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I. statement
1. On May 2, 2006, Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service, PSCo, or Applicant) filed a Verified Application for an Order Granting to Public Service Company of Colorado a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity with Specific Findings (Application).  The filing commenced this docket.  

2. The Commission gave public notice of the Application.  Notice of Application Filed.  Staff of the Commission (Staff) timely filed its intervention of right in this proceeding.  

3. The Commission deemed the Application complete as of June 20, 2006.  Minute Entry dated June 14, 2006.  In that same Minute Entry, the Commission referred this proceeding for hearing before an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ).  

4. Public Service and Staff have each filed testimony and exhibits.  

5. On September 21, 2006, PSCo and Staff filed a Joint Motion for Approval of a Stipulation and Agreement.  A Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (Stipulation) accompanied the Joint Motion.  The ALJ has taken the Joint Motion and the Stipulation under advisement.  

6. For the reasons stated in Decision No. R06-1166-I, the ALJ gave notice of the Stipulation and established an additional intervention period.  That additional intervention period has expired, and no person intervened of right or filed a petition for leave to intervene.  The parties in this proceeding are Public Service and Staff.  

7. Public Service and Staff each will be ordered to present at the hearing at least one witness who is competent and able to testify in support of the Stipulation and to respond to questions concerning the Stipulation.  The parties also will be ordered to present documentary evidence as may be necessary to support the Stipulation.  

8. After review of the Stipulation and the prefiled testimonies and exhibits of Messrs. Stellern, LaPanse, Schaller, and Dominquez,
 the ALJ has the following questions which the parties are directed to be prepared to answer:  


a.
Mr. LaPanse states (direct at 2:17-19) that the specific details of the final transmission line routing, including the overhead portion, will be determined during the siting and permitting process.  Mr. Dominguez states (answer at 12:4-5) that the "one-mile [overhead] portion of the line immediately out of Sandown Substation is located in an industrial area with no residences adjacent to the line."  On their face, these two statements appear to be contradictory.  Please address.  


b.
Does the proposed Sandown-Leetsdale transmission line serve as a path for the flow of power from Cherokee generation station to the Leetsdale Substation?  If so, how?  If so, is the proposed transmission line necessary to that path?  If so, why?  


c.
Mr. Dominguez states (answer at 10:6-10) that it is his opinion that, to address an overload situation identified in 2015, "PSCo needs to investigate a solution to the overload and [to] implement a solution that works best for the long term horizon.  However, a Cherokee-Leetsdale 230kV circuit (or equivalent) with the Sandown-Leetsdale section as part of the circuit becomes one of the options to consider."  Assuming the Stipulation is accepted and the proposed transmission line is constructed as 230kV-capable:  



(1)
Is constructing the Sandown-Leetsdale section as 230kV-capable a de facto determination of the solution for the overload situation in 2015?  If not, explain.  



(2)
Does constructing the Sandown-Leetsdale section as 230kV-capable limit the options which PSCo is able to consider?  If not, explain.  



(3)
Does constructing the Sandown-Leetsdale section as 230kV-capable limit the options which PSCo will consider?  If not, explain.  



(4)
Is operation of the Sandown-Leetsdale section at 230kV a part of every reasonable and available option to address the overload situation in 2015 so that the Sandown-Leetsdale section would need to be 230kV no matter which solution is selected?  If so, explain.  



(5)
If operation of the Sandown-Leetsdale section at 230kV is not part of every reasonable and available option to address the overload situation in 2015 so that the Sandown-Leetsdale section would need to be 230kV no matter which solution is selected, explain why the parties believe that, as stated in the Stipulation, the Sandown-Leetsdale section should be constructed as 230kV-capable.  In this response, the parties should address the public interest and convenience in constructing the Sandown-Leetsdale section as 230kV-capable under the circumstances stated in the question.  


d.
Exhibit RL-1 to the direct testimony of PSCo witness LaPanse is a Transmission Planning Study Report for the proposed line.  Mr. LaPanse prepared this report, which is dated April 2006.  Page 11 of that document states that Public Service considered, but rejected, constructing the proposed line as 230kV-capable.  After placing the cost of constructing the proposed line as 230kV-capable at $540,000 (April, 2006 costs), the report continues:  

Due to there being no plans for future conversion of this 115kV transmission system between Cherokee - Conoco - Sandown - Leetsdale to 230kV, and the anticipated additional, but not specifically estimated, high costs that would be required for completing these substation and line conversions at Conoco, Sandown, potentially at Mapleton, and North substations, constructing the new Sandown - Leetsdale line for 230kV capability was not pursued.  

See also direct testimony of PSCo witness LaPanse at 10:9-23 (same).  Notwithstanding this prior determination by Public Service, the parties ask the Commission to issue a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) authorizing PSCo to construct the transmission line as 230kV-capable.  



(1)
Does Public Service consider the reasons stated in the report as quoted to be no longer valid?  If so, explain.  



(2)
If the reasons stated in the report as quoted continue to be valid, explain the bases for the request that the Commission issue a CPCN authorizing PSCo to construct the transmission line as 230kV-capable because such construction "is in the public's interest and necessary to the public's convenience" (Stipulation at ¶ III.1).  



