Decision No. C99-695

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

DOCKET NO. 99I-323E
IN THE MATTER OF review of the near-term supply adequacy procure-ment process of public service of colorado and its affect on the integrated resource planning process under 4 ccr 723-21.
Order Opening Docket, Setting Notice Period,
and Setting Procedural Schedule
Mailed Date:  June 29, 1999

Adopted Date:  June 23, 1999

TO ALL INTERESTED PERSONS, FIRMS, OR CORPORATIONS:I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Introduction

You are notified that the Colorado Public Utili-ties Commission (the "Commission") on its own motion at its Weekly Meeting conducted on June 23, 1999, has determined that a docket should be opened to address the six issues regarding the procurement practices of Public Service Company of Colorado 

1. ("Public Service") for its Near-Term Supply Adequacy ("NTSA")
 listed in Decision No. C99-276 in Docket No. 98M-351E. 

2. Specifically, this docket will address the fol-lowing issues directly related to the impact of the NTSA pro-curement process on the Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) process for 1996 and 1999: (1) the impact, monetary and otherwise, of the decisions made by Public Service to meet the summer of 1999 resource needs through its NTSA procurement process on Public Service's 1996 IRP portfolio (for supply commencing in the sum-mer of 2000) and the 1999 IRP process; (2) whether Public Serv-ice's determination of its need for additional resources, i.e., the NTSA, and the relief from the IRP process authorized by Decision No. C98-1093 could have been timely raised so as to afford this Commission and intervenors the opportunity to verify the needs and Public Service’s proposed means to satisfy such needs; (3) the criteria used by Public Service to determine whether a specific bid should be accepted in its NTSA procure-ment process, including the weight attributed to the proposed date of availability and the extent to which such criteria varies from that used for the 1996 IRP portfolio or proposed for the 1999 IRP process; (4) why, except for the resources it pro-posed to acquire dependent on its waiver request granted in Decision No. C99-276, Public Service could not state, because of an apparent lack of knowledge, the availability dates for other potential resources as of February 3, 1999; (5) the reasons for and the impact of each such reason on the significant increase in resource requirements for the summer of 1999, from that detailed in Public Service’s initial August 1998 report to this Commission to that contained in its Application for Recon-sideration granted by Decision No. C99-276 and continuing through any subsequent monthly monitoring report filed by Public Service with this Commission under the aegis of Docket No. 98M-351E; and (6) designation of the additional resources acquired by Public Service through its NTSA procurement process including the type, capacity, and contract length as well as whether the resource was actually available and used during the peak hours during the summer of 1999.

3. This docket has its roots in Docket Nos. 98M-351E, 97A-521E, and 97A-297E.  In these dockets, the Commission addressed issues pertaining to the projected adequacy of the resources available to Public Service to reliably meet the elec-tric load requirements of its customers.  Additionally, and more relevant to this proceeding, these dockets focused attention on the need for Public Service to manage its resource acquisition process more efficiently.

The first issue--the impact of Public Service's decision making process on the IRP process--and the second issue--the timeliness of Public Service's decisions--could con-ceivably cover a wide litany of complaints regarding the 1996 process brought forth by various intervenors in the prior referenced dockets.  Specifically, regarding the NTSA procure-ment process, what was the impact of the allowance of the seven-year contract on the IRP process?  For instance, did the waiver of Rule 9 of the IRP Rules, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-21, for the NTSA procurements adversely impact bidders in the IRP process?  As the NTSA offset was limited to the initial 156 MW request, did the NTSA amount of needed capacity, which was ultimately authorized to be as much as 312 MW, impact the type and cost of resources bid and accepted in the 1996 IRP?  In relation to the impact on the IRP process of the timing of Public Service’s requests concerning NTSA, Public Service appar-ently under-reported by at least 200 MWs its needed capacity in 

4. its initial and revised 1996 IRP reports.
  Assuming this amount of needed capacity had been appropriately included within the initial 1996 IRP report, we seek to quantify if resource acquisition opportunities were imprudently discouraged.
  More specifically, can it be determined what the impact of these decisions would have been on the likely resources and the net present value of the revenue requirements for the 1996 IRP portfolio?
 

5. In addressing the third issue,--the criteria to determine which bids should be accepted--one topic that shall be specifically addressed is the effect of the assignment by Public Service of transmission/interconnection costs upon the submitted bids.
  This should include a discussion and quantification of differences in cost assignment by Public Service in the initial as well as the subsequent, final, bidding process for the 1996 IRP portfolio and the NTSA procurement for any projects which may have been situated in essentially the same electrical loca-tion.  In regards to the 1999 IRP process, Public Service shall describe any differences in the assignment methodology between that used for the previously referenced bids and contemplated for the 1999 IRP.

6. The Commission shall also consider the identified bidding criteria, consistency of the weighting of such criteria among bidders, and the equitable distribution of knowledge con-cerning such criteria and weighting among the bidders.

7. In addressing the fourth issue--the lack of knowledge of availability dates for other resources--this con-cern stems from Pubic Service’s February 3, 1999 filing of a preliminary report on its NTSA procurement process and shall be fully explained by Public Service.

B. Parties; Interventions and Comments; Notice Period

Public Service shall have the burden of proof and the burden of going forward in this investigation docket.  As Public Service is required to file certain final reports on its 1996 IRP portfolio by July 31, 1999, it should be able to use 

1. that submittal to almost simultaneously supply evidence to answer the issues and topics brought forth in this Order.  We will require Public Service's initial filing of evidence and testimony no later than August 9, 1999.  In as much as Public Service is required to file its 1999 Draft IRP by October 31, 1999, issues which raise questions related to the 1999 IRP will be addressed through a filing of testimony and evidence by Pub-lic Service on October 12, 1999. 

