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S TATEMENT 

BY THc COHKISSION: 

On July 27, 1979, the Commission entered Decisfon No.C79-llll 

on the merits of the issues raised in the w1th1n proceeding. ln response 

to Decision No. C79--llll, various parties fi l ed applications for rehearing, 

reargument, or reconsiderati on. 

On March 6, 1980., tile Com11iss1on entered Deci sion Ho , C80-413 

in whtch H aaended Decision No. C79-1111. In Decision No. CS0-413 the 

Co1111lssion also granted rehearing wlth respect t o three separate issues. 

The CoNission descri bed the three issue$ upon which rehearing would be 

held as follows: 

1. Rehearing of Decision No. C79·11U be , and 
hereby is, granted with re.spect to the fa11owing: 

(a) Al l issues relati ng to power pooling among electr ic 
uti l ities subject to the jurisdiction of the Co•tsion and by 
said electric utilities with electric ut111t1e& both within and 
without t he State of Colorado not subject to t he jur isdiction of 
the Com11i ssion. 

(b) All issues relating to speci f ic preferential ri ghts 
and specific provisions· of loans under the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936, as amended , 7 U.S.C . 901, et seq. , that would be 
affected by the promotfon of interconnection and coordination of 
operat ions by rural electric cooperatives and non·Ac:t electric 
utilities within and without the State of Colorado, and to sanctions 
under said Act in the event that rura l electric cooperatives .are 
directed t o interconnect and coordinate operations wi t h non· Act 
electri c utiliti es within and wi thout the State of Colorado. 

(c) All i ssues relat ing to whether Appendix B t o Decisi on 
No. C79·llll shoul d be aaended t o require Publfc: Service C011Pany t o 
file interruptibl e rate schedules applicable to i t5 irrigation customers. 

As fndicated 1n orderin,g Paragraph No. l of Deci sion No. C80·4U. 

the Co111111ission indicated that it would set dates for the filing of written 

testimony and rehearing in a subsequent dec1s1on. 

On March 18 , 1980, the COlllllli s fon ente~ed Oec1sion No. C80·512 

in which it set rehearing for July 29, 30, 31 and August 11 1980, and 

prescribed cert ai n dates for the filfng of written direct testimony 



Applications for rehearing, reargiaent or reconsideration 

of Decision No. CBD-413 were fil ed by Poudre Valley Rural Electric 

Association on March ~5, 1980, by Colorado Rural Electric Association 

(hereinafter "CREA") on March 26, 1980, b,y The Colorado Associati on of 

Municipal Utilities on March 27, 1980 and by CF&I Steel Corporation on 

March 28 , 1980. 

On April 1, 1980, by Deci sion No. C80-623, the Coneiss1on 

denied all applications for rehearing, reargUMnt or reconsi deration 

of Decision No. CS0-413. 

On April 22, 1980, the Arkansas Ri ver Pow•r Authority 

(hereinafter "ARPA") f iled a petition for leave t o intervene for the 

limited purpose of participating in thi s Case No. 5693 only with 

respect to t he reheari ng of issues addressing joint coordination , 

cooperation and interconnection of operations by Jiu.rat Electric 

Cooperatives and non-Act electric utilities sys\e111s. ARPA stated, 

a1ROngst other t hings, that the Board of Ojrectors of the Authority 

had attempted to fniti at.e discussions with certain Colorado rural 

electric cooperati'ves for the purpose of consideri ng the possi bi lity 

of jointly const ruct ing and operati ng tranuilssion facili t ies that 

WOij}d be necess~ry t o supply the load requiret11ents of the Aut hor ity's 

initial ~r municipalities. However, one electric cooperative had 

not responded to certain letters forwarded to said cooptrative. 

On May 1, 1980, San Isabel Electric Assocfatfon, Inc., 

(hereinafter "San Isabel '') fil ed a response to the pet1t.1on or ARPA 

for leave to intervene. San Isabel argued t hat the peti tion of ARPA 

was i nappropriate In a proceeding such as Case No. 5693. San Isabel 

stated, however, that it had no objection t o the intervention of ARPA 

so long as ARPA's intervention di d not broaden tile fssues on rehearing 

in Case No. 5693 and di d not detour the Coaaission fr0411 t he •ain objective 

of the generi c proceeding. On May 6, 1980, the Colorado Rural Electric 

Associat ion also r ;1,d a response to tbe peti tion to intervene of ARPA. 
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In its response, CREA indfcated that ft Iii$ filing si1111.1ltaneously 

with its response, a 110tion to ter.1nate that portion of the rehearing 

involving issues enco111passing Joint coordination, cooperation and 

interconnection of operations by rural electric cooperatives and 

non-Act electric utilities. C~EA also agreed with San Isabel that 

the issues raised in the petition t~ Intervene by ARPA were Inappro

priate and should not be addressed in the generic proceeding. Pri or 

to the filing of both responses , the Cot11111ssion, on April 29, 1980, 

in Decision No. C80-821 had granted ARPA leave to intervene. 

Al so on "lay 6, 1980, CREA fi led a motion to withdraw from 

rehearing tho&e issues relati ng to joint coordination, cooperation 

and interconnection of operations by rural el ectric cooperati ves and 

non·Act electric utilities. 

On M~ 12, 1980, the Staff of the C011111ission filed a motion 

requesting that the June 2, 1980 date for the 111ing of di rect testiaony 

and supporti ng exhibits; the July 3, 1980 date for the flllng of written 

answering testi1110ny and exhibits be extended, and the hearfog dates of 

July 29, 30, 31 and August 1, 1980, be continued. 

On May 13, 1980, by Decision Ho. C80• 947 , the Cotllfflission staled 

that it would not broaden the issues beyond the scope specified by the 

Commission in its decision granting rehearing. Also in Decision No. 

CS0-947 the Co-.1 ssion struck the response file by CREA as being out 

of time. 

On May 16, 1980, ARPA fil ed a response i n opposition to the 

,notion of CREA for an order terminating a portion of the rehearing. 

On May 28, 1980, by Decision No . CS0-1060, the Co•ission denied 

the motion of CREA fo r an order ter• i nating a portion of the rehearing. 

On June 3, 1980, by Decision No. CB0-1169, the Co"8iSsion granted 

the Staff' s motion for an extension of the dates for the filing of testimony 

and for conti nuance of the rehearing. In said Decision No. C80-1169, tne 

COfflfflission ordered that al l wri tten diN!Ct testi mony and supporting exhibits 



and supporting exibits be filed on or before September l, 1980, and 

that the dates for rehearing previously set be vacated and reset for 

October 21, 22, 23 and 24, November 18, 19, 20 and 21, 1980. 

On July 31, 1980, the Staff of the C01111iss1on filed a 

motion reque~ting that the August 1, 1980 date for the ffling of 

written direct testimony and supporting exhibits with respect to 

power pooling be extended to August 25, 1980 and that the Septetllber 1, 

1980 date for the filing for wr1tten answering testimony and supporting 

exhibfts be extended to Septellber 26, 1980. 

On July 31, 1980 Colorado-Ute filed written direct testi1110ny 

of Frederick A. Kuhleaeier and CREA filed written direct testi1110ny of 

Richard l. Arnold on the issues relati ng to preferential rights and 

prov·isions of loans under the Rural Electrification Act of 1936. 

On August 1, 1980 the Depart111ent of Public Utilities of the 

City of Colorado Springs (hereinafter "Colorado Springs") filed written 

direct testimony of Donald H. Schoen and Jarooir J. (Mirek) Horenovsky 

on issues relating to power pooling. 