(3)
Prior to agreeing to the Stipulation, did Public Service specifically estimate "the anticipated additional ... costs that would be required for completing [the] substation and line conversions at Conoco, Sandown, potentially at Mapleton, and North substations"?  If so, what is the estimated cost for each substation and line conversion?  If so, what are the total estimated costs for all required substation and line conversions?  Are the estimates stated in 2006$?  Are the estimates high-level estimates to which a range of +/- 30 percent should be applied?  



(4)
If PSCo did not specifically estimate, prior to agreeing to the Stipulation, "the anticipated additional ... costs that would be required for completing [the] substation and line conversions at Conoco, Sandown, potentially at Mapleton, and North substations[,]" then has Public Service specifically estimated those costs since it signed the Stipulation?  If so, what is the estimated cost for each substation and line conversion?  If so, what are the total estimated costs for all required substation and line conversions?  Are the estimates stated in 2006$?  Are the estimates high-level estimates to which a range of +/- 30 percent should be applied?  



(5)
If PSCo did not specifically estimate, prior to signing the Stipulation, "the anticipated additional ... costs that would be required for completing [the] substation and line conversions at Conoco, Sandown, potentially at Mapleton, and North substations[,]" then explain the bases on which Public Service determined -- without an estimation of the full cost -- that constructing the proposed transmission line as 230kV-capable "is in the public's interest and necessary to the public's convenience" (Stipulation at ¶ III.1).  



(6)
If PSCo did not specifically estimate, prior to signing the Stipulation, "the anticipated additional ... costs that would be required for completing [the] substation and line conversions at Conoco, Sandown, potentially at Mapleton, and North substations[,]" then explain the bases on which Staff determined -- without an estimation of the full cost -- that constructing the proposed transmission line as 230kV-capable "is in the public's interest and necessary to the public's convenience" (Stipulation at ¶ III.1).  


e.
PSCo witness Schaller provides testimony (direct at 4:8-5:2) concerning the overhead portion of the proposed line and discusses new poles, conductors, hardware, and insulators.  If the Stipulation is accepted and the overhead portion of the line is constructed as 230kV-capable, then will that require changes to the type of and/or the spacing of and/or the number of and/or the size of the poles, conductors, hardware, and/or insulators described in Mr. Schaller's testimony as necessary for construction of the line at 115kV?  If so, what specific changes will be necessary?  


f.
If the Stipulation is accepted and the underground portion of the line is constructed as 230kV-capable, then will that require changes to the type of and/or the spacing of and/or the number of and/or the size of the underground facilities and structures (e.g., splice vaults) as compared to the underground facilities and structures necessary if the line was built 115kV?  If so, what specific changes will be necessary?  


g.
Concerning the right-of-way necessary for the proposed transmission line:  



(1)
Does Public Service have, at present, a right-of-way through the area in which it proposes to put the transmission line?  If so, what is the width of the right-of-way which Public Service has at present in that area?  



(2)
What is the right-of-way width necessary to comply with the National Electric Safety Code if the line is operated at 230kV?  



(3)
Is PSCo's existing right-of-way width sufficient to accommodate a line operated at 230kV?  If yes, how far from the center of the right-of-way is the right side of the right-of-way?  If yes, how far from the center of the right-of-way is the left side of the right-of-way?  



(4)
If the existing right-of-way lacks sufficient width to accommodate a line operated at 230kV, then will Public Service have to acquire additional right-of-way?  If so, what is the estimated cost of acquiring that additional right-of-way?  If so, is the additional cost included in the $540,000 estimated additional cost of constructing the line as 230kV-capable?  If not, why not?  



(5)
If additional right-of-way is required but the additional cost is not included in the $540,000 estimated additional cost of constructing the line as 230kV-capable, then does the increase in cost affect Public Service's determination that constructing the proposed transmission line as 230kV-capable "is in the public's interest and necessary to the public's convenience" (Stipulation at ¶ III.1)?  If not, why not?  



(6)
If additional right-of-way is required but the additional cost is not included in the $540,000 estimated additional cost of constructing the line as 230kV-capable, then does the increase in cost affect Staff's determination that constructing the proposed transmission line as 230kV-capable "is in the public's interest and necessary to the public's convenience" (Stipulation at ¶ III.1)?  If not, why not?  


h.
The Stipulation at ¶ III.3 specifically requests that the Commission determine that the electro-magnetic field (EMF) levels and the noise levels which are projected to occur at 115kV operation are reasonable.  Concerning this request:  



(1)
What are the projected noise levels for the underground portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected noise levels?  Through what year were the noise levels projected?  If there are no projected noise levels for the underground portion, explain why.  



(2)
What are the projected noise levels for the overhead portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected noise levels?  Through what year were the noise levels projected?  Will the overhead portion be single-circuit construction?  be double-circuit construction?  



(3)
What are the projected EMF levels for the underground portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected EMF levels?  Through what year were the EMF levels projected?  If there are no projected EMF levels for the underground portion, explain why.  



