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I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Statement

1. This Decision sets the Application for Approval of 2016 Electric Resource Plan (Application) filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service or Company) on May 27, 2016, for hearing before the Commission en banc.  We address the requests for intervention and establish the parties in this matter.  We also grant a motion for protective order filed by Public Service with the Application.

B. Discussion

2. Public Service filed the Application pursuant to the Commission’s Electric Resource Planning (ERP) Rules, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 723-3-3600 et seq.  Public Service submitted Direct Testimony of five witnesses in support of the Application.
3. Public Service proposes an eight-year resource acquisition period to meet a projected need of approximately 284 MW in 2022, which grows to a need of 615 MW in 2023.  The Company explains that these calculated amounts take into account the impacts of its 
2017-2019 Renewable Energy Standard (RES) Compliance Plan (before the Commission in Proceeding No. 16A-0139E), its proposed Solar*Connect Program (before the Commission in Proceeding No. 16A-0055E), and its proposed acquisition of the Rush Creek Wind Project (before the Commission in Proceeding No. 16A-0117E).
4. Public Service proposes a competitive, all-source solicitation to acquire resources to meet this future resource need.  Public Service explains that several factors will influence the mix and timing of the supply-side resources the Company eventually may acquire.  These include:  (1) historic low natural gas prices; (2) underutilized natural gas generation facilities in the region; (3) the extension of the federal production tax credit for new wind generation and the investment tax credit for new solar generation; (4) a downward sloping cost curve for solar generation; (5) enhancements to the distribution grid allowing for new grid related services; and (6) the U.S. Supreme Court’s stay of Environmental Protection Agency’s proposed Clean Power Plan regulating carbon dioxide emissions from power plants.
5. Public Service requests the Commission approve its ERP and the “accompanying assumptions and studies” incorporated within it.  For example, the Company seeks approval of its solar integration cost study and its Solar Effective Load Carrying Capability (ELCC) study.

C. Setting Application for Hearing

6. As discussed below, several of the entities seeking to intervene in this case have requested that the Commission set the Application for hearing, including the Staff of the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Staff) and the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC).  
7. We find good cause to set the Application for hearing, and we will hear this matter en banc for the purpose of reviewing and rendering a decision regarding the contents of the ERP.  
8. Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3617(b) states that:  “Based upon the evidence of record, the Commission shall issue a written decision approving, disapproving, or ordering modifications, in whole or in part, to the utility's plan.”  
9. Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3617(c) further states that:  
If the record contains sufficient evidence, the Commission shall specifically approve or modify: the utility's assessment of need for additional resources in the resource acquisition period; the utility's plans for acquiring additional resources through an all-source competitive acquisition process or through an alternative acquisition process; components of the utility's proposed RFP, such as the model contracts and the proposed evaluation criteria; and, the alternate scenarios for assessing the costs and benefits from the potential acquisition of increasing amounts of renewable energy resources, demand-side resources, or Section 123 resources.
10. A hearing in this matter is necessary for us to render a “Phase I” decision in accordance with Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3617(c).

11. We further anticipate the need to render a “Phase II” decision in accordance with Rule 4 CCR 723-3-3613(h) which states:  “Within 90 days after the receipt of the utility’s 
120-day report under paragraph 3613(d), the Commission shall issue a written decision approving, conditioning, modifying, or rejecting the utility’s preferred cost-effective resource plan, which decision shall establish the final cost-effective resource plan.”  A Phase I hearing is required for us to administer the Phase II ERP process as set forth in Commission rules.

12. In addition, we determined on June 21, 2016, that the technical assumptions and inputs associated with this ERP should not be approved without an opportunity for a hearing.
  We established that such inputs and assumption shall be reviewed for the purpose of rendering a final decision in Public Service’s ERP in this Proceeding.
D. Interventions 

1. Interventions as of Right
13. Staff, the OCC, and the Colorado Energy Office (CEO) each filed notices of intervention by right.
14. Staff requests a hearing in this matter.  Staff identifies issues that it will raise and address, including adequacy of Public Service’s ERP, and compliance with federal statutes and Commission rules.  Staff does not state whether it supports or opposes the Application. 

15. Within its filing, the OCC requests a formal evidentiary hearing “in order to determine if the 2016 ERP is just and reasonable.” OCC Intervention at ¶ 2.  

16. CEO states that the ERP application has the potential to impact future investment in clean and renewable energy resources, which CEO is statutorily charged to promote. 
17. Staff, OCC, and CEO are each intervenors as of right and are each a party to this Proceeding.