On August 6, 1980, by Decision ~o. C80·1552, the C~ission 

granted Staff's 110tion to extend the dates for the filing of written 

direct testimony and wri t.ten answering testi mony on issues relating 

to power pooling. 

On August 25, 1980, Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Inc, 

(hereinafter 11Colorado· Ute11 ) filed ~ritten direct testimony and 

supporting exhibits of Larry R. DllY, and R11Y1a0nd E. Keith on fssues 

relating to power pooling. 

On August 25, 1980, Staff of the Conaission filed written 

direct testl1110ny and supporting exhibits of Whitfield A. Russell on 

the issue of power pooling. 

On August 27, 1980 Pub lic Service C0111pal\Y of Colorado 

(hereinafter "PSCo") filed written direct testimony and supporting 

exhibits of W. J . Martin on issues rel ating to power pooling. PSCo 



also filed writtan direct testil!IOny and a supporting -exhibit of J . 0. 

tteckendorn oo issues relating to PSCo 1s filing fnurruptlble rates tor 

irrigation custoaers . 

On September 2, 1980, ARPA filed written di rect testimony and 

supporting exhibits of Jaines N. Henderson on the issue of power pooling. 

On September 10, 1980, the Staff of the C01111issi on filed a 

motion for an order permitting the Staff to serve the testimony of 

Whitfi eld A. Russell late; for an extension of time for all parties 

to file answering testimony on issues relating to power pooling; and 

for an order vacating the rehearing dates of October 21, 22, 23 and 24. 

On September 23, 1980, by Decision No. CB0-1823, the Coanission granted 

Staff's motion and retained the dates of Novetaber 18, 19, 20 and 21, 1980 

for rehearing. 

On October 29, 1980, Colorado Springs filed wri tten answeri ng 

testi1110ny and supporting exhibits of Donald M. Schoen. Also on October 29, 

1980, Colorado-Ute filed written answering testi1110ny of Girts Krumins. 

On Novetlber 18 and 20, 1980 the Connission conducted rehearing 

in Case No. 5693. On Movember 18, the following witnesses were sworn 

and cross-examined bY those parties present and desiring to cross

exami ne: J. O. Heckendorn of PSCo ; Frederick A. Kuh18!118ier, Girts 

Krumins, Larry R. Day and Raymond E. Keith of Colorado-Ute; Richard 

L. Arno ld of CREA; James~- Henderson of ARPAi and Donald M. Schoen 

and Jaromir J. (Hirek) Horenovsky of Colorado Springs. On November 20, 

1980 the following witnesses were cross-exuined by those parties present 

desiring to cross-exa111ne: W. J . Hartin of PSCo and Whitfield A. Russell 

for the Staff of the Commission, The following e><Mbits were marked a11d 

introduced into evi dence : 

Exh1b1t ODDO Rehearing Di rect Testi1110ny J. 0. Heckendorn 

Exh1b1t tEEE Rehearing Direct Te sti1110ny of Frederick A. Kuh lemeier 

Exhibit FFFF Rehearing Direct Testf1110ny of Richard L. Arnold 

Exhibit GGGG Reheari ng Direct Testimony of James"· Henderson 



Exttibit HHHH 

Ex'hibit IIII 

Exhi bit JJJJ 

Exhibit KKKK 

Extaibit LLLL 

Exhibi t Mtff1 

Exhibit NNNN 

Exhibit 0000 

Exhibit No. 197 

Exhibit No. 198 

Exhibit No . 199 

bhibit No. 200 

Exhibit No. 201 

El<hibit No . 202 

Exhibit No . 203 

Exhibit No. 204 

Exhibit No. 205 

Exhibit No. 206 

Exhibit No. 207 

Exhibit ~o. 208 

Exl)ibtt No. 209 

Exhibit No. 210 

Rehearing Answering Testi110ny of Girts Kr11111ins 

Rehearing DiN!Ct Testi1110ny of Larry R. 0~ 

Rehearing Direct Testi110ny of Raymond E. Keith 

Rehearing Direct Test1110ny of Donald M. Shoen 

Rehearing Answeri ng Testimony of Oonald M, Shoen 

Rehearing Direct Testi110ny of Jar011fr J . (Mlrek) 
HoNnovsky 

Reheari ng Direct Testimony of W. J . Martfn 

Rehearing Direct Testi1110ny of Whitf ield A. Russell 

Irrigation power, 1977 through 1979, Publ1 c Service 
Company of Colorado 

Letter dated January 29 , 1980 , from Jues M. Henderson 
to Williiilll W. Wood 

Hap, showing certificated service areas for ,nelllber 
syste~s of Colorado-Ute Electric Assoc1at1oq 

System map showing transmission faci11ties and 
lines in Colorado 

Exhibit LRD-3, 1nland Power Pool 

Principles for For~ation of a Planning
Co111111ittee within the Inland Power Pool 

Total Requirl!!llents and Power Reserves 
(MW) Colorado~Utt Electric Association 

Map of United States sho1o1ing coal mov.eaents 
by rail road: 1974 

Incremental Cost of August 6, 1979 Loads 
Serve-d by August 1980 Reserve,, Co1orado 
Springs 

lncre■e ntal Cost tor January 7, 1980 loads 
Served by Oecell'lber 1980 R~serves, Colorado 
Springs 

Princi ples for Organization for the Inland 
Power Pool 

PrincipJes ror /\dditfonel Oper-ating Coaaittee 
Functions within the Inland Power Pool 

Princ iples for foTWation of a Plann1ng
Connittee Within the Inland Power Pool 

Electric Planning and Analysis, "Contr•ct 
list", agreeNnt unde-r negotiatton, Public 
servie-e C0110anv 



Exhibit No. 211 List showing federal or state proceedings
in which Whitfi eld A. Russel l has testified 

Exhibit No. 212 1979 Kwh sales of meaibers of the Inl and 
Power Pool 

Exhib i t. No. 213 List showing abbreviations for systea 
naaes for Inland Power Pool ll!ellbers 

£xhibi t l!o. ll4 Letter dated Septeaier 25 , 1979 frCHI W. 
J. Martin to Robert L. Mc:Phail 

Exhibi t No. 215 Letter Dated April 3, 1980 and attadwents 
fl'Oftl A. M. Gabiol a to Jaae5 L. Grahl 

Exhi bi t No . 216 Graph showing total cost curve 

Exhibit No . 217 Nati ve load and nati onal t~ansacti on ti\J)acity, 
August 1980 for Public Service Cllllpany 

£xhib1t No. 218 Detailed step by step dispatch diagnostic 
for December 1980, Col orado Springs 

• 



DISCUSSION I FINDINGS OF FACT
AND coRc(UStoNs THEREON 1 

I 

INTERRUPTIBLE RATES - PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY IRRIGATION CUSTOMERS 

CREA in its app1ication for rehearing, rearg11111ent or recon

sideration stated that certatn distribution cooperat ives, such as San 

Luis Valley Rural Electric Cooperative and Hfghline Electric Association 

would be required to file interruptible rates for thefr ftrigatfon 

custo•ers, whereas PSCo would not, according to Appendix: B to Decision ... 
No. C79-illl. CREA stated that this could be discrfminatory Insofar 

as similarly situated utilities were concerned and could result in 

inequities and confusion in the SaJl!e geographical area. In response 

to CREA's concerns, the COfflmission, i n Decision No . CS0-413, pointed 

out that. the anti-prejudic.e and discr1minatfon provisions of C. R. S. 

