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THE COLORADO OFFICE OF CONSUMER COUNSEL’S COMMENTS
CONCERNING THE MAY 18, 2009 WORKSHOP

Pursuant to Decision No. R09-0458-I, Interim Order of Hearing Commissioner James K. Tarpey, issued on April 30, 2009 (“Interim Order”), the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (“OCC”) submits the following Comments.  The Interim Order identified six general areas for comments.  The OCC does not have the expertise to provide a response to every question included in the attachment and therefore will provide a more limited response.  

OPENING COMMENT

The OCC believes that transmission investment decisions need to be examined from a statewide perspective with consideration on how our State’s transmission line build-out plan interfaces with the regional transmission planning processes.  We recognize that one of the current limiting factors to a true statewide approach is the Commission’s limited oversight authority over the many transmission players.  Questions four and five identify some of the transmission players and the transmission planning processes currently underway.  One challenge will be whether Colorado’s transmission line build-out is cost-effective, continues to provide high reliability, and accommodates the integration of new generation resources in a timely manner.
ADDITIONAL PLANNING REQUIREMENTS BEYOND CURRENT PUC RULES

The second area of examination in Attachment A to the Interim Order asks a series of questions regarding the planning requirement in addition to the current Commission rules on transmission facilities.  Sub-part C inquires as to the circumstances under which transmission plans filed with the Commission should include both a detailed, short-term plan and conceptual long-term plan.  We suggest the answer depends on how often the Commission believes it needs or wants the information provided.  Currently, Rule 3206 looks three years into the future and Rule 3607(c)(I) does not provide a specific timeframe for examination, but is presumably linked to the six to ten year horizon associated with the Resource Acquisition Period selected by the utility.  It is our opinion that the rules do not require a utility to provide the conceptual long-term transmission plans.  
The OCC suggests that the biannual Senate Bill 100 (“SB-100”) filings be modified as follows.  In the years when an Electric Resource Plan (“ERP”) is filed, each utility would file both a detailed short-term plan and a conceptual long-term transmission plan.  We believe that the conceptual long-term plan filing under SB-100 should use the 20 to 40 year time horizon which mirrors the 20 to 40 year Planning Period under the ERP rules.  The Commission could overlay the conceptual long-term transmission plans of Public Service Company, Black Hills Electric and Tri-State Generation and Transmission in order to examine long-term transmission planning from a “nearly” statewide perspective.  Premised in this approach is that each of the three utilities are not granted any variance in ERP filing dates which could jeopardize this examination.

For the SB-100 filings, which would occur between the ERP filings made every four years, only the detailed short-term plan with a 10-year planning horizon would be required.  Thus the amount of effort for the SB-100 filings process would be reduced in the years when no ERP filings are made.  It would be through these detailed SB-100 filings that the Commission would determine whether a proposed project requires a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity “(CPCN”) as is currently performed under Rule 3206.  The biannual examination by the Commission would result in reduced work load on the utility since the current annual Rule 3206 filings would not be needed.  Not all transmission projects reported in the detailed SB-100 filing would require extensive detailed information.  The only transmission projects requiring such a filing would be those for which the utility seeks to start construction before the next biannual SB-100 filing and for which the issuance of a CPCN is needed.
COMMUNICATION WITH THE COMMISSION

The final area of examination in Attachment A to the Interim Order asks a series of questions regarding communicating with the Commission.  Sub-part B inquires as to whether utilities should jointly file integrated transmission planning reports and if so, how often.  At a conceptual level we agree with the premise in the question regarding that there should be an integrated transmission planning process.  Whether the CCPG and/or CLRTPG is a more appropriate venue for such an undertaking is unclear to the OCC due to our lack of knowledge on the working of these two groups/processes.  As discussed in our prior response, the Commission could establish a nearly statewide integrated transmission planning process that coincides with the four-year ERP cycle.  If the Commission were to require the jointly prepared transmission planning reports as part of each of the utilities’ ERP filings, then the Commission could have better information from which to make its ERP decisions. 
Sub-part C inquires as to whether the Commission should schedule meetings or workshops to gather updates from stakeholders and if so, how often.  Again, at a conceptual level, we agree with the premise in the question that the Commission and interested entities or individuals should have the opportunity to be kept up-to-date on the transmission planning process.  Whether that information is better conveyed through a public meeting of the respective planning groups or through a public Commission Informational Meeting is unclear to the OCC because we are unsure what the desired use of such informational reports will be. 
CONCLUDING COMMENT

The OCC looks forward to hearing other interested entities’ responses to Hearing Commissioner Tarpey’s questions at the May 18, 2009 workshop.
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