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I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement

1. This matter comes before the Commission for consideration of the 120-day bid evaluation reports filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service or Company) and by Concentric Energy Advisors (Concentric), serving as the Independent Evaluator (IE) in this docket.  This matter further comes before the Commission for consideration of responses to areas of inquiry/questions submitted by Public Service and Concentric pursuant to Decision No. C09-1039.  This matter finally comes before the Commission for consideration of comments on the two bid evaluation reports filed by several parties.  Now, being fully advised in this matter and consistent with the discussion below, we address the resource acquisition recommendations presented by Public Service, the IE, and the parties.  We further direct Public Service to proceed with resource acquisition consistent with Portfolio 5 presented in its 120-day report. 

B. Procedural History

2. The Commission issued several orders dealing with a variety of procedural issues in the course of this docket.  It is not necessary to reiterate each of these orders, but we review important Phase II milestones below.

3. To initiate a Phase II electric resource planning (ERP) process, Rule 3610(h) of the Rules Regulating Electric Utilities, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3 requires the utility and the IE to file their bid evaluation reports within 120 days after the receipt of bids by the utility.  In this case, because the bids were due on April 10, 2009, Public Service and the IE were due to file their bid evaluation reports on August 10, 2009.  In Decision No. C09-0824, mailed on July 31, 2009, the Commission extended the deadline for the IE to file the dynamic modeling portion of its bid evaluation report to August 24, 2009.  The Commission found good cause to extend this deadline due to the robust bidder response and the magnitude of variables that needed to be analyzed.

4. On August 10, 2009, Public Service filed both public and highly confidential versions of its 120-day reports.  In compliance with Decision No. C09-0824, Concentric filed public and highly confidential versions of the static evaluation portion of its report on August 10, 2009 and the dynamic modeling results portion on August 24, 2009.  Both Public Service and Concentric served highly confidential versions of their reports on each other, the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC), and Staff of the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Staff).

On August 20, 2009, the Commission convened a procedural conference pursuant to Rule 3610(i).  During the procedural conference, the Commission discussed scope, schedule, 

5. and other procedural matters relevant to the Phase II portion of this docket.  In Decision No. C09-0958, mailed on August 28, 2009, the Commission memorialized the rulings issued on several procedural matters, including extraordinary confidentiality, discovery, and interventions.  The Commission granted access to portions of the highly confidential version of the 120-day report filed by Public Service to Western Resource Advocates (WRA) and the Colorado Independent Energy Association (CIEA), the two parties in this proceeding that have requested such access.
  
6. Rule 3610(i) also provides the parties in a Phase II ERP docket, including the utility, an opportunity to comment on the 120-day bid evaluation reports filed by IE and the utility within 45 days after the filing of the two reports.  Rule 3610(j) requires a written Commission decision within 90 days after the filing of the two reports.  In this case, since the bids were due on April 10, 2009, and since the 120-day bid evaluation reports were initially due on August 10, 2009, parties were originally due to file their comments on September 24, 2009 and a written Commission decision was due on November 6, 2009.  However, because the Commission extended the deadline for the IE to file the dynamic modeling portion of its bid evaluation report to August 24, 2009, it also extended the deadline for parties to file comments to October 8, 2009, but did not extend the deadline for a written Commission order.  See Decision Nos. C09-0824 and C09-0958.

On the issue of discovery, the Commission found that since the IE is not a party in this case and is not represented by an attorney, there would be no discovery served directly to the 

7. IE.  Instead, the Commission invited the parties to file comments with the Commission regarding proposed questions/areas of inquiry for the IE on or before September 9, 2009.  See Decision No. C09-0958, at ¶21.  The OCC, CIEA, and Public Service filed their proposed questions/areas of inquiry for the IE on September 9, 2009.  The Commission forwarded some of these proposed questions/areas of inquiry to the IE as well as additional Commission questions to both the IE and Public Service regarding their respective 120-day bid evaluation reports.  The Commission ordered the IE and Public Service to respond to these questions/areas of inquiry on or before September 28, 2009.  See Decision No. C09-1039, mailed on September 17, 2009.  The IE and Public Service filed public and highly confidential versions of their responses on September 28, 2009.

8. On October 8, 2009, Trans-Elect Development Company, LLC, and the Wyoming Infrastructure Authority (WCI Intervenors); CIEA; Interwest Energy Alliance (Interwest); Public Service; the OCC; WRA; Staff; Concentric; Ms. Leslie Glustrom; and Ms. Nancy LaPlaca submitted comments on the 120-day bid reports.  In addition, Colorado Highlands Wind, LLC, and Baca Energy, LLC, filed public comments on the bid evaluation reports.  

9. Finally, Public Service filed a reply to comments filed by other parties on October 13, 2009.  Even though the Commission’s Rules do not contemplate reply comments, we determine, as a preliminary matter, that these comments may assist the Commission in rendering a just and reasonable decision in this matter.  We therefore accept reply comments filed by Public Service on October 13, 2009.

C. Treatment of Highly Confidential Information 

10. In Decision No. C09-1039, the Commission posed the following area of inquiry to the parties: 

We are concerned that due to the high volume of highly confidential information in this docket, it will be very challenging to hold meaningful public deliberations and to issue a final public decision.  We therefore invite the parties to provide comments on the level of specificity that is appropriate during our deliberations and in our final decision.  For example, is it appropriate for the Commission to publicly identify the content of the preferred portfolio and back-up portfolios? Is it appropriate to identify the resources contained in these portfolios by general type of technology, capacity totals, Section 123 status, general geographic location (such as an Energy Resource Zone), and anticipated in-service date(s)?  What approach was taken by the Commission in prior resource planning dockets?

See Decision No. C09-1039, at ¶11.

11. In its response, Public Service opined that the Commission should not refer to any specific bid by the name of the bidder, developer, or project, and instead refer to a specific bid by its bid number.  Public Service also requested that the Commission refrain from stating the exact number of megawatts in a particular bid, but instead refer to ranges or approximations provided by Public Service in the revised public version of its 120-day report.  In addition, Public Service requested that the Commission refrain from identifying a specific location or other identifying characteristic of a particular bid.  Public Service stated that references to the energy resource zone (ERZ) where a project is located would be fine, but not a specific interconnection point or specific geographic location.

12. Public Service further stated that it would be appropriate to identify the resources contained in these portfolios by general type of technology, capacity totals, Section 123 status, general geographic location (such as ERZ) and anticipated in-service dates.  Public Service finally opined that it is appropriate for the Commission to discuss publicly the total number of megawatts by technology contained in each portfolio as well as the net present value and the carbon implications of that portfolio. 