1973, 40-3-106(l} were not app1 icab 1 e as between rate c 1 a'5es of 

different utillt.ie.s; however, the Co111111iss1on did not intend In Decision 

Ho. C79-llll to treat s1•ilarly situated utilities differently insofar 

as filing -requireiaents were concerned. Accordingly, 1ri Dedsion Ho. 

CS0-413 1 the Co1111111ssion granted rehearing with respect to this issue 

and directed PSCo to suppl ement the record herein by fil ing testi1110ny 

and supporting exhfb1ts as to the numbers, concentration or dispersion 

of its i rrigation custo111ers and usage data as was then available frllffl 

the Company's records, and any reasons for or against inclusion of its 

irrigation customers in any interruptible rate filing. 

ln response, PSCo filed testimony complying with the Commission's 

directives. In its written direct testi~ony and at the rehearing, 

PSCo took the position that it was not opposed t o filing Interruptible 

rates, to be available on a voluntary basis to its irrigation PU1111Pi 11g 

custOfflers. PSCo oointed out that it ot obablv would have considered 



the feasibility of such an interruptible service for its irrigation 

PUIIPing aust011ers independently of Case Ho, 5693. At the tf111e of the 

rehearing hel'efn1 PSCo was currently setting a 190-custoaer load 

research sa11p le of i ts irrigation power rate group. The sample was 

substantially in place and usable data was expected for the period 

July, 1980 through the fall of 1981, As soon as data became available 

for the first few 110nths of the survey, PSCo hoped that SOM useful 

load infort11at1on could be extracted for rate analysis purposes. 

In l ight of the position taken by PSCo at the rehearing , the 

COMissfon will hereinafter order that Appendix 8 to Decision Ho. C79· 

1111 be a11ended so as to include PSCo with those utilities that shoUld 

file interruptible rates for irrigation customers. 

II 

RURAL ElECTRlFICATIOH ACT OF 1936~ 7 U.S.C. S905A 
et. seq. - PREFEREHT!AL RIGlfTS AA LOAN PROVISI s 

On Page 56 of Decision No. C79· llll, the COIIIOl1ssion wro~: 

Also , transmission facilities should be sized and 
built, not only to serve a particular utility, but 
also to promote interconnection and coordinated 
operations 81110ng all utilities of the region, 

CREA in its application for rehear1ng, reargument or reconsideration 

of Decision No. C79-llll questioned this policy stateaent oft~• 

Co11111isston. In its appl ication, CREA argued that the Ca..ission's 

stated policy could cause serious problHs for rural electric associ

~tions. CREA argued that it may be difficult, if not i1111>ossible 1 for 

such associations to COMJllY wi th the Coffl!llission's policy if such 

associations were to continue utilizing financing from the Rural 

Electrification Administration, since the Rural Electrif1cotfon Act of 

1936, as uended , (7 U.S.C. 1901 !!;, seq.) gene'l'ally prohibits the use 
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of funds lent. under the Act for the benefft of non-Act beneficiaries. 

CREA also pointed out that under federal law governing the marketing 

of federally generated power and energy by WAPA, particularly Section 

9(c) of the Reclamation Act of August 4, 1939 [(43 U.S.C. i485{a)(c)], 

rural electric cooperatives have preferential rights to such power 

and energy. ln i ts application, CREA argued that the C011111ission 1s 

decision, it 1111Plet11ented in a way to achieve iaaximum coordination 

of operations aP1ong utilities, could result in such preferential 

rights being lost. 

In response to CREA's concerns, as expressed in its appl icatfon 

for rehearing, re11rg11111ent or reconsideration of Decision No. C79-1111, 

the Comiss1on, in Decision No. CS0-413, granted rehearing with 

respect to: 

All issues relat ing to specific preferential 
rights and speci fic provisions of loans under 
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 , a& 
aMnded, 7 U.S.C. S901, et.~. that would 
be affeeted by the pro110Tion of interconnection 
-and coordination of operations by rural electric 
cooperatives and non-Act electric ut ilities 
within and without Colorado, end to sanctions 
under said Act in the event that rural electric 
cooperatives are directed to interconnect and 
coordinate operations with non•Act electric 
utilities within and without the St ate of 
Colorado. 

On rehearing, both Colorado-Ute and CREA submitted testfmon,y 

on Ulis issue. 

Colorado-Ute stated in its written testtmon,y and also at 

the rehearing that ft was 1n agreeaient witti and supported the policy 

statement of the Co11111ission in Decision No. C79·1111 that "transmission 

facilftfes should be sized and built, not only to serve a particular 

utility, but also to promote interconnection end coordinated operations 

uong all uti 1 ities of the 1"1!gion". ColoraJlo-Ute' s position of sul)port 

for the C01111nission' s pol icy statement is consistent with the position 

of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association (hereinafter "NRECA"). 

as expressed in a resolution adopted by NRECA at 1ts 38th Annual Meet1 ng 



We urge all rural electric systems to cooperate 
with other REA-financed . publicly owned, federal 
and investor-owned electric suppliers in research 
and technological development , in the planning ,
construction and operation of generati ng units 
and transmission f'acil ft i~~. and in the purchase, 
sale, exchange and delivery of power and energy
for t he, purpose of providing al 1 such systeas
with bulk power supply at mini•ia cost and 
\Iii thout restrictions on its use. We c~end 
the concept or REA financi~g for Rural Electri
fication Act beneficiari es for participation
in joint or cooperative underta·kings, including 
the fi nancing of the pro rata share of jointly
owned generating plants and transaission lines. 

As pointed out by Colorado- Ute, every •ajor trans•ission lf!M! that 

has been bVilt in the State of Col orado in recent years has been 

built. with the Co11111ission's s tated object i ves in 11ind , and certainly 

all major transmission li nes to be built in the future wi 11 be the 

result of joint planning and coordin,atio11 by all 11)terested utilities. 

Colorado-Ute i t sel f has fol lowed this poltcy for years prior to the 

rendering of Decision No, C79-llll. 

CREA also fi led testilllOnY ,on rehearing f n which it. supported 

the general policy statet1ent of the Colllftlission in Decision No. C79-llll. 

This support, however , was tempered by a caveat that under t he Rural 

El ectrifiCltio11 Act of 1936, loan docuqients, and REA Bulletins certain 

be.nef1cial"ies are preferred and that in order to retain the prefere.nces , 

rural electric cooperatives must adhere to the provi sions of the Act, 

the loan docuaient.s, and pol icies adopted by the REA, as expressed in 

its Bulletins. Any joint use or coordi natfon with othel' ut1litits not 

servfng Act beneficiaries , or any "sizi ng" of facilitie$ must keep in 

mind t he limitations under which rura1 electri c cooperatives operate. 

Howe11er, as indicated by CREA, joint use and cool"d1nation are recognized 

as general principles by the REA. Specifically . REA Bulleti n 5-1 provides 

in part as fo llows : 

REA Bul letin 5-1 sub ect of oint use of 
111: , t,e-s or te1eohone an e ectr c service : 



furnishi ng end improving telephone and electric 
service for the widest practicable number of 
rural users. 11 {ti.A. ). Sti11, the Act policies
and REA loan requ1ret11ents must be met. Generally, 
any loan involving joint use facilities eust be 
justified by showing "that the benefi ts obtained 
by the REA borrower are substantial and reasonable," 
In particular, two criteria are established; 

1. No greater expense is required
of the borrower because of the joint 
use arrange1111nt than would have been 
required of the borrower to provide
facilities capable of rendering the 
borrower's service alone, and 

2. Additional benefits accrue to 
the borrower fro11 the joint use 
arrangement . (11 . 8. ) 11 

In addition, most rural electric cooperatives have preferential 

status under the Reclamation Act of JS39 whereby cooperattves were 

given an allocation of what used to be called Bureau of Reclamation 

power and what is now called WAPA power. Under the General Power 

Contract provisions of the WAPA contract , ~operatives are prohibited 

froa reselling any of the electric energy purchased frotl WAPA. Also 

under the contract , contract rights cannot be tran5ferred without the 

written approval of the Secretary of the Interior. The purpose of the 

provisions of the contract are to prohibit the passing of rights to 

non- preference customers. 