2. Permissive Interventions
18. Several potential parties have also requested permissive intervention, including: the City of Boulder (Boulder); the Colorado Energy Consumers Group (CEC); Climax Molybdenum Company (Climax); Colorado Independent Energy Association (CIEA); Interwest Energy Alliance (Interwest); Colorado Solar Energy Industries Association (CoSEIA); the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local No. 111 (IBEW Local No. 111); Rocky Mountain Environmental Labor Coalition and Colorado Building and Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO (jointly RMELC and CBCTC); Holy Cross Electric Association, Inc., Yampa Valley Electric Association, Inc., Intermountain Rural Electric Association, and Grand Valley Rural Power Lines, Inc., (jointly the Joint Cooperatives); Invenergy Wind Development North America, LLC (Invenergy); Sustainable Power Group, LLC (sPower or Sustainable Power); Southwest Generation Operating Company, LLC (SWGen); Western Resource Advocates (WRA); Vote Solar; and Ms. Leslie Glustrom.  Each has argued that its interests would not otherwise be adequately represented without intervention in this matter.

19. Responses to interventions were due July 7, 2016. Public Service filed a response in opposition to Ms. Leslie Glustrom’s intervention on July 7, 2016.  No other response was filed.  
20. Boulder states that it is a large customer of Public Service that has historically participated in most application proceedings.  Boulder “applauds” Public Service’s efforts to shift from fossil fuels. However, because it has created a municipal electric utility, Boulder states that, as a “departing customer,” it has an interest in ensuring that Boulder’s departure is taken into account when the acquisition of new generation facilities are being considered.
21. CEC is an association of large industrial and commercial customers. CEC states that the proceeding will impact how, and the extent to which, Public Service will acquire future generation resources.  According to CEC, these determinations will affect the associated costs to ratepayers including its members.   
22. As Public Service’s second largest retail electric customers, Climax claims that the ERP, if approved, may affect retail rates substantially, including its electricity costs and “possibly the reliability” of the service necessary to provide for the mining and milling of molybdenum.  
23. CIEA is a non-profit corporation and trade association of independent power producers with a mission to foster the competitive acquisition of cost-effective resources for the benefit of its members and Colorado ratepayers.  CIEA states that its members rely on the ERP processes of investor-owned utilities in order to bring their projects to market in Colorado. CIEA states that its members routinely participate in requests for proposals, the terms of which are litigated in “Phase I” of the ERP proceeding. 
24. Interwest is a Colorado nonprofit corporation and a 501(c)(6) trade association of wind, utility-scale solar, and other renewable energy project developers and equipment manufacturers.  Interwest states that its members are likely to submit bids in response to any request for proposal issued in “Phase II” of this Proceeding. Interwest states that the “Phase I” analyses are critical to determining the relevant cost-effectiveness of bid resources.   
25. CoSEIA is a trade association serving energy professionals, solar companies, and renewable energy users.  CoSEIA states that the Company’s ERP will likely directly affect many of its members through potential large scale solar resource acquisitions as well as through the cost methodologies that will have an impact on solar integration both on a large scale and on Public Service’s Solar*Rewards and Solar*Rewards Community programs. 

26. IBEW Local No. 111 is a collective bargaining representative of 2,300 Public Service employees regarding their wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. IBEW Local No. 111 states that this workforce “will inevitably [be] affected by the [ERP]….”  IBEW Intervention at ¶ 1.  In addition, IBEW claims the application “may directly affect the manner in which Public Service deals with its bargaining unit employees in regard to their terms and conditions of employment….”  Id. at ¶ 2,
27. RMELC and CBCTC state that they have a direct interest in the “proper interpretation and application” of the best value employment metrics, required by the RES, the Clean Air Clean Jobs Act, and Commission rules. RMELC and CBCTC note that such metrics were submitted by Public Service as part of its ERP.

28. The Joint Cooperatives are each a cooperative electric association.  They state that each purchases a substantial portion of its wholesale electric power and energy from Public Service through a purchase power contract that may be affected by the outcome of this Proceeding.  Specifically, they expect that the proposed ERP will have an impact on generating resource allocations and hence a rate impact for each cooperative. 

29. Invenergy claims to be North America’s largest independent wind power generation company and states that it has a direct and substantial interest as a potential bidder in any all-source solicitation administered by Public Service pursuant to its ERP.

