Decision No. C02-891

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

Case No. 6396
IN THE MATTER OF THE DESIGNATION OF ELECTRIC UTILITY TRANSMISSION FACILITIES AND ELECTRIC UTILITY GENERATION FACILITIES FOR WHICH AN APPLICATION TO OBTAIN A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY IS REQUIRED OR THE FILING OF A FORMAL DETERMINATION THAT NO CERTIFICATE IS REQUIRED.

decision denying APPLICATION FOR rehearing, reargument, or reconsideration
Mailed Date:  August 16, 2002

Adopted Date:  August 14, 2002

I.
BY THE COMMISSION

Statement, Findings, and Conclusion

1. This matter comes before the Commission for consideration of the application for rehearing, reargument, or reconsideration (application for RRR) filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (PSCo or Company).  The Company seeks reconsideration of Decision No. C02-716 (Mailed Date of July 5, 2002).

2. Decision No. C02-716 required the Company to file an application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) or for a formal determination that no CPCN is required for four projects.  One of the projects is the Sky Ranch-Smoky Hill 230kV Transmission Line Connection to the Havana-East 115kV Transmission Line (Sky Ranch Project).  In its application for RRR, PSCo first argues that the Commission approved the Sky Ranch Project in the 1999 Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) case, Docket No. 99A-549E, and, therefore, no further application for a CPCN from the Commission is required.

3. Decision No. C02-716 also directed PSCo to provide certain information in its applications for a CPCN (or its filing that no CPCNs are necessary).  The Company, in its application for RRR, objects to providing the information in items c and d, page 6 of the Decision.  Item (c) requires "information on alternatives (to the Sky Ranch Project) studied, costs for those alternatives, (and) criteria used to rank or eliminate alternatives"; item (d) requires "justification for the preferred alternative, including technical and or economic studies.”  PSCo suggests that such information is not required as part of a CPCN application.  Alternatively, PSCo suggests that items (c) and (d) be clarified to require information showing why the Company is unable to meet transmission needs with its existing transmission facilities.

4. We deny the application for RRR.  First, the Company is incorrect in suggesting that the Sky Ranch Project was, in effect, approved in the 1999 IRP Docket as a project needed to accommodate specifically approved generation resources.  In the 1999 IRP Docket, we specifically deferred transmission related issues to another proceeding, Docket No. C00-067E, because PSCo had not completed certain studies.
  See Decision No. C01-295, page 53.  We did not approve any specific transmission projects in Docket No. C00-067E.  In general, we directed PSCo to perform certain studies and submit those studies to the Commission.  Those studies were filed with the Commission on August 16, 2001.
  Although the studies were filed with the Commission, there has been no formal approval of any transmission project as a result of those studies.  In short, the Commission has neither explicitly, nor implicitly, approved the Sky Ranch Project in any prior proceeding.

A further observation concerning transmission lines is in order.  Transmission lines that connect generation directly to the transmission network can be identified with specific generation, and the need can be attributed to specific generation.  Apparently, PSCo, through its assertion that we implicitly approved the Sky Ranch Project when we approved specific generation resources in the IRP proceeding, argues that the Sky Ranch Project is such an undertaking.  However, we 

observe that the Sky Ranch Project appears to be an infrastructure line.  The line is within the network to deliver power to the load; it does not connect a specific generator directly to the grid.  Although it may be needed with the next generation addition, it does not appear to be a “generation line.”  As such, it should be considered on its own merits as an infrastructure, load serving line.

5. As for requiring the Company to respond to items (c) and (d) of the July 5, 2002 Decision, the application for RRR is mistaken.  The Company appears to be under the impression that the directives in items (c) and (d) require it to perform new studies.  This is incorrect.  Item (c) of the Decision directs PSCo to provide information regarding alternatives it has already studied.  If no alternatives were studied, PSCo should simply state that fact.  For item (d), this information is an essential part of any application requesting a CPCN.

6. For the above reasons, the application for RRR is denied.

II.
ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

7. The application for rehearing, reargument, or reconsideration filed by Public Service Company of Colorado is denied.

8. This Order is effective upon its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN Commissioners’ WEEKLY MEETING
August 14, 2002.
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� In Decision No. C01-808 where we addressed a similar issue, we determined that transmission associated with IRP related generation should not automatically be considered to be in the normal case of business, thus excluding it from further CPCN review.


� The studies simulated heavy summer conditions for the years 2001, 2003, and 2005.  It should be noted that it is difficult to determine what specific transmission lines were examined in the studies.  
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