As re.quested by CREA, the Co1M11ssion in any future orders it 

may enter in the area of int erconnections and power poo1ing will take 

i nto consideration the restrictions under 'fthich rural electric coopera

t 1ves operate vis-a-vis Rural Electrification Act of 1936, loan 

dOC\lllents, and ~EA Bu11etfns, and Sect ion 9(c) of the Reclamation Act 

of 1939 and the contract provisions of the WAPA contracts so as not to 

jeopardiz.e preferential status of rural electric cooperatives under 

said acts. 



111 

POWER POOllNG 

On page, 54 through 71 of Decision No. C79-lll1, the Co11111is

sion discussed at length the subject of power pooling . The co,,..tssion 

general ly concluded on the basis of the record Made at that point in 

the proceeding that Colorado utilities were not taking full advantage 

of the potential benefits to be derived from po-,,er pooling and thus 

were not reali zfng the substantial benefits that could be achieved 

through a more unified and coordinated utility approach to resource 

111anagentent. 

PSCo, in its application for rehearing, reargl.lllent or 

reconsideration, raised the issue of lack of notice , arguing that 

Decision No. 89068, whfch Instj tutect the within Case No. 5693, gave 

no indication that power pool i ng was a matter to be heard by the 

Commission. PSCo argued that since ij t was not aware power pooling 

was a subject to be considered in Case No. 5693, it did not addres$ 

power pooling In either its direct or rebuttal testimony. In addition, 

PSCo cJTgued that the same was true of testiaony submitted by other 

parties , with the exception of the "additional and rebuttal testi110ny" 

submi tted by Whitfield A. Russell. PSCo requested, as one of its 

alternative re11edles, that rehearing be granted as to the fssue 

of power pooling. 

11R£~, in its appl i cation f or rehearing, rearg~nt or 

reconsiderati on, also raised the Issue of lack of notice in Decision 

Ho. 89068. 

As a result of the applica.tions for rehearing, re-arglJ1118nt 

or reconsideration filed by PSCo and CREA, the Co11a1ss ion, in Decision 

No. CSD-413 granted rehearing on ttan issues relating to 1)1)Wer pooling 



aJaOng electric utili t fes subject to the jurisdiction of the Com\ssion 

and by said el ectric utilities with electric utilities both within and 

wi thout the State of Colorado, not subject to the jurisdiction of the 

COfflCllission." 

A. Power Pooljng - Concepts 

A power pool may be described as a colllbinatfon of individually

owned electrfc utility systems organized for the purpose of coordinating 

planning and/or operations of the individually-owned electric systems. 

In a power pool the metllbers attetl!)t to operate the fndfvidually-owned 

electric facilities of the Mlllbers as closely as possible to the manner 

in which a single util i ty, owning all of the electric facilities, would 

operate such facilities . The primary objective of a power pool fs to 

render reliable service at less cost than if the individual meinbers 

operated independently of the pool . ()nee reliability haa been assured 

in a power pool, the pri•ary 110tive becoaes the reduction of costs in 

the construction and operation of the 111elllbers ' power syste11s, Two 

substantial benefits accru_e to the i ndivi dual 11e111bers through power 

pooling, nuely l'eduction of production cost, through the cons.ervatfon 

of fuel and capacity, and the increase in reliabi lity of the bulk power 

systett. 

Coordination among utility systems usually begins with voluntary 

cooperation between two or 111ore utilities which cooperation evoIves 

into a formal contractual power pool arran,gement. Each step i n thh 

process fr0411 a sill!ple bilateral agree111tnt between two utilities to a 

foraal power pool i nvolving many utilities is dictated to some extent 

by the syste• characteri stics of the utili t ies involved , the technology 

available within the electric industry at the t1~e, and by econoaic 

developments within the service territory of the particular uti11tfes 

Involved. Power pooling is an integral part of the natural growth and 

development of power systems in a particular region. 



B. Power Pools - Operation 

The operating services rendered by power pool members 

for one another generally fall into 5even major categories: 

1. Economic Dispatch 

By econ0111ic dispatch , pool ~embers systeaatically arrange energy 

transactions so that the pool as a whole produces energy •ost efficiently 

and at the least cost to the ~ers. The benefits of economic dispatch 

may be achieved in a n~er of ways ranging in COMj)]exity fro• sillll)1e 

bilateral econ011ic transactions to a multi-party brokering system to 

a ful ly computerized real · t i Me di spatching syste111. ln general, pool 

members realize more benefits as they impleaent successively 1110re 

coQ1plex arrangements. 

2. Unit Commitment 

By .a unit comt11itment process, an electric utility deterN1nes 

the nulllber, type and t iming of generator start-ups and shut•do\olns. One 

benefi t of power pool Ing is that fewer generating resources need be 

st art ed to serve a pool ' s co111Posite load than would be started i f 

Individual pool members made their own unit com111itment decisions 

1ndependently. As a consequence of reducing the number of units 

started , the pool enables each unit to operate a.t 111ore efficient 

loading l evel s . 

3. Mai ntenance Coordinati on 

By timing the. Mai ntenance outages of base loaded generati ng 

resources, a poo1 can minimize overall pool production costs and 

maximi ze pool reliabi1ity. The cost of replacfog low cost production 

f rOIII base loaded generating resources var ies fro• hour to hour and 

f r0111 ~onth to aonth throughout the year, but low costs are typically 

associated with off-peak 1110nths. At any given ti111e~ this cost will 

increase if outages of base loadeo uiiits overlap. By wtaintenence 



coordination, pool members seek to avoid overlapping outages of l arge 

generating units which could unduly reduce operating reserve margins. 

This principle is also applicable to scheduled outages of essential 

transmission lines. 

4. Operating Reserves 

Operating reserves are comprised of spinning reserves 

(synchroni1ed and unloaded capacity) and capacity whi ch can be started 

on short notfce (ready reserve) . The lei/el of operatfng reserve 

required on &I\Y given day is a function of 111any factors, of wh1ch the 

primary determinants are the estf•ated da1ly peak load, the operat ing 

generating Unit o~ l oaded transmission interconnection with the 

greatest capacity and the anticipated rate of increase in daily loads . 

A desire to provfde 5p1nnfng and ready reserves in an optimu. 111anner 

figures prominent ly in unit co11W111tlllent decisions, whether made by a 

pool or an individual utility. One major benefit of pooling 1s the 

reduction in spfnn1ng reserve require11ents of individual IIK!.ibers . The 

largest contingency confronted by al\Y individual 11ellber of a pool 

represents a lesser percentage of pool daily peak deaand than sue~ a 

contingency represents of any individual 111el!lber' s peak demand. 

5. Scheduling of Transacti ons with Other Pools 

By bec011ing a melllber of a power pool, utilities increase their 

ability to eoge~e 1n transactfons with non-pool nietllbers and ~is 

abflity is usually greater than would be the combined abilities of 

individual utiliti es operating independently. It 1s not necessary 

for utfl i tfes located at great distances to form pools in order to 

engage in transactions with one another. However, pools, as opposed 

to individual pool members, are regarded as large identifiable 111arkets . 

