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I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement

1. On February 29, 2016, Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service or Company) filed an Application for Approval of Electric Resource Plan Technical Inputs (Application).  

2. This Decision addresses how the Commission and interested persons and parties to other related proceedings will have opportunities to review the technical inputs and assumptions to Public Service’s Electric Resource Plan (ERP), including certain studies that were not available on February 29, 2016, when Public Service filed the Application.  Specifically, we adopt the recommendations made by Public Service and other parties to this Proceeding to consider such studies, technical inputs, and assumptions in other proceedings.  
3. We therefore deny Public Service’s request to accept the ERP inputs and assumptions filed with the Application, deny the Application, and close the proceeding, consistent with the discussion below.  
B. Discussion

4. On August 21, 2015, the Commission granted Public Service’s motion to delay the filing of its next ERP and its next Renewable Energy Standard (RES) Compliance Plan to February 29, 2016.
  

On February 16, 2016, we extended the delay in the ERP filing to no later 
than June 1, 2016.
  We also allowed Public Service to separate its ERP from its next 

5. RES Compliance Plan filing and directed the Company to file its RES Compliance Plan no later than February 29, 2016.  
6. The Commission’s RES Rules, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 
723-3-3650 et seq., require Public Service to submit information within each RES Compliance Plan regarding the cost and rate impacts of the renewable energy resources that are already on its system or that are planned for acquisition. Specifically, Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3661 implements the 2 percent cap on the retail rate impact rule pursuant to § 40-2-124(1)(g), C.R.S.  Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3661(e) states:

For purposes of calculating the retail rate impact, the investor owned QRU shall use the same methods and assumptions it used in its most recently approved electric resource plan under the Commission’s Electric Resource Planning Rules, unless otherwise approved by the Commission. Confidential information may be protected in accordance with rules 1100 through 1102 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.
7. Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3661(h) defines the basic method for estimating the retail rate impact.  Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3661(h)(II) requires the Company to:

develop two scenarios to estimate the resource composition of the QRU’s future electric system and the cost and benefits of that system over the RES planning period. The first scenario, a [renewable energy standard] plan or “RES plan” should reflect the QRU’s plans and actions to acquire new eligible energy resources necessary to meet the [renewable energy standard]. The second scenario, a “No RES plan” should reflect the QRU’s resource plan that replaces the new eligible energy resources in the RES plan with new nonrenewable resources reasonably available.
8. In light of the requirement that Public Service use the same modeling inputs and assumptions for determining its RES/No-RES calculations in its RES Compliance Plans and its ERP, and given that the Company’s ERP modeling inputs and assumptions otherwise would not be updated until after the RES Plan proceeding had commenced, the Commission directed Public Service to file, not later than February 29, 2016, the technical inputs and assumptions the Company will use in the ERP that was then forthcoming.
  Public Service was required to file the ERP technical inputs and assumptions either in its RES Compliance Plan proceeding or in a separate proceeding.
9. On February 29, 2016, Public Service filed the Application in the instant proceeding separate from its RES Compliance Plan filed the same day in Proceeding 
No. 16A-0139E.

10. On April 25, 2016, we declined to grant the Application without a hearing and instead accepted the common suggestion from the parties
 that a prehearing conference was necessary to examine whether the modeling inputs and assumptions can be reviewed as part of Phase I of Public Service’s then forthcoming ERP proceeding or whether alternative procedures were required.
  We also concluded that we required additional information prior to the prehearing conference and directed Public Service to file additional information.
11. On May 2, 2016, Public Service filed responses to our questions set forth in Decision No. C16-0360 issued on April 25, 2016 (Response).

12. On May 13, 2016, Staff filed a reply to Public Service’s responses to the questions in Decision No. C16-0360.  On May 16, 2016, WRA and Vote Solar also filed responses to Public Service’s May 2, 2016 filing.

13. On May 26, 2016, we convened the prehearing conference as scheduled. 
14. On May 27, 2016, Public Service filed its ERP in Proceeding No. 16A-0396E.
C. Application

15. Public Service states that it filed in the Application, selected ERP technical inputs and assumptions based on the inputs and assumptions provided in Attachment 2.8-1 in Volume II of the Company’s last ERP initially submitted on October 31, 2011 in Proceeding No. 11A-869E and then updated in April 2013.
  The Company states that these updated assumptions were used in the RES/No RES Plans in its 2017-2019 RES Compliance Plan filed in Proceeding 
No. 16A-0139E. 