30. Sustainable Power states that this Proceeding will have an impact on the ability of sPower to sell qualifying facility (QF) energy and capacity to Public Service.  Sustainable Power states that it has an interest in maintaining its ability to provide low cost, sustainable power to Colorado ratepayers through sales to Public Service, including sales made pursuant to the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act.  Sustainable Power also raises issues related to statutory and rule requirements for QF “must take” requirements.

31. SWGen states that it has direct interest in securing and renewing purchased power agreements (PPAs) and bidding for new generation development opportunities. According to SWGen, this Proceeding will affect those interests because SWGen seeks to secure a PPA for its currently stranded Valmont facility, to renew PPAs for its other facilities, and potentially to bid for new generation development opportunities.  SWGen also states that the underlying assumptions for resource modeling (i.e., Strategist modeling) and for bid evaluation are critical to SWGen’s bids.
32. WRA is a nonprofit conservation organization “dedicated to protecting the land, air and water of the West.”  WRA Intervention at ¶ 1.  WRA states that the Commission decision in this Proceeding will directly impact the tangible interests WRA works to protect, “including human health, air quality, water quality, and the health and beauty of Colorado’s lands, ecosystems, and climate.”  Id. at ¶ 5.
33. Vote Solar is a non-profit organization “working to foster economic opportunity, promote energy independence, and fight climate change by making solar a mainstream energy resource across the United States.” Vote Solar Intervention at ¶ 1.  Vote Solar states that it is not a trade organization, but rather it represents individuals who receive residential electric service. Vote Solar states that, in this Proceeding, it has concerns regarding the methodology and calculations underlying the Solar ELCC Study and the Solar Integration Cost Study, which will likely impact future proceedings.
34. Ms. Leslie Glustrom files her request for intervention as an individual “Xcel customer and stockholder and long-time PUC intervenor.” Glustrom Intervention at 1.  Ms. Glustrom states that she “has a statutory right to intervene” pursuant to § 40-6-109, C.R.S. Id. She also states that she has a pecuniary interest under Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1401 as an Xcel Energy ratepayer and stockholder who is a resident of the City of Boulder. Ms. Glustrom claims that her interests cannot be adequately represented by the OCC, Staff, or any other party for a variety of reasons, including Ms. Glustrom’s claimed expertise on the issues of coal costs, coal supply, and climate change. 
35. In its response to Ms. Glustrom’s request for intervention, Public Service claims that Ms. Glustrom does not have a statutory right to intervene and that she fails to show a pecuniary or tangible interest not adequately represented by other parties, including the OCC.  Public Service therefore opposes Ms. Glustrom’s intervention.  
3. Standard for Permissive Intervention
36. Section 40-6-109(1), C.R.S., states: 

At the time fixed for any hearing before the commission, any commissioner, or an administrative law judge, or, at the time to which the same may have been continued, the applicant, petitioner, complainant, the person, firm, or corporation complained of, and such persons, firms, or corporations … as will be interested in or affected by any order that may be made by the commission in such proceeding and who shall become parties to the proceeding shall be entitled to be heard, examine and cross-examine witnesses, and introduce evidence.

37. Section 40-6-109(1), C.R.S., creates two classes of parties that may participate in Commission proceedings: those who may intervene as of right and those whom the Commission permits to intervene. Pub. Serv. Co. of Colo. v. Trigen-Nations Energy Co., 982 P.2d 316, 327 (Colo. 1999). For a party to be “interested in or affected by” a proceeding, requires “a substantial personal interest in the subject matter of the proceedings [whose] intervention will not unduly broaden the issues.” Id., at 327 (emphasis added).  

38. Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1401(c) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure corresponds with this standard and states in relevant part:

A motion to permissively intervene shall state the specific grounds relied upon for intervention; the claim or defense within the scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction on which the requested intervention is based, including the specific interest that justifies intervention; and why the filer is positioned to represent that interest in a manner that will advance the just resolution of the proceeding. The motion must demonstrate that the subject proceeding may substantially affect the pecuniary or tangible interests of the movant (or those it may represent) and that the movant’s interests would not otherwise be adequately represented. …  The Commission will consider these factors in determining whether permissive intervention should be granted.  Subjective, policy, or academic interest in a proceeding is not a sufficient basis to intervene. 