Their formation leads to sharing in pool-to-pool transactions on• 

routine formula basis . This reduces the t ransactional cost to pool 

Mellbers in clt111ng with utilities that are not pool members. 



6. Transmission 

Power pools can arrange transmission services for one anot~er 

on a formula basis. This reduces tr·ansactional costs on intra-pool and 

pool-to-pool transactions. 

7. E11er9ency Power 

Construction or interconnections is necessary if emergency 

power is to be available t o pool melll.bers in order to realize savings 

in operatfog and installed rese.rves. These savings are realized 

because each mentber may re ly upon other mellber's available but unloaded 

capacity as back-up. Eniergency powe,r nomally is sold without demand 

charges or delivered wi th the unders.tanding that equivalent afflounts of 

energy will be returned at tiaes wh~n increinental costs are equivalent 

to those prevailing during the emergency. 

C. Power Pools - Planning 

Pool planning attempts to ,dentify and carry out objectives 

whieh will serv~ members' projected needs . The least cost 1s measured 

by the pre.sent. value of each objecti11e's long t er11 future revenue 

requirement. As 1n the case of operations, reliability and cost are 

two major constraints in pool planning, Planning for reliability 

increases the amount of redundancy or back- up provfded ~teach step of 

the uti lity function from generation through distribution. Developing 

a plan which minimizes total cost w~ile simultaneously providing t he 

requisite degree of redundancy is the pool planner's objectfve. 

The achieve111ent of economies of scale in generation and 

transmission and reduction of installed reserve requirements are 

enhanced by power pooling. In both generation and transmission 

syste~. the greater the capacity of a single piece of equipment, the 

'lower is its cost per 11nit of capacity. In addition, the efffci.ency 

of generating uni.ts tends to increase wi th the capacity of t he units, 

at least until generating units obt&in capacit ies of between 400 and 



600 IM. Financially , only the largest utilfty syst~ms are able to 

install the largest available generating uni t s and the highest 

capacity traosaisslon facilit!e.s on an individual basis . Sharing 

of costs Cclll be accon,plfshed through a series of bilateral "gre-nts , 

but the sharing of Costs and benefits can be attained through power 

pools more simply and equitably. 

The trend lO'flards construction of larger generating and 

transaission facilities has affected the need for pooling. In the 

past, when trans111ission l ines were constructed at rel atively low 

voltages and were characterl~ed by high iapedant-es , local outages 

generally did not affect di stant utilities. When the effects of 

these outages di d spread, they could be eliminated s1mply by opening 

interconnections t o the troubled utility. However, the low i111pedances 

of extra high voltage transmission networks facilitate power surges 

and other i ll effects of large generating and transmission fac il ity 

outages. Mutual dependency of systems today no longer peNtfts utilities 

s1111P1Y to disconnect fro11 one another at the first signs of impandi ng 

trouble. first of all, the effects of aiajor outages oecur too quickly 

and secondly, the redundancy of electr ical utility sy1tesis has been 

reduced fn rel iance upon agreements among utilities not to disconnect 

fr0M one another. Pooling provides not only a for1111 fo r reconciling 

differences, but also for establishing uniform standards of analysis 

and design for transmission facf1 ities, protective de111ces and control 

schemes. From a systems planning and engineerfng point of view, the 

construction of transmission networks shoul d not be done Independent ly 

of other utilities . 

As in the case wi t h generating resources , transmission 

resources provide reliability through t he Installation of redundant 

or e~cess capacity. Prudent design practices require that the outage 

of any single transmi ssi on e·tement should not interrupt the now of 

power between a power source and a load. Traditional and prudent 



syste111 planning design practices have cal led for at least two 

trans111i ss1on l inkS between a generating source and a load in order

to provide firm service. At least 100% redundancy is provided 

if only two transmission li nes serve a load. If a third circuit is 

added, the redundant capacity needs be only 50% of the requi red fil"ffl 

load carrying capability sought. Similary, with four circuits , redundant 

capacity needs be only 33.3% of the firm load to be served. A utility 

developing a nei,, resource can often add the required degree of fi f'ffl 

transmission capabflfty to a pre-existing network at a fraction of the 

cost of build1ng such capabil i ty independently. Where there are only 

two transmi ssion links between a generating source and a load, the 

fi1'111 capability of two radical lines equals the capabll1ty of one line 

because fiffl capability is that capability remaining after the outage 

of one line. If a third line is added in parallel I the firm capability 

i s doubled over the fil'II capability that existed prior t o the addition 

of the third line. If a second uti l ity sought t o develop this firm 

capability wi thout access to the two pre-exi sting Unes, its fovestment 

would necessari ly have to be double that requi red if i t had access t o 

the tlolO existing lines. Pooling tends to avoid the difficulti es inherent 

in assigning costs where one utility seeks to util i ze pre-existi ng lines 

because t rans~fssion {s considered a pool resource rather than a ~source 

of an individual utili ty. 

Availability of ttansmission service at an ascertainable price 

is an important feature in planning bulk power supplies. As a util i ty 

evaluates the relative economics of alternative power supplies, 1t 

i s essential to have sOffle assurance of deliverabi li ty at an ascertain

able cost . Otherwise, more economi cal alternatives ~ay be discarded 

or not pur-sued simply because the attendant trans■ission right cannot 

be assured. If transmission avai lability is assured and t he pr ice of 

such services can be esti111ated, then the p 1 anni ng proceeds In a I ogle a 1 

•anner and more nearly approaches t he optful. 



D. Power Pools - Reserve Sharing 

It has been recognized for s011e t i111e that t here is a direct 

correlati on between inadequate levels of installed and spinning reserves 
' 

and the frequency of blackouts, brownouts, load shedding and emergency 

power purchases. With the development of interconnections, it has been 

i-ecognized that insufficient installed reserves by any member of an 

interconnected system requires that the member with insufficient 

installed reserves must rely upon the installed and spinning reserves 

of other members unt11 its deficiency is elf■ inated. As 11utua1 dependency 

increases, it bec0111e.s nearly i1111>ossible to avoid adverse consequences 

when a utility experiences insufficient res1?rve •argins. The pooling 

of installed reserve Margins, or reserve sharing, coupled with the 

obligation of capacity deficfent pool mellbers to buy capacity from 

members with excess capacity, has become a fundamental element 1n 

pool planning. Where an individual pool me!Qber has an installed 

reserve mai-gin which is less than the pool requirement, that mellber 

should be required to pay pool l1M!llbers with excess reserves for the 

aaount of its deficiency. Such rei!llbursements should be t jed to 

the annual cost of carrying invest111ents in generating capacity. 