16. Attachment A to the Application includes inputs and assumptions for: 
  

Capital Structure and Discount Rate

Natural Gas Fuel Price Forecasts

Natural Gas Transportation Costs

Market Prices for Electricity and Power

Natural Gas Fuel Price Volatility Mitigation Adder 

Coal Price Forecasts

Planning Reserve Margin

Surplus Capacity Credit

Seasonal Capacity Purchases

Carbon Dioxide Price Forecasts

Inflation and Construction Cost Escalation Rates

Demand Side Management Forecasts

Transmission Delivery Costs

Transmission Interconnection Costs

Planning Period (June 1, 2016 – June 1, 2054)

Sulfur Dioxide Effluent Costs and Allocations
Nitrogen Oxide Effluent Costs and Allocations
Mercury Effluent Costs and Allocations
Spinning Reserve Requirement
Emergency Energy Costs
Dump Energy and Wind Curtailment Costs
Wind Integration Costs
Owned Unit Modeled Operating Characteristics and Costs
Thermal Purchased Power Agreement (PPA) Operating Characteristics and Costs
Renewable Energy PPA Operating Characteristics and Costs
Load Forecast
17. Public Service argues that the Commission and parties will have the time to evaluate all of the ERP technical inputs and assumptions in Phase I of its upcoming ERP proceeding “without adverse impacts and consistent with past practice.”
  Public Service further states that it will update in Phase II of the ERP certain inputs and assumptions, such as natural gas fuel prices, consistent with methods previously approved in a Phase I of an ERP.

18. At the time the Application was filed, Public Service explained there were six items relevant to the ERP for which studies were still ongoing and results were not yet available, including: coal cycling; flex reserve adequacy; firm fuel charges; wind Effective Load Carrying Capability (ELCC); solar integration costs; and solar ELCC.
  The Company stated that 
the information or supporting studies would be filed with the ERP or in other appropriate proceedings.  Public Service further stated that it did not anticipate that updating this information would have a significant impact on the RES/No RES modeling used in calculating 
the cost recovery of renewable resources for which the Company seeks approval in the 
2017-2019 RES Compliance Plan.

D. Public Service’s Response to Questions in Decision No. C16-0360 

19. In its Response to the Commission’s questions in Decision No. C16-0360, Public Service stated that it intended to file the coal cycling cost study; flex reserve adequacy study; the wind ELCC study; the solar integration cost study; and, the solar ELCC study on or before June 1, 2016.
  The Company also indicated that it would provide updated information on firm fuel charges as part of the Company’s ERP to be filed no later than June 1, 2016. 

20. Public Service recommended that the Commission and parties evaluate the coal cycling cost study, the flex reserve adequacy study, and the wind ELCC study in Proceeding No. 16A-0117E, in which Public Service seeks Commission approval to develop and acquire 
the 600 MW Rush Creek Wind Project pursuant to Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3660(h) and 
§ 40-2-124(1)(f)(I), C.R.S.  
21. Public Service argued that the solar integration cost study and the solar ELCC study would be primarily relevant to the Commission’s determinations in the ERP.  Further, the Company argued that these solar studies would have only a minor influence on the cost in the RES/No RES scenario the Company uses in the RES Compliance Plan proceeding to calculate the retail rate impact and to determine how the cost of renewable resources would be recovered.  Notwithstanding its claim that the solar studies would be most relevant to the ERP, Public Service stated that it intended to file both of the studies in the instant proceeding and recommended that they be reviewed by the Commission and parties on an expedited basis, because the studies had some relevance to the Company’s proposed Solar*Connect Program that the Commission was considering in Proceeding No. 16A-0055E.
 

E. Replies of Staff, Vote Solar, and WRA

22. Staff stated that it was generally supportive of the Company’s proposal to conduct the review of the coal cycling cost study; the flex reserve adequacy study; and, the wind 
ELCC study in Proceeding No. 16A-0117E.  However, Staff questioned the necessity and efficiency of evaluating the solar studies in the instant proceeding.  Staff argued that 
the 2017-2019 RES Compliance Plan Proceeding (Proceeding No. 16A-0139E) is a more appropriate venue in which to examine the solar studies.  Further, Staff argued that given the number of proceedings that are currently before the Commission or expected to be filed, that it would not be an efficient use of resources to continue this Proceeding as a stand-alone case for the sole purpose of vetting the solar studies. 
23. WRA agreed with Staff that the Company’s proposal to consider the solar studies in this Proceeding “may not be the most efficient approach.”
  WRA cited a concern that many parties that may be interested in addressing the solar studies are parties to other proceedings already before the Commission and, because of limited resources, may not be able to intervene in this proceeding solely to adjudicate the solar studies. 
24. WRA also expressed concern that adding the solar studies to the RES Compliance Plan proceeding would expand the scope of that proceeding and therefore would require an additional notice and intervention period.  