13. On the other hand, CIEA stated that, with the exception of identifying individual bidders by name and individual bid prices, the Commission should discuss the remainder of the information contained in the 120-day reports publicly.  CIEA argued that bidders should know immediately after deliberations whether they are in the preferred portfolio because they continue to incur costs.

14. We adopt the approach advocated by Public Service because specific geographic location and exact number of megawatts in a particular bid may be sufficient to identify a bidder, even if the name of the bidder and the price of the bid are not known.  In addition, even though the concerns expressed by CIEA are significant, we find that the need to protect ratepayers from higher prices, bargaining leverage of Public Service vis-à-vis selected bidders, and integrity of the bidding process in general, outweighs these concerns.   

D. Follow-Up Information Provided by the IE  

15. Following the individual meetings with the Commissioners, the IE and advisors, the IE prepared additional information in response to questions posed by advisors or individual Commissioners.  This information is related to cumulative present value revenue requirements (PVRR) amounts for five-year intervals throughout the planning period for low and high gas cost sensitivities and low and high CO2 cost sensitivities contained in the 120-day report filed by the IE.  Because this additional information could not have been derived from the information that is already in the record, we will add this information to the record and invite the parties to comment on it.  See Colorado Energy Advocacy Office v. Public Service Company of Colorado, 704 P.2d 298, 304-305 (Colo. 1985).  We therefore attach this information to this decision as Attachment A.
  We will entertain the arguments related to this information in the applications for rehearing, reargument, or reconsideration.

E. Overview of the Phase II Process

16. Rules 3600 through 3615, known as the Electric Resource Planning Rules, address generation resource planning by investor-owned utilities.  In Phase I, the rules generally require the utility to file a plan outlining how it proposes to fulfill its generation needs.  In Phase II of the proceeding, the utility and IE evaluate third-party bids and utility self-build proposals for specific generation resources and the Commission selects a preferred portfolio of resources, pursuant to parameters established in Phase I.

17. In Decision No. C09-0929, mailed on September 19, 2008 (Phase I Decision), the Commission approved, with modifications, the generation resource plan proposed by Public Service.  The Commission approved the resource acquisition period from 2008 through 2015 proposed by Public Service.  The resource acquisition period is the period for which the utility seeks to fulfill its resource needs.  The Commission also approved the planning period from 2008 through 2046 proposed by Public Service. The planning period is the period of time in which costs of proposed resources are evaluated.  It is typically long enough to evaluate the costs that would be incurred over the useful lives of proposed resources.  

18. The primary means of comparing various resource proposals is by modeling the utility’s system with various combinations of resources, and then determining the net PVRR cost impacts on the utility associated with each resource or combination of resources.
  

19. In the Phase I Decision, the Commission established numerous base modeling inputs, including forecasted energy and peak capacity needs; high (130 percent) and low (100 percent) Demand Side Management (DSM) levels; forecasted fuel and CO2 costs, discount rate, reserve margins, and limits for intermittent resources.  The Commission also determined, among other things, how Public Service was to allocate transmission costs to proposed resources, approved draft requests for proposals (RFPs) and model contracts, set parameters to compare utility-owned resources with Purchase Power Agreement (PPA) contracts, and established a method to compare resources with different service lives.

20. In this case, Public Service and the IE utilized Strategist® resource cost modeling software to evaluate costs of third-party bids and utility rate-based proposals.  The Commission also required Public Service and the IE to model four scenarios, which represent different levels of Section 123 resources and DSM.
  The primary scenario contains high DSM and medium Section 123 resources.  The three other scenarios are: medium DSM and medium Section 123 resources; high DSM and high Section 123 resources; and medium DSM and high Section 123 resources.  The Commission directed Public Service and the IE to enter the information related to bids and utility proposals into the model to generate a list of combinations of resources or “portfolios” that meet system generation requirements under the four scenarios.

21. In their 120-day reports, Public Service and the IE presented the modeling results in the form of tables containing various portfolios of resources, each with the associated PVRR, so that the Commission can compare the costs and benefits of the various resource proposals.

22. The primary purpose of the Phase II proceeding is for the Commission to evaluate the overall benefits of Section 123 resources and proposals that would result in utility ownership, as well as to direct the utility to proceed with the acquisition of resources that would result in a generation portfolio that is both cost-effective and takes into account the intangible benefits of all proposed resources.  It is important to note that any Section 123 resources selected will impact the remaining resource need and possible combinations of resources impact the peak and average operating characteristics of the utility system.  However, because each type of resource may have various non-quantifiable risks and benefits, the Commission must consider the entire portfolio as a part of making a decision on Section 123 resources.  

23. It is important to note that although Public Service received firm bids pursuant to model contracts filed in Phase I, the final details of contract terms for individual bids must still be negotiated.  It is therefore possible that during these negotiations a particular resource that was determined not to be the most economic in modeling would become the preferred economic resource, depending on the negotiation of the terms of that bid compared with the negotiation of similar bids of that technology.  

24. We therefore approve a specific level or range of resources for each technology rather than approving specific bids, with the exception of certain Section 123 resources discussed below.  Each technology generally will be represented by primary and secondary bids, and Public Service may commence negotiations with both primary and secondary bidders.

F. General Discussion of the Phase II Results

1. Results of Resource Solicitation

25. Public Service issued the RFPs in a timely manner and in compliance with the Phase I Decision.  We list the summary of bids received below:

	Technology
	Number of Bids
	Nameplate Capacity

	Gas-fired
	  25
	  5,800

	Wind
	  49
	10,800

	Solar
	  28
	  2,150

	Solar with storage or gas back-up
	    8
	  1,250

	Non-Solar with Storage
	    3
	  1,150

	Total
	113
	21,150


26. From the table above, it is clear that Public Service received a large range of bids in response to its RFPs.  These bids provide far more capacity than the resource need in every category.  The bids propose conventional resources and a large selection of new technologies intended to meet Section 123 criteria.  In fact, as discussed below, the large number and range of resources presented a challenge to modelers in analyzing all of the resources within the required timeframes.  We find that the resource solicitation process was highly successful and resulted in a sufficient number of bids in each category. 

2. Public Service’s 120-Day Report

27. First, we note that the 120-day report filed by Public Service on August 10, 2009 contains a thorough analysis of the issues, as required by the Phase I Decision.  This report presents static screening and dynamic modeling results in a manner that is well thought out and conducive to the Phase II decision making process.  

