which the request has been made.

Testimony from Intervening Parties
Once standing has been proven and intervener status granted, the intervening party should only be allowed to provide testimony on issues on which they are either directly affected or have “expert” status because of past experience or current responsibilities.
We draw attention once again to the decision by the PSC on Docket 06-057-T04.  In that decision, the PSC quoted Roger Ball as saying that the economic development professionals failed to present any evidence that the existence of the GSS or EAC rates had resulted in a lost economic development opportunity.  Mr. Ball made this statement not from any first hand knowledge of economic development in rural communities but from speculation and the lack of a careful reading of the testimony in the record.  
In the testimony submitted by Robert G. Adams, Director of the Beaver County Economic Development Corporation dated January 15, 2007 lines 44 through 60 articulate the details of the very example that initiated the March 2005 letter from the Beaver County Commission that was the genesis of the issue that became Docket 06-057-T04.  That letter was obviously read by the PSC as was the testimony of Adams of January 15, 2007.  Yet the PSC chose to follow testimony provided by Ball who was not in a position to know details of specific economic development opportunities lost while at the same time ignoring the testimony of those who were in fact experts. 
Michael McCandless provided a similar example in Emery County that was also ignored not only by Mr. Ball but also the PSC in making their decision.

Therefore we recommend the PSC force interveners to provide comments confined either to their specific area of expertise or how the decision at hand will affect the group they represent. 
Summary

This experience (Docket 06-057-T04) with the Public Hearing Process was largely negative.  The failure of the PSC to adhere to its own rules and respect its own deadlines and to prolong a decision that could have been made in two weeks into 25 months leaves us very cynical as to how utility regulation works in this state.  At the end, the PSC cited ratemaking principles that they adhere to when making these types of decisions and gave indication that they rarely depart from those principles.  We can understand their need to make decisions on sound principles.  That being the case, we were left wondering why we were led down a primrose path thinking there was a chance we could have prevailed in the decision.  Had the PSC taken the time to educate us from the outset as to ratemaking principles and the reluctance to depart from them, we would have had a better understanding of utility regulation based on sound principles.  In retrospect, the press coverage and the politics that surrounded this case served no one well.  It is our feeling that had the PSC followed our recommendations made above regarding the granting of intervener status and conduct regarding the substance of the testimony provided by an intervener, the public would have been better served.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments in this docket.
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