25. In the alternative, WRA stated that it could support consideration of the solar studies in Public Service’s ERP proceeding, but suggested that this approach could “deprive the Commission of final approved studies prior to rendering decisions in either the Solar*Connect or RES Plan proceedings.”

26. In contrast, Vote Solar agreed with the Company that the two solar studies should be reviewed on an expedited schedule in the instant proceeding and that all other inputs and assumptions listed in the Application be reviewed in the ERP.  Vote Solar suggested that addressing the solar studies in the instant proceeding would allow the Commission to decide the issues related to these studies.  The Commission’s decision would then issue a recommended decision on the Company’s proposed Solar*Connect Program (Proceeding No. 16A-0055E). 
F. Pre-Hearing Conference

27. At the prehearing conference, Public Service indicated that, despite its earlier statements that it intended to file the solar studies in the instant proceeding for Commission and party review, its actual preference was to have the solar studies filed for approval in the ERP proceeding. 

28. While other parties opined that it was possible or preferable for the Commission and the parties to consider the solar studies in this or other open proceedings, no party opposed the proposal to consider the solar studies in the ERP proceeding (Proceeding No. 16A-0396E). 
G. Conclusion and Findings

29. The technical assumptions and inputs filed with the Application should not be approved without an opportunity for a hearing.  

30. We agree with Public Service that the coal cycling cost study; the flex reserve adequacy study; and, the wind ELCC study are necessary to the Commission’s consideration of the Rush Creek Wind Project at issue in Proceeding No. 16A-0117E.  We find it reasonable and necessary to review those studies initially in that proceeding. 

31. Consistent with its statements at the prehearing conference, Public Service filed for approval the solar integration cost study and the solar ELCC study as part of its ERP in Proceeding No. 16A-0396E.  We find it reasonable and necessary to review these solar studies and all of the other ERP technical inputs and assumption filed with the Application in that proceeding. 
32. Because most of the ERP technical inputs and assumptions filed with the Application will be reviewed in Phase I of the ERP, Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, and because the wind-related studies will be reviewed initially in conjunction with the Rush Creek Wind Project, Proceeding No. 16A-0117E, we conclude that continuation of this Proceeding is not required.  Accordingly, the Application is denied and this Proceeding is closed.
II. ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. The Application for Approval of Electric Resource Plan Technical Inputs and Assumptions filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) on February 29, 2016 is denied, consistent with the discussion above.

2. The technical inputs and assumptions to Public Service’s Electric Resource Plan (ERP) shall be reviewed for the purpose of rendering a final decision on the ERP in Proceeding No. 16A-0396E.  

3. Notwithstanding the review of the ERP technical inputs and assumptions in Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, the inputs and assumptions required to support the approval of Rush Creek Wind Project shall be examined in Proceeding No. 16A-0117E.

4. This Proceeding is closed. 
5. 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 Decision.

6. This Decision is effective on its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
June 1, 2016.
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� Decision No. C15-0925, issued August 21, 2015, Proceeding No. 15V-0473E.


� Decision No. C16-0127, issued February 16, 2016, Proceeding No. 15V-0473.


� Decision No. C16-0127, issued February 16, 2016, Proceeding No. 15V-0473.


� The parties to this proceeding are: Staff of the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Staff), the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel, Vote Solar, the Colorado Solar Energy Industries Association, Southwest Generation Operating Company, the Solar Energy Industries Association, Interwest Energy Alliance, the Colorado Independent Energy Association, and Western Resource Advocates (WRA).


� Decision No. C16-0360, issued April 25, 2016, Proceeding No. 16A-0138E.  


� Application, p. 3.


� In Attachment A, Public Service states that the ERP’s Resource Acquisition Period (RAP) can cover a minimum period of May 1, 2016 to June 1, 2022 and a maximum period of June 1, 2016 to June 1, 2026. The Company states that it will propose a RAP during Phase I of the forthcoming ERP.  Application, Attachment A, p. 7.


� Application, p. 3.


� Application, p. 4.


� Application, pp. 4-5. 


� Application, p. 5.


� Response of Public Service, page 2.


� Proceeding No. 16A-0055E.


� Response of WRA at page 4.


� Id.
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