28. The report lists 48 portfolios that satisfy the resource need.  Public Service also presents its preferred portfolio, along with an analysis of how it reached this recommendation.  The preferred portfolio contains approximately 280 MW of solar with storage and concentrating photovoltaic solar (PV), approximately 750 MW of wind and solar PV,
 and includes conventional resources to meet a total capacity need of either 1,078 MW (130 percent DSM) or 1,160 MW (100 percent DSM).  Public Service argues that its preferred portfolio meets the soft targets for utility ownership set in Phase I, or 229 MW plus 40 to 60 percent of the remaining new resources.  Public Service finally proposes to close the Cameo generating station at the end of 2010, and Arapahoe units 3 and 4 between the end of 2013 and the end of 2014, based on successful demonstration of selected Section 123 resources.

29. We find that the 120-day report filed by Public Service on August 10, 2009 meets the requirements of Rules 3610(e) through (h) and the Phase I Decision, and provides the basis on which a cost-effective resource portfolio can be selected.

3. IE’s Oversight and 120-Day Report 

30. The role of the IE during a Phase II resource planning proceeding is to assist the Commission in determining whether the utility executed the bid process fairly and in compliance with the Commission’s Rules.  The Commission also relies on the IE to provide expertise on the complex issues and analyses in resource portfolio modeling.  

31. The IE presented 72 portfolios in the dynamic modeling results portion of its bid evaluation report filed on August 24, 2009.  These portfolios included a few specific resources that Public Service had eliminated in the static screening process.  However, the IE concluded that none of the resources that Public Service had eliminated in the static screening process proved to be cost-effective.  In addition to the report, the IE developed a spreadsheet analysis tool in order to assist the Commission in analyzing the Strategist data output.  Consistent with the requirements in Rule 3610(h), the IE did not make specific recommendations on a preferred portfolio.  Further, pursuant to Rule 3610 and the Phase I Decision, the IE placed a particular emphasis on any matters where utility ownership could provide an incentive for the utility to seek a particular outcome.

32. We find that the IE’s independent analysis and oversight provides assurance to the Commission that Public Service performed the Phase II bid analysis and portfolio modeling in a thorough and fair manner and in compliance with the Rules and Phase I Decision.  We also discuss this further in the Utility Ownership section below.

G. Introduction to Portfolio Analysis 

1. Levelized Static Screening

33. Public Service and the IE first performed a levelized cost analysis to determine the overall $/MWh cost of each bid, based on the expected capacity factors for each technology.  This analysis allowed Public Service and the IE to then focus their modeling efforts on the most cost-effective bids.  In their 120-day reports as well as answers to Commission questions, Public Service and the IE provide a thorough description of the processes used during this initial phase of bid comparison.  We also note that the IE advanced six bids to modeling in addition to the bids advanced by Public Service, to ensure that all bids that had any possibility of rising to the top during modeling were provided that opportunity.  Further, the top bids in every Section 123 category were also advanced to modeling, because a Commission evaluation of intangible benefits of those resources could have resulted in selection of those resources despite higher cost.    We find that the levelized screening process was fair and reasonable.

2. Dynamic Modeling

34. Public Service and the IE independently modeled the individual bids in Strategist.  Further, consistent with the requirements contained in the Phase I Decision, the modelers analyzed four separate optimization runs and performed sensitivity runs for high and low gas costs as well as high and low CO2 costs.  The modeling generated thousands of possible combinations of resource portfolios that meet the desired capacity needs, in order of PVRR.  The modelers then reviewed the results to determine whether individual portfolios meet the prescribed parameters in a reasonable manner and presented resulting portfolios in the 120-day reports.

3. Portfolio Comparisons 

35. Levelized cost analysis is generally an effective tool for comparing different bids; however, it cannot be utilized to compare cost effectiveness of resources with different operating characteristics, which provide different system benefits.  For example, the levelized cost of a combustion turbine (CT) may be several times higher than a combined cycle (CC) generator, but the CT may be more cost effective for meeting peak capacity needs of a short duration.  Therefore, the modeling of potential resources under the expected operating needs of the utility system is necessary to determine the most cost-effective portfolio of resources that meets the peak requirements and the day-to-day operating parameters.   

36. On the other hand, modeling of portfolio costs is not an exact science due to high degree of variability of input parameters.  For example, natural gas costs are difficult to predict over an extended planning period, but these costs have a major impact on the cost of a particular portfolio.  The success of DSM programs, load growth, costs of greenhouse gas emissions, and many other variables can also dramatically affect the modeled cost of resources, but are difficult to predict over a planning period of several decades.  Therefore, it is important to consider all scenarios and sensitivities in order to analyze the various risks and benefits associated with a particular resource portfolio.  Modeled portfolio PVRR costs are important, but consideration of other factors is also essential.  In the Phase I Decision, the Commission developed several factors to assist in analyzing proposed portfolios, including primary and secondary portfolios, gas price and CO2 sensitivities, ownership, DSM, risk, low/high forecasts, future interim filing considerations, and intangible costs and benefits associated with a particular resource.

H. Demand Side Management

37. In Docket No. 07A-420E, the Commission established DSM performance targets as well as performance-based incentives for Public Service.  The targets for 2009 through 2020 represent the “100 percent DSM” level of expected performance. The Commission also established a DSM range, between 80 and 130 percent of the 100 percent DSM level, for Public Service and the IE to assume for ERP modeling purposes. The Commission further stated that “[w]hile the ERP may propose higher DSM goals, we do not anticipate lowering the DSM goals beyond the midpoint of this range.”  See Decision No. C08-0560, ¶52.  In the Phase I Decision, the Commission directed the modelers to use two DSM scenarios in the modeling: the 100 percent DSM level and the 130 percent DSM level.  The Commission referred to the 130 percent DSM level as the “High DSM” in modeling scenarios and to the 100 percent DSM level as “Standard DSM.”  See Phase I Decision, ¶366.  

38. The 100 percent and 130 percent DSM levels are utilized for ERP planning purposes.  These are not the same as DSM goals, such as those established in Docket No. 08A-366EG.  Public Service may well exceed its DSM goals and we established financial incentives to encourage the likelihood that this occurs.

39. In Docket No. 07A-420E, in response to the concerns by Public Service regarding the uncertainty of attaining DSM levels beyond its proposed “Enhanced Plan,” the Commission ordered the Company to “monetize the additional reserve requirement necessary to assure system reliability” and noted that this gap will be mitigated by increasing DSM performance capabilities occurring over time, and shall be factored into the DSM-related reserve modeling.  See Decision No. C08-0560, ¶66.  In Phase I, the Commission established a specific method for monetizing the DSM reserve requirement, and for factoring in increased DSM performance over time.  See Phase I Decision, ¶344.  We further note that Public Service anticipates excess capacity at least through 2014.  We therefore find that any concerns related to system reliability associated with selecting a resource portfolio that contemplates “High DSM” level have been addressed.