39. This rule is similar to Colorado Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a), which provides that, even if a party seeking intervention has sufficient interest in the case, intervention is not permitted if the interest is adequately represented by the existing parties. See Clubhouse at Fairway Pines, L.L.C. v. Fairway Pines Owners Ass’n, 214 P.3d 451, 457 (Colo. App. 2008).  This is true even if the party seeking intervention will be bound by the case’s judgment. See Denver Chapter of the Colo. Motel Ass’n v. City & County of Denver, 374 P.2d 494, 
495-96 (Colo. 1962) (affirming the denial of an intervention by certain taxpayers because their interests were already represented by the city).  The test for adequate representation is whether there is an identity of interests, rather than a disagreement over the discretionary litigation strategy of the representative.  The presumption of adequate representation can be overcome by evidence of bad faith, collusion, or negligence on the part of the representative. Id.; Estate of Scott v. Smith, 577 P. 2d 311, 313 (Colo. App. 1978).

40. Further, Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1401(c) requires that a movant who is a “residential consumer, agricultural consumer, or small business consumer” must discuss in the motion whether the distinct interest of the consumer is either not adequately represented by the OCC or inconsistent with other classes of consumers represented by the OCC.  As set forth in 
§§ 40-6.5-104(1) and (2), C.R.S., the OCC has a statutory mandate to represent the interest of residential ratepayers.  “[I]f there is a party charged by law with representing [the individual’s] interest, then a compelling showing should be required to demonstrate why this representation is not adequate.” Feign v. Alexa Group, Ltd., 19 P.3d 23, 26 (Colo. 2001). 

41. Pursuant to Rule 1500, the person seeking leave to intervene by permission bears the burden of proof with respect to the relief sought.  

4. Unopposed Requests for Permissive Intervention.

42. Each of the entities seeking to intervene that does not represent residential consumer, agricultural consumer, or small business consumer interests has demonstrated that this Proceeding may substantially affect its pecuniary or tangible interests pursuant to Rule 1401(c).  Each also has demonstrated that its interests would not otherwise be adequately represented.  Therefore, we grant the unopposed requests for permissive intervention.

43. Boulder, CEC, Climax, CIEA, Interwest, CoSEIA, IBEW Local No. 111, RMELC and CBCTC, the Joint Cooperatives, Invenergy, sPower, SWGen, WRA, and Vote Solar are parties in this Proceeding.  

5. Glustrom Request for Intervention

44. Ms. Glustrom argues she has a right to intervene, focusing on language in 
§ 40-6-109(1), C.R.S., that a person “interested in or affected by any order that may be made by the commission in such proceeding and who shall have become parties to the proceeding shall be entitled to be heard….”  

45. As upheld by Colorado courts, the Commission has consistently rejected Ms. Glustrom’s arguments that the statute creates a “right” of intervention for Ms. Glustrom.  See, Glustrom v. PUC, 11CV8131 (Order Dismissing Appeal, July 11, 2012); see also e.g., Decision No. C14-1247 issued October 16, 2014 in Proceeding No. 14AL-0660E (denying Ms. Glustrom’s intervention, including that she does not have a right to intervene pursuant to statute).  The Commission also has found that Ms. Glustrom fails to meet the requirements of § 40-6-109(1), C.R.S., and Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1401 for permissive intervention because she does not demonstrate: a pecuniary or tangible interest not shared by residential ratepayers in general; that her interests would not be adequately represented by the OCC; and that there is bad faith, collusion, or negligence on behalf of the OCC. See, Id. 

46. We again reject Ms. Glustrom’s arguments regarding § 40-6-109, C.R.S., consistent with the Denver District Court order and prior Commission decisions. Ratepayers, including Ms. Glustrom, do not have a “right” to intervene based on § 40-6-109, C.R.S.  
47. Nevertheless, pursuant to Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1401(c), Ms. Glustrom may request permissive intervention by indicating that this Proceeding may affect her pecuniary interests, provided that she also discusses whether the OCC can adequately represent her distinct interest.  Here, Ms. Glustrom states that the decisions in this Proceeding will have a direct, pecuniary impact on her “as reflected in her Xcel bill.” Glustrom, ¶ 5. She also argues that the decisions will have a direct impact on the value of Ms. Glustrom’s Xcel stock and her “health and environment and the future of her children and grandchildren’s world….” Id.
48. Ms. Glustrom claims that the OCC cannot adequately represent her interests, particularly because she claims that no other party, including the OCC and Staff, “has even a small fraction of the knowledge and experience that Ms. Glustrom has on the issues of coal cost and coal supply.” Id., ¶ 9. She states that the OCC and Staff “consistently failed to understand the new realities of coal cost and coal supply and have never demonstrated more than a passing understanding of climate science….” Id. at ¶ 15.
49. We deny Ms. Glustrom’s intervention.  We conclude that she fails to demonstrate pecuniary or tangible interests not shared by other residential ratepayers and other parties to this matter. 
50. Ms. Glustrom does not have a pecuniary or tangible interest as an individual ratepayer separate from those that the OCC and other parties will represent in this Proceeding.  The OCC is well suited to represent residential ratepayer interests.  Ms. Glustrom does not overcome the presumption of adequate representation through evidence of bad faith, collusion, or negligence on behalf of OCC.  We also agree with Public Service’s response that Ms. Glustrom’s statements regarding the adequacy of Staff and the OCC’s representation are both nonspecific and a subjective opinion.  Public Service also is correct that the Commission has consistently held, “[t]he test of adequate representation is whether there is an identity of interest, rather than the discretionary litigation strategy of the representative … [m]ere disagreement with [the] discretionary litigation strategy of the OCC is not sufficient.” Public Service Response, at 5.