This requirement reimburses 11embei-s '!11th adequate or- excess capacity 

for the s~pport which they cannot avoid providing to a deficient member 

and provides an incentive to the deficient member to bu1'd or buy 

adequate levels of capacity. If this reimbursement is properly 

reflected in rates. cust~rs of 111einbers with adequate or excess 

reserves wi l l not be requiNd to subsidize custOfflers of mlllllbers who 

have deficient capaci ty. 

lt is not necessarily true , however, that all pool llletllbers 

should be required to provide or pay for lhe saae percentage of 

installed reserves, although equalized percentage reserves are called 

for by 11apy pool agreements. The reliability of ind1v1dual generating 

resources can have a profound effect upon the required level of 



forced outage rate (FOR) of individual generating unt ts •ay require 

an incre;ise in the reserves ill order to uintafn the SUie level of 

reliability. Hydroelectric generating units, for example, have 

negligible FORs. The Edison Electric Institute statfstics for the 

years 1967 through 1976 indicate thait the average FOR for hydro unlts 

was l. 541, as coJ113ared to 13.17% for non-nuclear steam units in the -400 

to 599 megawatt class. In order to prevent inequities in reserve shar ing , 

some recognition should be given to differences in FORs of each pool 

mellber' s generating resources. There are, however, certain offse.tti ng 

factors to 11.Ydro capacity. The ability of hydrQ capacity to produce 

energy is limited by the water available for producing energy. As a 

consequence, hydro capacity is noma,lly coordlqated wi th thel'lllo base 

load capacity in order t.o achieve its full capacity value, especially 

if the load factor of the loa.ds to be served exceed the capacity 

factor of the hydro N!Source under adverse water conditions. In the 

absence of such coordination, the depend.able capacity of a hydro 

resource must be regarded as less than its installed capability. 

E. Power Pools - Transmission Rights 

One -0f the IIIOSt dt~ficult issues that arises when utilitie$ 

seek to fol'ffl a pool Is the establi5hillent of 1ndivfdual !letl!ber' s obligations 

and rights to transmission se.rvices. Wilen systems develop on their own, 

the addition of transmission capacity usually occurs fn response to local 

load growth or of the addition of new generatfng resources, 

Only reluctantly do ut i lities 11ake capacity available in their trans· 

111lssi on networks to other utilities. The prevailing practice Is to 

require joint ownership of an undivided interest in the enti rety of 

the transmission project rather than to make trans111ission services 

available. This has caused a strict delineation of the regions within 

which utilities can 111arket or acquire power. 
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present members of the Pool. In the area of the expansion of functions 

of the Pool, a Planning COlMlittee has been fonaed. The Principles fo r 

the fon11ation of the Planning Comittee also have been approved by all 

the Pool meabers. 

In implementing the Principles, the Operations Co11111ittee of 

the Pool has substantially redrafted t he original agreeaent as it 

relates to system operating functions. The Operations Co•ittee, 

also, is well along in the redraftfng of certain Service Schedules. 

The Service Schedules include such topics as (l) operating reserve 

~uotas, (2) provisions for e11ergency assistance, (3) conditions of 

scheduled outage assistance, (~) coordination of the interconnected 

transaission system, and (5) econ0111y energy exchange. 

A third important area in which the functions of the Inland 

Power Pool has been expanded is the area of planning. Agreement now 

has been reached on tht Principles for the for11ation of a Planning 

Conni t tee within the Inland Power Pool. The Planning C01111ittee will 

serve as a forum for pro1110ting coordinated planning by the MJllbers. 

Initially, the functions of the Planning Co1111a1ttee will be in the 

areas of (1) data coordination, (2) planning studies, (3) information 

dissemination , and (4) studies for t he Operations Co•ittee. 

Although changes in the lnland Power Pool Agreement are 

under negotiation, power syrlenis in the region are continui ng to 

achieve the benefits of pool planning and operation. 'For exalllple, 

since the i n-~ervice date of the Pawnee Electric Generating Station 

has been dela.ye.d, agreements between PSCo and six Qther mut>ers of the 

Inland Power Pool al'9 making it possible ror PSCo to supply its customers' 

loads until the Pawnae Station cOlles on line. Agreements for the 

pUTchase of pO'wer and/or the use of transmission syste11s have been 

arranged by PSCo with the Basin Electric, Colorado Spri ngs . Colorado-

Ute, Tri-State, Tucson Electric Power, and WAPA. 
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2. Colorado Power Pool 

In October of 1956, the first contractual reserve sharing 

power pool was formed in the state of Colorado. This agreemerrt included 

Public Service Company of Colorado; the City of Colorado Springs, 

Oepartlnent of Publ ic Utilities; Southern Colorado Power COlll)clJ'lY (now a 

division of Central Telephone and Util it. ies Corporation) , and later 

the City of Lamar Ut11 itl es Board. The t hree major benefits of t~e 

Colorado Power Poo1 are: (1) sharing of reserves for emergency and 

scheduled outages , {2) providing for the transfer of power and energy 

between member systems to make 1110re efficient usecof generating facilities. 

and (3) utf 1 ization of the transmission sy,tem of each of the parties 

by the others on a scheduled b·a-sis without charge except coapensatlon 

for transmission losses. The Colorado Power Pool has aided especially 

the smaller member systems, in reducing the aJ110unt of generating 

capacity ttiat ordinarily would have been planned in order to provide 

an adequate level of reliability for cust omers. 

3. Roclc,y Mountain Power Pool 

The Rocky Mountain Power Pool dates from the 195D' s, and 1s 

a non-contractual organfzati on for coordinating the operations of the 

several power systems in the Rocky Hount a1n region on a voluntary 

basi s. It also serves as a coordinator in the Rocky Mountain region 

wlth other power pools. The central focus of the Rocky Mountain Power 

Pool has been in the are-a of solving problems associated with intercon· 

nections in Colorado, Wyoming, western Nebraska, the Dakotas, Utah and 

Montana. It also functions in the areas of reso lving operational 

probl e~s, coordinating maintenance schedules among member systems and 

supplying data to metnber systems tor planning interconnections. Tile 

Rocky Mountain Power Pool also functions as a coordinator between the 

Northwest Power Pool and the Inland Power Pool In areas of planning 

and operaction. 



4. Western Systems Coordinat ing Council 

The Western Syste111s Coordinatillg Council (hereinafter "WSCC") 

was f ormed in 1967 for the purpose of promoting bulk power system 

reliability through coordtnated planning and operation. WSCC is a 

voluntary organization open to all bulk power suppliers and. through 

affiliate mellbership , to all operating power systems in .the WSCC service 

area. The WSCC service area includes the states of Colorado, Wyoaing, 

Montana, Idaho, Utah, Nevada, New Mexico, Arizona, California, Oregon 

and Washington, It includes, as well, portions of the states of Nebraska, 

South Dakota, and Texa11, and the Provinces of Alberta and British Columbia, 

Canada. Member systems include nineteen 1nvestor-owned utilities, nine 

municipa.1 utilities, twe1ve public power systems, four federa 1 agencies, 

and three Canadian syste11s. ln addit.ion, lhel'e are fourteen Affiliate 

Members. 

WSCC is not a power pool; however, s011e of the functions ft 

perforas are similar to those perfortned Dy power pools. For exa11Ple, 

i t performs such functions as t he acquisition, analysis and publicatfon 

of infol'fllclt ion on (l) historical loads , (2) projected peak deaand 

growth , (3) projected energy requirements, (4) planned generation and 

transaiission projects , (5) estimated energy production by resource 

type, (6) projected fuel requirements, and (7) the appraisal of e.xfsting 

and planned interconnected systeas, especially with respect to adequacy 

of "'8eting expected cust01!18r loads. 

All major power systems within the State of Colorado ara 

members of WSCC. WSCC makes data available to llletnber syst~s so that 

they may coordinate their planning for the construction and operation 

of future generation, transmission and substation faci 11 t 1es. Infor

mation concerning the construction of future generation, trans•ission 

and substation facilities is reported annually by the WSCC in its 

report entitled 11Ten Year Coordinated Plan Statary" and a coaapan1on 

report entitled 11 Existing Generation and Significant Additions and 



Changes to System Facilities". WSCC also functions ·as a coordinator 

between power pool systems . WSCC also assists member syste~s 1n 

resolving operating problems that can be resolved only through cooper

ation of member systems . Al though 111any problems can be solved by 

regional power pool s , such as the Inl and Power Pool and Rocl;y Mountain 

Power Pool, certain problems can be resolved only by cooperation a11ong 

member systems covering extensive geographical areas. The Operations 

Co.mfttee of the WSCC is primari ly responsible for this type of 

coordination. 