40. The comparison between Public Service’s 130 percent DSM Preferred Plan (Table 33) and its 100 percent DSM Preferred Plan (Table 35) leads us to conclude that the 130 percent plan is preferable.  The 130 percent plan has a smaller PVRR,
 smaller amount of carbon dioxide emissions, and will not yield a capacity shortfall through 2014.  We therefore find that Public Service should assume the 130 percent DSM level and we will discuss resource portfolios that assume this scenario below.  

41. We clarify that our choice of a resource portfolio that is based on the 130 percent DSM level represents the expected level of actual DSM performance, not the DSM goal.  Public Service’s DSM goals for 2009 through 2010 are currently set at the 100 percent DSM level.  On the other hand, the 130 percent DSM level for ERP planning purposes indicates an expectation that Public Service is likely to exceed the goal by upwards of 30 percent.  

I. General Discussion of Section 123 Resources

42. By way of background, § 40-2-123, C.R.S., requires the Commission to give the fullest possible consideration to the cost-effective implementation of new clean energy and energy efficient technologies.  To distinguish which technologies are to be considered Section 123 resources pursuant to § 40-2-123, C.R.S., in Phase I, the Commission adopted the following definition advocated by WRA:

An eligible energy resource will be considered a new clean energy, or energy efficient technology, or a demonstration project if it is clean and incorporates one or more technologies, representing a substantial portion of its overall installed cost, that have not been regularly commercially demonstrated, up to the point in time that the resource is formally bid, or if not bid, acquired.  

See Phase I Decision, ¶370; Decision No. C08-1153, mailed on November 7, 2008, at ¶96.  The Commission also clarified that it considered concentrating solar power with storage technology to be a Section 123 resource.  See Phase I Decision, ¶378.  Further, the Commission previously found that the 2 percent retail rate cap did not apply to Section 123 resources.  See Decision No. C08-0559, issued in Docket No. 07A-462E, at ¶ 80. 

43. In response to its RFPs, Public Service received many bids claiming Section 123 status.  These bids represent a diversity of technologies as well as combinations of conventional and new technologies, including:

· Concentrating solar thermal (with and without storage), from trough, tower, and sterling engine;

· Concentrating PV in several forms;

· Various methods of stand-alone storage, such as pumped hydro, compressed air, and batteries; and
· Combinations of these elements with conventional resources.

44. Public Service includes approximately 280 MW of Section 123 resources in its preferred portfolio.  In addition, several parties argued that the resource portfolio chosen should maximize the amount of carbon reducing technologies, including Section 123 resources.  WRA, Interwest, Ms. LaPlaca, and Ms. Glustrom generally advocate for a higher level of Section 123 resources than the level proposed by Public Service.  For example, WRA asserted that higher Section 123 resources are desirable, but did not advocate that the Commission adopt any specific high Section 123 proposal. These parties generally point to significant challenges of reducing carbon emissions and the relatively small percentage cost increase associated with additional renewable and Section 123 resources.  On the other hand, Staff raises concerns about acquiring significant amounts of non-Section 123 solar resources and the associated retail rate impact while also acquiring large amounts of Section 123 solar resources, which we address below.

45. We are pleased to note that Public Service’s preferred portfolio appears to push the threshold of renewable resources acquisition.  In Phase I, the Commission agreed with Public Service and approved the 850 MW total limit for intermittent resource limit as well as 100 to 200 MW per year limit.  The Commission clarified that these limits should be treated as “soft targets” and directed Public Service and the IE to allow variations as necessary to accommodate actual bids.  In its 120-day bid report, Tables 38-40, Public Service proposes to add wind at or above these levels in 2012 through 2014.  This is in addition to the 170 MW of wind and solar already granted by the Commission in 2012 under the early wind and early solar dockets.
  

46. Public Service and the IE generally advanced Section 123 bids to modeling, even if the costs appeared to be relatively high, because Section 123 resources may contain intangible attributes that the Commission will ultimately consider in selecting the final portfolio.  However, we note that some bids that qualified as Section 123 resources were not advanced to modeling by Public Service and the IE.  The modelers generally disqualified these bids because other bids represented a similar technology at a significantly lower levelized cost.  Further, the IE advanced one bid that qualified as a Section 123 resource into modeling that Public Service did not.  This bid did not turn out to be cost competitive in modeling.  Finally, the 120-day reports included the levelized energy costs for all bids, including those that were eliminated, and we find that Public Service’s and the IE’s decisions not to advance certain bids to modeling were reasonable. 

47. Because of the large amount of non-Section 123 renewable resources contained in Public Service’s preferred portfolio and after examining the specific resources contained in the medium and high Section 123 portfolios, we find that the best course of action is to pursue a medium Section 123 scenario and we will consider portfolios that assume this scenario below.
  

J. Solar Thermal with Storage

48. Public Service received several bids involving concentrating solar thermal with storage technologies.  We note that these semi-dispatchable resources were generally among the least expensive Section 123 resources.  In Phase I, the Commission approved the maximum of 600 MW and a minimum of 200 MW for concentrating solar power with storage, to be acquired at no more than 200 MW per year as “soft targets.”  See Phase I Decision, ¶ 63.  The Commission granted the 200 MW set-aside on the assumption that reasonable bids will be received.  The Commission also stated that Public Service reserved the right to reject such bids if the Commission determined that Section 123 bids or proposed facilities do not represent the developmental technology contemplated in § 40-2-123, C.R.S., or is otherwise significantly out of line in the market for current technology.  Id., ¶306

49. The Commission requested that Public Service and the IE confirm that the bids involving solar thermal with storage technologies would cost effectively satisfy the 200 MW set aside established in Phase I.  Public Service and the IE generally asserted that the concentrating solar with storage resources are only slightly more expensive than CC gas bids on a levelized cost basis.  We understand that it is not always possible to compare the levelized energy costs of different technologies on an apples-to-apples basis.  However, in this case Public Service and the IE opined that the CC units would be a reasonable substitution for the semi-dispatchable solar plants.  