51. Ms. Glustrom’s interests as a shareholder are also represented.  Public Service has fiduciary responsibilities to its shareholders and is expected to represent their interests.
52. Finally, with respect to Ms. Glustrom’s claimed areas of expertise and concerns regarding future coal costs and constraints on coal supplies, we disagree with her assertion that her participation in this Proceeding is necessary.  We are not persuaded that coal costs and coal supply issues will have significant economic implications for Public Service’s various choices related to resource acquisition and timing that are at issue in this case.  We further reject her argument that no other intervenor will be able to address how coal cost and coal supply issues will affect the costs and operation of Public Service’s system. In sum, Ms. Glustrom fails to demonstrate how her expertise and concerns will have a material impact on our consideration of the Application.  
53. As a non-party, Ms. Glustrom is welcome to present her positions and concerns through public comment.  Other parties in this Proceeding, including WRA and Boulder, are well positioned to address concerns related to climate change.  Additional parties, including Interwest, CoSEIA, Vote Solar, Invenergy, and CEO advocate for the acquisition of resources that reduce the usage of fossil fuels and that protect the environment.  Ms. Glustrom is not precluded from working with these or other parties in this Proceeding to address her concerns.

E.
CDPHE Request to Participate as Amicus Curiae
54. Air Pollution Control Division of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) states that it administers programs for the control of emissions associated with fossil-fuel-fired electric generation units.   CDPHE claims that determinations regarding generating units, along with Public Service’s other resources, could have a direct impact on these programs. 
55. CDPHE states that by participating in this Proceeding as an amicus it can provide information regarding air quality considerations impacting various electric resource options, specifically applicable legal obligations and policy considerations that can provide “a fuller understanding of obligations upon these electric resources in Colorado….” CDPHE Motion at 
¶ 3.  CDPHE therefore requests it be permitted to file statements of position and legal briefs as an amicus.

56. We grant CDPHE leave to participate as amicus curiae, consistent with 
Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1200(c).  As an amicus, CDPHE may provide legal argument only within this Proceeding; it is not a party and no arguments or information presented by CDPHE shall be considered evidence or included as part of the evidentiary record.   

F.
Motion for Extraordinary Protection

57. On May 31, 2016, Public Service filed a Motion for Extraordinary Protection of Highly Confidential Information and Partial Waiver of Commission Rule 3614.  Public Service requests the same protections for the same types of information that the Commission granted the Company in its 2011 ERP.
   

58. Specifically, Public Service requests extraordinary protection for seven categories of highly confidential information.  For five of the categories (unit level delivered fuel 
costs; hourly market price data; unit level heat rate curves; unit detailed maintenance schedules; and bid information of any sort), the Company proposes to comply with Rule 4 CCR 
723-3-3614(b), which requires it to disclose highly confidential information to “a reasonable number of attorneys representing a party” and to “a reasonable number of subject matter experts representing a party” in an ERP proceeding.  

Public Service requests a partial waiver from Rule 3614 for information protected by a confidentiality clause within a PPA and for files produced using Strategist software, the 

59. Company’s capacity expansion model used for portfolio modeling, bid analysis, and resource selection.  

60. For the PPA information, Public Service proposes to disclose protected information to only the Commissioners, Commission Staff, the OCC, and the Independent Evaluator.
  

61. Public Service explains that it intends to provide the inputs and outputs of the Strategist model to parties as either public information or confidential information.  However, for the Strategist files themselves, Public Service requests an order confirming that the Company cannot provide the information to anyone who does not hold a Strategist license.  

62. In accordance with the Commission’s ERP Rules, responses to the motion were due with the intervention filings, and no person seeking intervention addressed the motion. We therefore consider it as unopposed. 