In add1t 1on to t he Operations Coaittee, WSCC has a Planning 

Coordination Coilmi ttee . Its primary responsibilities are : (l) to 

review system load growth and construction of projects as an aid i n 

long range planning and (2) to detert11ine proper design criteria so 

that, in the event of a system disturbance, all other systems wi11 

continue to function so as to avoid cascading outages in tile inter

connected system of the western United States or, in the event of 

outages, the ability to restore service qulckly. Resolution of such 

probl1!111S cannot be solved by any single syste111 or pool acting alone. 

Recently, the WSCC has begun implementation of a WSCC "broker 

systein" to further optl111ize Ule dispatch of generation ill the western 

United States. The goal of the WSCC broker S)ste111 fs to reduce costs 

through such mechanis111s as banking and split-savings transactions 

present ly be1ng accompl ished through one to one COflffllunication contacts 

between syste• operators. Maey WSCC melllbar systems have agreed to 

parti cipate in the trial operation of WSCC's broker system, and are 

formal !zing bi lateral agreements to permit transactions under the 

broker system. The brokering system adopted by WSCC 1s very similar 

to a brokering arrangement implemented by the Florida Coordinating 

Group in 1978. Thi s systea uses a time-sha.red computer service with 

ten1fnals at participati119 utility dispatch offices to aatch energy 



sellers and energy bu_yers on an hourly basis using simple split-the· 

savings economy energy contracts. The ~atching process takes into 

account all applicable contractual and Wheeling arrangements. 

The initial test period was established t o test the cca,puter 

progru, various coniputer interfaces and to filllliliarize di spatching 

personnel ~th the system. WSCC's broker system becue operational on 

July 14 , 1980. I~pJeaentation of tt,e broker syste•, .L.!.,_, schedul in9 

of t ransactions and interchange of energy began in Au,gust of 1980. 

Colorado utilities, such as PSCo, Colorado Springs and Colorado·Ute 

are participating in WSCC's brokering systee. 

5. Other 

Colorado utilities have participated in joint planning and 

construction of electric generating and transmission facilities. 

For example, in 1959, Colorado-Ute and Western Colorado 

Power Co111pany constructed the Nucla station. In 1965, Colorado-Ute 

and Salt River Project joined in the cohstruct lon of Hayden Unit One 

and in 197.6 in t he const ruction of the Hayden Uni t TWo. Colorado-Ute , 

Pl atte Riller p.ower Authority, Tr1-State Generation and Trans11ission 

Associ ation and t he Salt. Rl\rer PToject. joined in the construction of 

the Craig Uni ts One and Two. 

Colorado-Ute and PSCo have joined in planning to extend 

Colorado·Ute ' s 230 KV transmission line from Wolcott to Basal t and 

on to Halta to interconnect wi th the system of PSCo in the Basalt 

area and with PSCo and WAPA at Malta . The Basalt-Malta portion of 

the l ine wi l l be owned by PSCo , but the capacity in the line will 

be shared with Colorado•Ute. 

The Colorado-New Mexico lntertie StUd_y group is studying a 

345 KV interconnection between the states of Colorado and New Mexico. 

A 230 KV transmission line from Poncha Junction (near Salida) south to 

the San Luis Valley (near Center) to serve the increased capacity 



requtre.ient of both PSCo and Colorado-Ute is being planned. The 

Poncha Junction to San Luis Valley substation line, which ter111inates 

about fifteen miles northwest of Alainosa, will be constructed by 

Colorado-Ute. PSCo W111 extend this line fl'OIII its San Luis Valley 

substat ion to the Hew He.x ico state li ne. The extension of this lfne 

will provide both PSCo and Colorado-Ute with a point of interconnection 

wi'th the Public Service Company of Hew Mexico and Plains Electric 

Generation and Transmission Cooperative at the state line , This 

interconnection Will provide reliability for service to the San Luis 

Valley in Colorado clfld to Taos, Hew Mexico, while at the same ti111e 

making an interconnection between the four partici pants which may use 

the capacity in making sales, purchases, banking, and exchange arrange

ments. The interconnect ion wi 11 greatly i111Prove power transfer abil i t.y 

between the two states and aJROng members of the Inland Power Pool , 

The Co1 orado-Utah Study Group, which incli,1des Colorado-Ute, 

PSCo, Utah Power and Light, Salt River Project., Southern California 

Edison, WAPA, Interaountafn Consumer PO\ller Association, and ot!lers; 

and the Rocky Mounta1n Study Group, whi ch includes PSCo, Colorado-Ute , 

WAPA, Tri-St;ite Generation and Trans~ission Association, Platte River 

Power Authority, Wyoming Municipal Power Agency, Basin Electric Power 

Cooperative, Black Hills Power and Light and others are conducting also 

s1~ilar interconnection st.tidies. 

Colorado-Ute, as operator of the Craig and Hayden st.atfons, 

has conducted operating studies of the existing trans■ission systH 

within western Colorado and the system capab1l1 ty to transfer power 

acros·s the Continental Divide. These studies have identified some 

critical deificienc1es in the existing trans~fssion systems. One of 

the deficiencies is in the Wolcott to Malta area where Colorado-Ute 

and PSCo are present1y constructing or atteeptfng to construct the 

Wolcott-Basalt seg111ent and Basalt-Malta segment of this 230/345 KV 

line. Craig Unit One and Craig Unit Two are now fn co11111ercial operation, 



but cannot be continuously operated at full capacit,y due to the 

deficiencies in the Wolcott to Malta line. As a result, operating 

flexibility and the capability for pool ing aaong the utilities receiving 

power from the Craig and Hayden stati ons are li~ited. 

Colorado-Ute and WAPA also are planning t he extanston of the 

existing 345 KV Crafg to Rif le 11ne southward through the Colorado-Ute 

service territory to a southern terminatfon at the San Juan Generat1n9 

Station in northwest New Mexico. This extension and connection will 

provide a substantial increase in transfer capability between Colorado 

and New Mexico and Colorado and Arizona, thereby increaslng the capability 

for pooling. WAPA has indicated that several hundred ~egawatts of 

transmtssion capaci ty wi ll be needed between Colorado and New Mex.ico 

or Colorado and Arizona to market Col orado River Storage Project 

peaking capaci ty, to make power and energy transaction$, and to honor 

present transmission servi ce agreements wi th area power suppliers. 

Thi s interconnection wi l l improve the ability of Inland Power Pool 

lllelllbers t o transmit reserve capaci ty between Colorado and New Mexico/ 

Arizona areas of the pool. 

Tile Hayden-Blue River Project that is being pl'anned involves 

Colorado-Ute, PSCo, Tri-State, Pl atte River Power Authori ty and WAPA. 

The H~den-Blue River Project involves coordinated planning of trans

fl)i ssion facility addi tions in the area of the Hayden-Blue River Project 

l'hich wil l connect the Craig-Hayden area to the PSCo bulk transmission 

syst8111 in the Di ll on area. The transmission line is planned for 

ini t ial operation at 230 KV , but wil l ba constructed for eventual 

operation at 345 KV. This new transmission line will be an addit ional 

connect ion across the Continental Divide and will llllf)rove the reliabi1 1t.Y 

and effici ency of system operations in the state. 