50. We note that concentrating solar with storage consistently provided lower PVRR costs than other Section 123 technologies.  Further, we find that this technology fits well into the definition of Section 123 resources, as it has been implemented commercially in a large number of locations, but not at the scale proposed in the bids.  Further, this technology may have great promise for the future, as it overcomes the intermittent barrier for renewable resources. It is true that the levelized costs for resources involving this technology are slightly higher than CC gas bids, but it presents significant Section 123 benefits including reduction of carbon emissions and dispatchability of renewable resources.  

51. We therefore approve the concentrating solar thermal with storage aspect of the portfolio preferred by Public Service, which includes bid SC04.  We find that bid SC03 would then be a secondary bid.

K. Photovoltaic Solar

1. Background

52. Public Service received numerous bids involving PV technology, over 1,000 MW in total.  Some were not advanced to modeling based on their levelized energy costs and others simply were not selected as part of the PV pool presented by Public Service as part of its preferred plan.  We find, based on the opinion of the IE and our review of the 120-day report filed by Public Service, that all bids were fairly considered.  

53. Staff expressed concerns regarding the cost of a portfolio that contains additional conventional PV resources in a way that would leave little room in Renewable Energy Standard Adjustment (RESA) funds and also includes significant amounts of Section 123 solar resources.  Staff asserts that it is unclear as to whether a cost effective resource portfolio can both maximize conventional PV resources subject to the 2 percent retail rate impact and include significant amounts of Section 123 solar resources.  Staff argues that a more cost effective way to acquire more renewable energy would be to acquire more wind resources, which would yield fuel savings that could offset additional cost of Section 123 resources.

2. Discussion and Findings

54. We find that the level of PV resources shown in Portfolio 5 best balances the need to gain experience with higher penetration levels of solar (with and without storage), and the cost and system operability needs. 

55. Public Service’s evaluation of the impact on the 2 percent RESA cap, detailed in Section 5 of the 120-day report, included an analysis of both a heavy wind and a heavy solar portfolio.  Public Service provides these two analyses as examples of portfolios that can be funded within the 2 percent RESA cap.  The heavy solar 2 percent analysis includes 500 MW of wind and 220 MW of PV resources.  We find that this heavy solar analysis demonstrates that Portfolio 5 can be implemented within the 2 percent cap.  Even though (as discussed below) Portfolio 5 includes wind in excess of the 500 MW amount in Public Service’s heavy solar analysis, Portfolio 5 contains less PV than the heavy solar analysis.  We find that the incremental cost of wind only minimally impacts the cost of resource portfolios and may lead to RESA savings, as shown in Figure 16.
  On the other hand, the PV solar resources have a much higher incremental cost than wind.  Since the level of PV resources in Portfolio 5 is well below 220 MW, this will more than offset the costs associated with a higher wind level.  We therefore conclude that Portfolio 5 is likely to be well within the 2 percent retail impact limit.

As we discussed in the DSM section above, Public Service advocates for the 100 percent DSM load scenario, which requires additional generation capacity.  Even though we have found that the 130 percent DSM scenario more reasonably forecasts the level of DSM that Public Service may actually achieve, the 100 percent DSM case illustrates how the system may 

56. perform if 130 percent DSM is achieved, but the load grows faster than is anticipated.  The additional PV solar resources in Portfolio 5 provide additional capacity over capacity of Portfolios 1-4.  This additional capacity is not needed until 2015 under the 130 percent DSM scenario.  However, the 100 percent DSM scenario requires higher capacity.  If load growth is higher than is anticipated, the capacity from the resources listed in Portfolio 5 would then be needed sooner than 2015.  The higher PV solar capacity in our preferred Portfolio 5 thus provides an additional capacity safety factor as compared to Portfolios 2 or 26 (Public Service’s preferred portfolios). 

57. To address Staff’s concerns related to acquiring PV resources within the retail rate impact as well as significant amounts of solar resources that qualify as Section 123, we find that the level of solar resources shown in Portfolio 5 presents an appropriate balance.  We are neither attempting to maximize the amount of solar resources that can be acquired within the 2 percent retail rate cap, nor are we directing Public Service to acquire as many Section 123 resources as possible.  Instead, we find that the level of solar resources shown in Portfolio 5 is consistent with the technology and system needs. 

58. Staff also states that cost effective renewable energy could be acquired by adding more wind resources, which may also lead to fuel savings and offset additional costs of Section 123 resources.  We agree that generally it is prudent to acquire the most cost effective renewable resources.  This means generating the most renewable energy per dollar spent.  Even though wind resources may meet these criteria, Public Service already proposed a higher level of wind than the limits it advocated in Phase I.  Further, solar resources can provide capacity during summer peaking conditions.  Even though Public Service did not distinguish between intermittent solar and wind resources when it proposed the intermittent resource limits, we find that there is a difference between the timing of wind and solar generation.  The sun, which powers solar energy, also drives peak-related air conditioning load, so solar has a better coincidence with peak load requirements.  Further, in modeling Public Service used a capacity factor of approximately 70 percent
 for solar but used only a 12 percent capacity factor for wind.
  Therefore, additional solar energy should generally be more usable when the system is at or near the limits of intermittent energy capabilities.  We note that the intermittent limits in this case do not represent the maximum intermittent energy capabilities, but rather are set as a maximum for purposes of this proceeding until Public Service gains more experience on how to use this intermittent energy in its system.  

59. Portfolio 2 advocated by Public Service has a 40-year PVRR of $49,361 million.
  In comparison, Portfolio 5 has a 40-year PVRR of $49,402 million, which is $41 million or 0.083 percent higher than Portfolio 2.  We find that the benefits associated with additional system capacity, reduced carbon emissions, and operating experience with higher solar penetration levels outweigh the approximate $41 million cost.

60. Finally, even though we direct Public Service to acquire a level of PV resources similar to that contained in Portfolio 5, we also find that this level should be flexible.  In other words, this target level may be adjusted to accommodate changes in bids or bid sizes, or prices or other factors.  

3. Photovoltaic Pool 

61. Even though Public Service’s preferred portfolios, Portfolios 2 and 26,
 include PV resources for the resource acquisition period, the Company does not advocate for any specific bids.  Rather it presented a pool of solar bids ranging in size.  The Company recommends that the most economical bids resulting from future negotiations be implemented, irrespective of Section 123 status.  The specific bids in the proposed PV pool are listed in confidential Table 38 of Public Service’s 120-day report.  

62. This PV pool is composed of both Section 123 and non-Section 123 PV bids, all without storage.  Public Service and the IE determined that certain bids listed in this PV pool qualified for the Section 123 resource because they employed the highly concentrating photovoltaic (HCPV) technology.  However, the modelers also recommended that other bids contemplating a slightly different type of HCPV technology that has been “regularly commercially demonstrated” not receive the Section 123 status. 