(4)
What are the projected EMF levels for the overhead portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected EMF levels?  Through what year were the EMF levels projected?  Will the overhead portion be single-circuit construction?  be double-circuit construction?  



(5)
Describe the area under which the underground portion of the line will go (e.g., residential, commercial, light industrial, heavy industrial).  


i.
The Stipulation at ¶ III.3 specifically requests the Commission to determine that the EMF levels and the noise levels projected to occur when the line is operated at 230kV are reasonable.  Concerning this request:  



(1)
What are the projected noise levels for the underground portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected noise levels?  Through what year were the noise levels projected?  If there are no projected noise levels for the underground portion, explain why.  



(2)
What are the projected noise levels for the overhead portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected noise levels?  Through what year were the noise levels projected?  Will the overhead portion be single-circuit construction?  be double-circuit construction?  



(3)
What are the projected EMF levels for the underground portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected EMF levels?  Through what year were the EMF levels projected?  If there are no projected EMF levels for the underground portion, explain why.  



(4)
What are the projected EMF levels for the overhead portion?  Where are the results found in the record?  What method or protocol was used to ascertain the projected EMF levels?  Through what year were the EMF levels projected?  Will the overhead portion be single-circuit construction?  be double-circuit construction?  



(5)
Describe the area under which the underground portion of the line will go (e.g., residential, commercial, light industrial, heavy industrial).  


j.
If the Commission authorizes Public Service to construct the line as 230kV-capable, will that delay the projected in-service date of May, 2009?  If so, explain.  


k.
In September 2005 the Colorado Long Range Transmission Planning Group, of which PSCo is a member, began a transmission study which culminated in the Colorado Long Range Transmission Study 2005-2015, issued in July 2006 (2006 transmission study).
  That study discusses the need for three types of transmission:  primary backbone transmission (high voltage facilities 230kV and above required to provide a transmission path from new generation resources to the major load centers), regional transmission (required based principally on regional load growth, but not necessarily influenced by new generation), and secondary bulk transmission (higher voltage 115kV to 230kV facilities needed to deliver power from primary backbone system to load-serving systems).  To put the proposed transmission line constructed as 230kV-capable in perspective vis-à-vis the 2006 transmission study:  



(1)
Referring to the types of transmission identified in the 2006 transmission study, which type is the proposed line?  If it is none of these types, explain.  



(2)
Is the proposed line part of the northern system scenarios?  Is the proposed line part of the southern system scenarios?  If part of neither, explain.  



(3)
If the proposed line is part of one or more of the scenarios contained in the 2006 transmission study, does that fact provide a basis for a determination by the Commission that constructing the proposed transmission line as 230kV-capable "is in the public's interest and necessary to the public's convenience" (Stipulation at ¶ III.1)?  If so, why?  If not, why not?  


l.
The Stipulation states at ¶ III.2 that the additional cost of constructing the line as 230kV-capable is estimated to be $540,000.  Is that estimate stated in 2006$?  Is the estimate a high-level estimate to which a range of +/- 30 percent should be applied?  

9. The ALJ may have additional questions at the hearing.  

10. Public Service will be ordered to file, no later than noon on October 18, 2006, the following maps and power flow diagrams of PSCo's system:  (a) map and power flow diagram which show the overloads which may occur in the absence of the proposed transmission line; (b) map and power flow diagram of so much of PSCo's present system as is pertinent to this proceeding which map and diagram show at least bus voltages, megawatt values, and MVAR values; and (c) map and power flow diagram which show the modeled power flows expected to occur when the proposed transmission line is operated at 115kV.  Public Service will be ordered to provide directly to the ALJ, at the time it files the maps and diagrams, two copies of the maps and diagrams.  Compliance with this requirement will not reduce the number of copies to be filed with the Commission.  

II. ORDER  
A. It Is Ordered That:  
1. At the hearing scheduled for October 19, 2006, Public Service Company of Colorado and Staff of the Commission (collectively, parties) each shall present one or more witnesses to testify in support of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement and to respond to the questions posed in this Order.  The parties also shall present such documentary evidence as may be necessary to support the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement.  

2. No later than noon on October 18, 2006, Public Service Company of Colorado shall file the system maps and power flow diagrams discussed in ¶ I.10, above.  

3. At the time it files the system maps and power flow diagrams pursuant to Ordering Paragraph No. 2, Public Service Company of Colorado shall provide directly to the Administrative Law Judge two copies of the maps and power flow diagrams.  Compliance with this requirement shall not reduce the number of copies to be filed with the Commission.  

4. This Order is effective immediately.  

	(S E A L)
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ATTEST: A TRUE COPY
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Doug Dean, 
Director
	THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO


MANA L. JENNINGS-FADER
________________________________

Administrative Law Judge
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�  In asking these questions, the ALJ assumes that the parties intend to offer into evidence the prefiled testimonies because these provide at least part of the evidentiary foundation for the Stipulation.  


�  Public Service had been participating in the study for some time when it filed testimony in early June 2006.  The 2006 transmission study was not appended to any prefiled testimony as an exhibit.  
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