2. Any person desiring to intervene or participate as a party in this proceeding shall file his petition for leave to intervene, or under the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, file other appropriate pleadings to become a party, within 15 days after the date of this notice. 

3. If a person does not wish to intervene or become a party, but desires to file comments, that person may send written comments addressed to:  ATTN: Docket No. 99I-323E, Public Utilities Commission, Office Level 2 (OL 2), Logan Tower, 1580 Logan Street, Denver, Colorado 80203.  Any person desiring only to file written comments shall do so on or before October 12, 1999, or if, commenting on the effects on the 1999 IRP process by December 6, 1999.

C. Procedural Dates

1. The evidentiary hearing in this matter shall be conducted by an administrative law judge for the Commission.  The administrative law judge shall conduct prehearing con-ference(s) as necessary.  The administrative law judge shall also establish guidelines for discovery.

2. If Commission Staff intervenes, parties shall file and serve their testimony, or a detailed summary of tes-timony, and copies of their exhibits in accordance with Rule 7(b)(5) of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Proce-dure, 4 CCR 723-1.

3. Parties shall file and serve their testimony and copies of their exhibits in accordance with a schedule allowing for the following items at a minimum:

(a)
Testimony of Public Service regarding all issues except for the impact of the NTSA process on the 1999 IRP process including review of the varia-tions in the 1999 bid criteria.

(b)
Testimony of all intervenors regarding all issues except for the impact of the NTSA process on the 1999 IRP process including review of the varia-tions in the 1999 bid criteria.

(c)
Rebuttal Testimony of Public Service regarding all issues except for the impact of the NTSA pro-cess on the 1999 IRP process including review of the variations in the 1999 bid criteria.

(d)
Testimony of Public Service regarding the impact of the NTSA process on the 1999 IRP process including review of the variations in the 1999 bid criteria.

(e)
Testimony of all intervenors regarding the impact of the NTSA process on the 1999 IRP process including review of the variations in the 1999 bid criteria.

(f)
Rebuttal Testimony of Public Service regarding the impact of the NTSA process on the 1999 IRP process including review of the variations in the 1999 bid criteria.

4. The administrative law judge shall conduct two separate hearings.  The hearing on issues not related to the impact of the NTSA process and any variations in the 1999 bid criteria shall be concluded no later than November 30, 1999.  The second hearing shall be conducted in the first half of January 2000.  Consistent with this schedule, it is possible that Public Service’s direct testimony related to the second hearing will need to be filed prior to any rebuttal testimony associated with the first hearing.

5. The Commission encourages all parties to this proceeding to stipulate to the data to be presented, especially to financial impact data.  Filings shall be in accordance with Rule 7(b)(5) of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Proce-dure, 4 CCR 723-1.  Service may be accomplished by hand delivery or other same day service, as mutually agreed upon by the party making the filing and the party to be served.

II. ORDER

D. The Commission Orders That:

1. Public Service Company of Colorado is hereby made a party to this docket and shall have the burden of proof and the burden of going forward.

2. The administrative law judge shall conduct his review of this matter consistent with the procedures discussed above and issue appropriate recommended or interim decisions.

3. This Order is effective on its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN Commissioners’ WEEKLY MEETING
 

June 23, 1999.

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO



ROBERT J. HIX
________________________________



VINCENT MAJKOWSKI
________________________________



RAYMOND L. GIFFORD
________________________________

Commissioners



( S E A L )
[image: image1.wmf]
ATTEST:  A TRUE COPY

[image: image2.png]éu,‘,?f- péC‘—ZT-';_




____________________

Bruce N. Smith

Director
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� NTSA refers to the electric supply requirements of Public Service Company between August 1998 and September 30, 1999.  This includes the initially estimated acquisition of up to 156 megawatts (“MWs”) of new resources outside of the Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) process and with allowance for a waiver of portions of Rule 9 of the Electric Integrated Resource Planning Rules, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-21, including the ability to contract power for up to three years.  See Decision No. C98-1093.  Subsequently, the initial near-term need estimate was increased to 312 MW, and Public Service was granted an additional waiver to enter into two contracts longer than three years in duration for purposes of fulfilling its near-term need.  See Decision Nos. C99-219 and C99-276.


� Here we note Public Service's own admission that it was under-forecasting its peak demands by at least 100 MWs on average over the five years prior to the summer of 1998.  See page 6 of the 1997 Annual IRP Progress Report, dated October 1997, filed in Docket No. 97A-297E.  Also, in its current monthly reports filed in Docket No. 98M-351E, the Company has reduced the expected capabilities of certain resources below that used in the 1996 IRP analysis.  For instance, the capability of Zuni was reduced due to previously known temperature restrictions.  


� As stated on page 15 of Decision No. C98-1042, the use of artificially short contract bids was another means of imprudently discouraging bidders by the Company.  


� As part of its burden in this docket, Public Service shall quantify the effect of issues where there is a potential monetary impact in terms of the net present value of revenue requirements or present evidence as to why this cannot be done. 


� Here we note the concern of various intervenors with this aspect of the 1996 IRP bidding process along with the minimal discussion of this concern listed in the Third Party Evaluator's Final Report (draft) dated May 5, 1999.


� As stated on page 26 of Decision No. C98-1042, Public Service is required to explicitly file the weightings, criteria and process documentation relating to its 1996 IRP on July 31, 1999.  
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