63. We note that not all of the PV resources that were advanced into modeling were included in Public Service’s PV pool.  In addition, at least one of the bids that was not included in the PV pool appeared in the top five portfolios in both the 100 percent DSM and 130 percent DSM scenarios. 

64. We agree with Public Service’s proposal to treat PV resources in a similar manner irrespective of Section 123 status, in order to achieve the most cost effective portfolio.  Therefore, we direct Public Service to implement its proposed PV pool concept.  

65. Because we are directing Public Service to acquire more PV resources than are contained in its preferred portfolio, we direct Public Service to consider all PV bids that were advanced to modeling as part of the PV pool.  However, we will not select among specific bids in the PV pool. 

4. Section 123 Status of Highly Concentrating Photovoltaic Bids

66. Public Service and the IE considered the extent of prior deployment as the critical factor in determining whether HCPV technology qualifies as a Section 123 resource.  We find that, while this factor is important, its strict application is too conservative in this particular case.  We note that the HCPV technology that did not qualify as a Section 123 resource in the Public Service 120-day report has not been previously deployed in Colorado and elsewhere not at the levels offered in the bids.  We believe that this circumstance establishes good cause to qualify the HCPV technology as a Section 123 resource at this time.   

67. In addition, the resources that have qualified for Section 123 status have not been deployed at the levels similar to minimum bid requirements for this ERP.  It is not clear if the minimum bid requirements represent the optimal size for these resources.  To implement this technology in an optimal manner, we direct Public Service to evaluate during its negotiations with bidders, whether a higher or lower nameplate capacity or project phasing could make the resource more cost effective or lead to better facilities in the development process.

L. Wind Bids

68. Public Service received 49 wind bids with a combined net nameplate capacity of 10,800 MW.  These projects are located in ERZs 1, 2, 3, and 5 as well as in Southeastern Wyoming and New Mexico.  

69. In this resource planning proceeding, Public Service targeted approximately 660 MW
 of intermittent resources, including both wind and PV projects.  However, the Strategist model was not limited to the 660 MW value and actually indicated that approximately 700 MW of wind projects representing ERZs 1, 2, and 5 can be acquired in a cost effective manner.

70. Public Service advanced wind projects from ERZs 1, 2, and 5 into modeling.  In addition, the IE advanced several bids into modeling that Public Service had excluded due to their size or dependency on the Lamar-Comanche transmission line. 

71. Neither Public Service nor the IE moved any Wyoming wind bids into modeling.  Both modelers determined that the Wyoming wind bids not only had a higher levelized cost than most cost-effective Colorado bids but they did not present significantly different generation patterns from Colorado wind.  The modelers therefore found that purported benefits from complementary Wyoming wind resources would not be realized.  

72. In their comments, WCI Intervenors request that the Commission direct the IE to perform an investigation regarding Public Service’s evaluation of the Wyoming wind bids. They argue that Public Service improperly compared the data related to Wyoming bids to the Colorado operating data.  They also argue that Public Service did not consider the benefits of the Wyoming Colorado Intertie (WCI), which would provide interconnection to resources located outside of Public Service’s control area, improve reliability, and allow access to low cost power through the unused line capacity.

73. Interwest expressed concerns about transmission as well.  Interwest asserts that transmission constraints have resulted in wind curtailment at the cost to ratepayers and that the current transmission process has not allowed access to the best wind areas.  Interwest also argues that the lack of transmission planning outside of the ERP process and the fact that transmission planning and construction is solely controlled by Public Service has resulted in unfair allocation of transmission costs.  Interwest concludes that ratepayers cannot be assured that resources in Generation Development Areas 4, 5, and 6 are not the most cost effective options. 

74. Since wind generally represents the lowest cost means of implementing renewable energy and reducing carbon emissions, we find that the primary goal of this resource planning proceeding is to acquire the maximum amount of wind that can be effectively integrated into the system.  We find that the plan proposed by Public Service represents an aggressive ramp-up rate, exceeding the target of 100 to 200 MW per year established in the Phase I Decision.  This does not take into account the Northern Colorado Wind slated to come online before the end of 2012.  We also find that the wind bids contained in Public Service’s preferred plan are all least cost on the levelized energy basis.  We therefore find that the amount and cost of the wind resources recommended by Public Service to be reasonable.  

75. In this decision, we are not approving any specific bids.  Instead, as long as Public Service acquires the same level of wind resources and at a similar cost as bids listed in Portfolio 5, the Company shall be afforded the presumption of prudence pursuant to Rule 3613(d). 

76. Following the testimony sponsored by WCI Intervenors related to the potential of Wyoming wind bids to complement Colorado wind, the Commission expected that at least some of the Wyoming wind bids would pass the initial economic screening.  However, we confirm that on a levelized energy cost basis these resources are indeed not cost-effective.  

77. Furthermore, the IE evaluated the analysis conducted by Public Service and the Company’s conclusion that the benefits from wind diversity in Wyoming were not significant enough to overcome the additional cost.  The IE agreed with Public Service’s determination not to advance the Wyoming wind bids to modeling, and, for purposes of this proceeding, we are satisfied that the analysis related to Wyoming wind bids was reasonable.  We therefore do not find that retaining the IE for the additional analysis requested by WCI Intervenors to be an effective use of ratepayer funds.

78. We appreciate the detailed comments filed by WCI Intervenors.  Even though no Wyoming wind bids will be selected in this resource planning proceeding, we do not consider this matter to be closed.  We will entertain requests to make the data related to Wyoming wind bids available to WCI Intervenors and other entities after contracts resulting from this RFP are executed. 

79. In response to the concerns expressed by Interwest with respect to transmission, we note that the IE advanced into modeling resources that were excluded by Public Service due to size as well as another project that was dependent on the Lamar-Comanche transmission line.  None of these projects proved to be a cost effective replacement to the resources recommended by Public Service.  Based on the levelized energy costs and modeling results, we are comfortable that ratepayers are not paying more for resources due to transmission constraints or limits in the ability of the Company to integrate larger projects into its system.

M. Gas Bids   

80. Public Service received 25 gas-fueled generation bids totaling 8,500 MW, well above the 1,078 MW of total capacity required under the high DSM scenario.  Because Portfolio 5 has the same level of gas resources that Public Service advocates in its preferred portfolio, we approve this aspect of Public Service’s preferred portfolio.