63. We grant the motion.  The restrictions on access shall include the same protections allowed for the Company’s previous ERP in Proceeding No. 11A-869E.  
64. We remind the parties that individuals permitted access to highly confidential information may use it only for purposes of this Proceeding, consistent with Commission rules.  The protected information may not be used for competitive purposes, nor may it be disclosed to any unauthorized persons, including persons within the representative’s intervening organization.
  

II. ORDER

A. It Is Ordered That:

1. The Application for Approval of 2016 Electric Resource Plan (Application) filed by Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) on May 27, 2016, is deemed complete for purposes of § 40-6-109.5, C.R.S.

2. The Application is set for hearing before the Commission en banc.  

3. A procedural schedule, including filing deadlines and discovery procedures, shall be established by a separate decision.

4. Staff of the Colorado Public Utilities Commission is a party in this matter.
5. The Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel is a party in this matter.
6. The Colorado Energy Office is a party in this matter.
7. The Motion to Intervene filed jointly by Holy Cross Electric Association, Inc.; Yampa Valley Electric Association, Inc.; Intermountain Rural Electric Association; and Grand Valley Rural Power Lines, Inc. (the Joint Cooperatives) on June 7, 2016, is granted. The Joint Cooperatives are a party in this matter.
8. The Petition for Leave to Intervene filed by the City of Boulder (Boulder) on June 17, 2016, is granted.  Boulder is a party in this matter.

9. The Petition to Intervene filed by Interwest Energy Alliance (Interwest) on June 29, 2016, is granted.  Interwest is a party to this matter.

10. The Petition to Intervene filed by Ms. Leslie Glustrom on June 29, 2016, is denied, consistent with the discussion above.

11. The Petition for Leave to Intervene filed by Southwest Generation Operating Company, LLC (SWGen) on June 29, 2016, is granted.  SWGen is a party in this matter.

12. The Motion to Intervene filed by the Colorado Energy Consumers Group (CEC) on June 29, 2016 is granted.  CEC is a party in this matter.

13. The Petition for Leave to Intervene filed jointly by the Rocky Mountain Environmental Labor Coalition (RMELC) and Colorado Building and Construction Trades Council, ALF-CIO (CBCTC) on June 29, 2016, is granted.  RMELC and CBCTC are parties in this matter.
14. The Motion to Intervene filed by Vote Solar on June 30, 2016, is granted.  Vote Solar is a party in this matter.

15. The Petition for Leave to Intervene filed by the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) Local No. 111 on June 30, 2016, is granted.  IBEW is a party in this matter.

16. The Petition for Leave to Intervene filed by Western Resource Advocates (WRA) on June 30, 2016, is granted.  WRA is a party in this matter.

17. The Motion to Intervene filed by the Colorado Independent Energy Association (CIEA) on June 30, 2016, is granted.  CIEA is a party in this matter.

18. The Motion to Intervene filed by Sustainable Power Group, LLC (Sustainable Power) on June 30, 2016 is granted.  Sustainable Power is a party in this matter.

19. The Petition to Intervene filed by Climax Molybdenum Company (Climax) on June 30, 2016 is granted.  Climax is a party in this matter.

20. The Petition for Leave to Intervene filed by the Colorado Solar Energy Industries Association (CoSEIA) on June 30, 2016 is granted.  CoSEIA is a party in this matter.

21. The Motion for Permissive Intervention filed by Invenergy LLC (Invenergy) on June 30, 2016 is granted.  Invenergy is a party in this matter.

22. The Motion for Leave to Participate as Amicus filed by the Air Pollution Control Division of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment is granted.
23. The Motion for Extraordinary Protection of Highly Confidential Information and Partial Waiver of Commission Rule 3614 filed by Public Service on May 31, 2016, is granted, consistent with the discussion above.

24. This Decision is effective on its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
July 13, 2016.
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� Decision No. C16-0552, issued June 21, 2016, Proceeding No. 16A-0138E.


� See Decision No. C11-1391, issued January 3, 2012, in Proceeding No. 11A-869E.


� At this time, no Independent Evaluator has been either proposed or approved for this ERP proceeding.


� See Decision Nos. C16-0548-I, and C16-0614-I, issued June 17 and July 1, 2016, Proceeding �No. 16A-0117E (clarifying that information provided pursuant to Rule 3614 provides specific individuals who sign appropriate non-disclosure agreements access to certain information, but they must comply with required restrictions).   
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