N. Utility Ownership

81. Several parties raise concerns with the utility ownership aspects of the preferred portfolio.  Both Staff and the OCC filed highly confidential comments on this issue.  The OCC states that the costs of bids that contemplate utility ownership are not reasonable and argues that the Commission should further investigate utility ownership options.  Staff also raised concerns regarding how several aspects of the proposal will be implemented.  Staff is concerned that many aspects of the utility ownership proposal are not well-defined.  For its part, CIEA contends that Public Service has overstated the importance of the 40 to 60 percent utility ownership soft targets established in the Phase I Decision.  CIEA also requests that the Commission set a near-term deadline for Public Service to provide information related to the capital lease issue to winning PPA bidders.  

82. In its response to the OCC, Public Service stated that the issue raised by the OCC has been thoroughly addressed in Phase I and that the relief sought by the OCC should be denied.  The IE was specifically assigned to investigate the ownership aspect of the case.  The IE found Public Service’s ownership proposal to be appropriate, even without considering optionality and other benefits of utility ownership. 

83. In its response to Staff, Public Service points out that the IE has determined that the proposal that contemplates utility ownership was least-cost.  Public Service also states that it intends to address any differences between the modeled proposal and the final proposal when it files for a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) for the assets that it will acquire pursuant to this proposal.  Public Service also suggests that the IE could continue to monitor the development of the proposal.

84. We agree with Public Service that the OCC’s proposal is largely a restatement of the arguments that the OCC has made in Phase I and would entail a procedure different than that implemented in the Phase I Decision.  The Commission has thoroughly considered and rejected these arguments in Phase I.  We also disagree with the OCC that the proposed ownership costs are not reasonable.  Public Service has demonstrated that the proposal contemplating utility ownership is more cost-effective than the alternatives.  Most importantly, the IE performed an independent assessment of the issue and confirmed that, as modeled, the ownership option is cost effective.  Further, as the Commission has found in Phase I, there are benefits associated with both utility ownership and PPA options.  The large number of bids submitted, covering a large range of technologies, confirms that Independent Power Producer bidding in Colorado is indeed quite rigorous.  We find that Public Service’s ownership proposal, as modeled, is cost effective even without considering the less tangible benefits of utility ownership.  We therefore deny the OCC’s request.

85. Even though Staff has presented an example of how the costs of Public Service’s utility ownership proposal could be higher than under a PPA contract, Staff does not argue that this utility ownership proposal is not cost effective.  Staff offers this calculation to demonstrate that modeling variations and future negotiations could alter the cost effectiveness of the utility ownership proposal.  The primary concern expressed by Staff is that certain aspects of the utility ownership proposal are not defined and could potentially lead to higher costs.  

86. We agree with Staff that Public Service’s ownership proposal is less defined than the PPA options.  In Phase I, the Commission approved the RFPs and model contracts to limit the negotiation of terms with respect to PPAs.  However, it is not feasible to define terms in similar detail for the many variations of ownership options.  We therefore direct the IE to monitor the negotiations between the winning bidders and Public Service for the resources that contemplate utility ownership and to file a report with the Commission when Public Service applies for a CPCN for the ownership proposal.
  The IE shall attend negotiation sessions, as needed, to enable the IE to report eventually to the Commission on the fairness and cost-effectiveness of the final agreement.  Public Service and the negotiating parties shall keep the IE informed of the status of negotiations and endeavor to schedule negotiations to enable the IE to attend, as appropriate.
87. With respect to the concern expressed by CIEA that Public Service has overstated the importance of the “soft target” of 40 to 60 percent ownership set in the Phase I Decision, we rely on the finding made by the IE that the utility ownership proposal, as modeled, was cost-effective and did not affect the resource selection process.  For example, in its comments filed on October 8, 2009, page 1, the IE stated that the “…RFP process was both structured and administered by the Company without advantaging any particular bidder or participant.  No special treatment, evaluation mechanism, or advantage was provided to any offer.” CIEA also cites the statements made by the IE in its discovery responses that utility ownership per se did not affect evaluation or ranking.  Finally, we find that the issue of determining whether the wind bids trigger capital lease accounting is not yet ripe to address.  If Public Service raises concerns about capital lease accounting, we will address it at that time. 

O. Secondary Bids

88. Public Service recognizes that, if acceptable terms cannot be reached for the bids contained in its preferred portfolio, the Company would commence negotiations with secondary bidders. Table 40 in the 120-day bid evaluation report filed by Public Service lists the bids on which the Company expects to fall back to in the event that negotiations with primary bidders fail.

89. Our primary concern on this issue does not relate to these listed secondary bids.  Instead, we are most concerned about maintaining a robust back-up plan and avoiding a situation that would necessitate refreshing of bids or rebidding.  We recognize we cannot require bidders to keep their bids open.  However, we offer an illustrative list of secondary bids to supplement Table 40 and we encourage Public Service to use its best efforts to keep these bids open until the IE files its final evaluation.  These additional bids are G011, G023, G018, G004, G01, G024, and W014.

90. Public Service states in its 120-day report that it will notify the Commission in the event negotiations with primary bidders prove unsuccessful. However, since time is often limited in such situations it may be difficult for the Commission to provide any further directions to Public Service in a timely manner.  If negotiations with primary bidders are not successful, we direct Public Service to proceed with its secondary bids, without Commission approval.  

91. However, if Public Service believes that it is necessary to proceed with any of the secondary bids that may materially change the size or timing of overall resource acquisition, the Company shall review its contingency plan at that time and notify the Commission about its plan to proceed with the secondary bids and explain the reasons for doing so.

P. Contingency

92. Pursuant to Rule 3608(c), Public Service has listed a set of resources which could be utilized or constructed if a negotiated contract fails before the resource is brought online.  The contingency plan comes into play after contracts are negotiated and secondary bids are no longer available.  This set of resources is listed in Table 40 of Public Service’s 120-day report.

93. The plan listed by Public Service appears reasonable at this point.  If Public Service must implement any part of its contingency plan, we direct the Company to notify the Commission as soon as possible.

Q. Verification of the Generic Methodology 

94. In its proposed question for the IE after the 120-day reports were filed, the OCC requested that we require certain additional modeling runs to investigate the method used by the modelers to account for different contract or ownership term lengths.  The modelers used generic generation units to extend contracts or utility proposals to the full 40-year planning period, and the OCC requested modeling runs with a different methodology to verify that the costs would be the same.  Instead of requiring the specific modeling runs, the Commission requested that Public Service and the IE verify that the end effects were modeled correctly.  Both Public Service and the IE responded that the modeling of end effects was reasonable. We find that Public Service and the IE adequately addressed this concern.

R. Cameo and Arapahoe Retirement Date 

95. In its Phase I Decision, the Commission stated that it would determine the retirement dates for the Cameo and Arapahoe plants based on the timing of resource acquisition.  In addition, Public Service raised the closure of the Cameo plant in Docket No. 09A-015E (Innovative Clean Technologies Docket).  Public Service subsequently filed an application formally requesting to close the facility in Docket No. 09A-606E.  The Company stated that, by closing the plant at the end of 2010, it could avoid capital costs and more efficiently reassign personnel.  Public Service also stated in Docket No. 09A-606E that replacement power for the Cameo plant was already available.  The two intervenors in that docket, the OCC and WRA, did not request a hearing and the Commission granted that application.  

96. Public Service contends in this proceeding that the Arapahoe plant could continue to operate either by firing with coal or gas through summer of 2014 as a contingency.  Following 2014, the plant would need to meet more stringent mercury emission requirements and, to avoid installing mercury controls, the plant would need to operate at a reduced level but it would be available during summer peaking periods. 

97. We find that Public Service’s proposal to temporarily retain the Arapahoe plant as a contingency is prudent and in the interest of ratepayers.  The Commission will finalize the date for retirement of this facility after Public Service files for a CPCN.
S. Coal Costs 

98. In her comments, Ms. Glustrom asserts that the resource modeling should have assumed higher costs for coal.  We find that this issue was thoroughly addressed in Phase I, and deny her request to alter the coal costs used in modeling at this point.

T. Interim Filing

99. In its Phase I Decision, the Commission required Public Service to file an interim electric resource plan on or before May 31, 2010 due to concerns including uncertainty of load forecasts, unavailability of certain studies, and questions about Public Service's carbon reduction plan.  However, it now appears that the significant time and resources required to implement this interim filing may outweigh its benefits.  Further, the potential that U.S. Congress will act on climate legislation during 2010 suggests that there is merit in delaying the filing of a new resource plan until Congress acts.  We therefore rescind the requirement for Public Service to file an interim electric resource plan, although the Company may still choose to do so pursuant to Rule 3603.  

II. ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. The reply comments filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) on October 13, 2009 are accepted by the Commission, consistent with the discussion above.

2. The Commission finds that the 120-day bid evaluation report filed by Public Service on August 10, 2009 meets the requirements of Rules 3610(e) through (h) and the Phase I Decision, consistent with the discussion above.

3. The Commission finds that the levelized screening process used by Public Service and the Independent Evaluator (IE) was fair and reasonable, consistent with the discussion above.

4. Public Service shall proceed with resource acquisition consistent with Portfolio 5 as listed in Public Service’s 120-day report, consistent with the discussion above.

5. The Commission directs Public Service to implement its proposed photovoltaic pool concept.  

6. Public Service shall treat all resources utilizing highly concentrating photovoltaic technologies as Section 123 resources for purposes of this proceeding.   

7. The Commission approves the concentrating solar thermal with storage aspect of Public Service’s preferred portfolio.

8. The Commission finds that the level and cost of the wind resources recommended by Public Service is reasonable.  

9. The Commission approves the gas resources aspect of Public Service’s preferred portfolio.

10. Public Service is directed to proceed with its secondary bids, without Commission approval.

11. The Commission directs the IE to monitor negotiations between the winning bidders and Public Service for resources that contemplate utility ownership and to file a report with the Commission when Public Service applies for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for these resources.  

12. The 20-day time period provided by § 40-6-114, C.R.S., to file an application for rehearing, reargument, or reconsideration shall begin on the first day after the effective date of this Order.

13. This Order is effective on its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ DELIBERATIONS MEETING
October 16, 2009.
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� The Commission issued additional rulings related to extraordinary confidentiality in Decision Nos. C09-0992, mailed on September 11, 2009; C09-1055, mailed on September 21, 2009; C09-1089, mailed on September 25, 2009; and C09-1117, mailed on October 1, 2009.  The Commission issued additional orders on interventions in Decision Nos. C09-0955, mailed on August 27, 2009; C09-0957, mailed on August 28, 2009; C09-1127, mailed on October 1, 2009; and C09-1166, mailed on October 14, 2009.


� Attachment A is not confidential because it contains total amounts of PVRR costs for each portfolio.


� Levelized $/MWh cost estimates for various resources are also used as a screening tool, though modeling of resource costs is the preferred means of comparison because it captures both the capacity and energy benefits as applied to a specific utility system.


� See Phase I Decision, pp. 93-100 and Attachment A to Phase I Decision.


� See the 120-day report filed by Public Service, Table 2, p. 10. 


� This is in addition to 190 MWs of wind and solar resources that the Commission approved when ruling on the early wind and early solar RFPs.


�It is important to note that Strategist modeling does not directly analyze DSM costs and the PVRR costs do not include all DSM-related costs and benefits.


� See Docket Nos. 09A-020E (early wind) and 09A-253E (early solar).


	� In Phase I, the Commission stated that High Section 123 targets 600 MW of Section 123 resources.  This 600 MW level can be varied somewhat depending on actual capacity of bids or utility proposals.  Low Section 123 targets 200 MW of Section 123 resources.  This 200 MW level can also be varied depending on actual capacity of bids or utility proposals.  See Phase I Decision, ¶305.





� Figure 16 shows the incremental costs of both a heavy wind and heavy solar portfolio.  This figure indicates that the costs for the heavy wind portfolio are lower than the heavy solar portfolio after 2010.


� See Effective Load Carrying Capabilities Analysis of Solar Generation Resources, February 2009, filed February 10, 2009.


� See 2008 Wind Integration Team Final Report, filed December 1, 2008.


� As indicated in Table 33 of its 120-day report, Public Service advocates Portfolio 2 in the 130 percent DSM scenario and Portfolio 26 in the 100 percent DSM scenario.  As discussed in the DSM section, we find that the 130 percent DSM scenario should be used, so our comparison here is based on Portfolio 2.


� Portfolio 2 is shown in Table 33 and Portfolio 26 is shown in table 35 of the 120-day report filed by Public Service on August 10, 2009.


� An 850 MW target for intermittent resources was approved in Phase I.  After that decision we approved Sand Hill Solar: 16 MW Docket No. 09A-253E, Northern CO Wind: 152 MW Docket No. 09A-020E and Northern CO Wind Expansion: 22 MW Docket No. 09A-406E which total 190 MW, leaving 660 MW.  


� The IE is not required to monitor any negotiations other than those that include utility ownership.





2

_1219490348.doc
[image: image1.png]Lo




[image: image2.png]





 