All of Colorado-Ute 's generat ing facilities are within the 

WAPA control area (upper Colo11ado control are.a), thus Colorado-Ute 

closely coordinates al l of i ts future p1ans for electrical facilit ies 



with WAPA. from 1976 to 1978, WAPA conducted a regional peaking power 

study. Based on the results or th1s stud,y and other studies conducted 

by WAPA, WAPA has proposed II number of hydroelectric capacity additions. 

Colorado-Ute has pa-rticipated 1n subsequent studies to detennine how 

these projects will integrate into the regional power systl!!l and how 

the new capacity wi 11 be marketed. Colorado-Ute will continue tq 

instal l primarily base-loaded, mine-~outh, coal-fired generating . 
units to be COMple,aented by SMaller a1110unts or hydroelectric units. 

As new large base- loaded units are installed, Colorado-Ute will have 

substantial blocks of surplus energy available which should be 

attractive to neighboring utilities . For example, Colorado-Ute ts 

in the process of constructing Craig Unit Three, a 400 megawatt unit 

siaflar to Craig Units One and Two. In the early years of the operation 

of Craig Unit Three, spare capacity and energy wi 11 be available to 

other utilities . A lay-off of 160 megawatts to PSCo has been planned 

for 1983 through 1985, 

Under arrangements with PSCo, Colorado-Ute purchases capacity 

and energy during winter months, when Colorado-Ute's loads are highest. 

No purchases are 11ade from PSCo during the su11111er months when its 

loads are highest. lrte contract specifies a 1111Xt- 11J110unt of 20 

aega1o1atts each mo.nth of the year, with a spec.i fled c1110unt of capac1ty 

to be purchased by 1983. By a recent amendalent, higher winter purchases 

and zero s~er purchase• were agreed to as 110re benefic ial to both 

utilities. As much as 40 megawatts now can be scheduled by Colorado-Ute 

during winter 1110nths. 

Colorado-Ute wlll recapture 79 megawatts of capacity in 1982 

of the Hayden Unit Two from the Salt River Project. The lay· off of this 

capacity in 1976 allowed Colorado-Ute to own a share of a Unit compatible 

with 1ts load at that titM. Colorado-Ute eventually will recapture at net 

book value, the 262 megawatt net capacity of the plant. 

Beginning in 1984, Tri-State 1111d Colorado-Ute will begin a 



sll!Mler-winter exchilJ19e of capacity. Colorado-Ute is a winter peaking 

utlllty, wt,ereas Tri-State is a sUffllller-peak1ng utility; thus each can 

have surplus generating capacity in the off-peak season that can be 

utilized by the other. As both systems grow, the availability of off

peak power should grow accordingly, assuming the saae winter-slJlllffler 

diversity persists. 

The Electric Division, Department of Public Uti Iities of 

Colorado Springs will have excess power for sale f rom its new Ray 0. 

Nixon Unit One for the next several year&. Colorado Springs has 

entered into a seven year contract with PSCo, whereby PSCo will purchase 

l~y-off power fro41 the Nixon Unit One. PSCo' s purchases of lay-off 

power from the Milton Unit One will decrease as Colorado Springs ' own 

1oad grows unt11 such t 1111e as the Unit's fu11 output wil 1 be taken by 

Colorado Springs. The Nixon Unit One 1s a 200 ~egawatt Unit placed on 

order in 1974. Colorado Springs is in the planning stages for a Nfxon 

Unit Two. As part of its Future Power Supply Study, Colorado Springs 

has contacted every major electric gene~ating utility in the State of 

Colorado to ascertain those which ~ight be interested in a joint 

Venture with respect to the City's proposed Nixon Unit Two. No 

definitive decision nas been made to date_ 

Colorado Springs ' electric facilities are interconnec·ted 

with the transmission systems of other utilities at three locations . 

There are two ties with PSCo at Cottonwood Substation on 115 KV and 

230 KV voltage levels. The third tie is a 115 KV tie from the Nixon 

Substation to WAPA' s Hidl'lay Substation. The interconnecting transmis

sion lines have sufficient capacity to provide adequate transfer 

ability to ~eet the anticipated future interchanges and uergency 

import requirements of the City, as well as meeting the entire City's 

systM load requlrelftents in case of a severe outage on th• City's 

system. 



There are presently three 1nterconnection contracts between 

PSCo and Colorado-Ute. The first ·prov1des for transmission service 

fro111 Colorado-Ute's Basalt Substation to the City of Aspen, a customer 

of PSCo. The second is a Power Purchase and Transmission Service 

A9ree111ent, which provides for capacity purchases fr0111 PSCo; purchases, 

interchange and banking of energy; and transm1s1>fon of energy by 

PSCo to the Holy Cross and San Luis Valley loads of Colorado-Ute. 

A tllird agree■ent provides for transmission services between MfdWay 

and Boone in eastern Colorado and fo r facilities at the Boone Substation 

to serve Colorado-Ute's Southeast Colorado Power Association loads. 

This agreement also provides for interchange of power at other inter

connection pofnts between Colorado-Ute and PSCo. The Transmission 

Service Agreement is used for deliveries by Colorado-Ute to PSCo 

at Rifle and other points, and for deliveries by PSCo to Colorado-Ute 

at Boone and other locations. This is a basic displacement agreement 

because Colorado-Ute energy delivered at Rifle fs used by PSCo to 

ineet its Western Slope loads while PSCo's energy delivered to Colorado

Ute at Boone 1s used by it to serve its loads 1n southeastern Colorado. 

Receotly PSCo Interconnected with Colorado-Ute at the Rifle 

69 KV bus and Grand Junction 69 KV bus to support PSCo's western 

Colorado sub-transmission systee. 

The United States Bureau of Recluiation (USBR) entered 

into contracts with most utilities in the area when it developed 

the Colorado River Storage Project and other projects with hydro

electric generating facilities . The initial contract involving the 

Colorado River Storage Project was signed in 1962. This contract 

provided for Colorado-Ute to construct the Hayden station, and 

interconnect it with the transmission system of WAPA. Key provisions 

of this contract are the exchange of 100,000 kflowatts of pOWer and 

energy at Hayden and Craig for an equivalent a110unt at Curecanti or 

81ue Mesa; the right to wheel power to Mid'ttay, Poncha, Pueblo and 



other points on the WAPA transmission systea; and interconneetlons 

at the Craig 230 KV bus , Rifle 230 KV bus, 14ontrose 115 KV bus , 

Malta 230· KV bus, Poncha 230 KV bus, Hayden 230 KV bus and 138 KV 

bus, Midway 115 KV bus , lost Canyon 230 KV bus, and Shiprock 115 KV 

bus. lt also provt~es for wheeling by Colorado-Ute to the cities 

of Oak Cl-eek and Oelta, the sharing of microwave and other c011111unication 

facil i ties, and syste111 control and regulations , 

A second contract involving the Colorado River Storage 

Project was sfgned in 1965 and provides for the es·tt1blis'1Mnt of 

additional delivery points on a transmi ssion system of WAPA and 

PSCo to serve Colorado-Ute lllelllbers. 

There pre~ently exists displacement agree111ents bet\oleen 

PSCo and Colorado-Ute and between Colorado-Ute and WAPA. The western 

Colorado loads of PSCo in the Glenwood Springs to Grand Junction 

corridor are served in part by the interconnection between the Colorado

Ute Rifl e Subst~ti on and the WAPA-PSCo Rl fle Substatfon , with eoergy 

del!vieries to PSCo from Colorado-Ute. A like amount of energy is 

deltvered by PSCo to Colorado-Ute at PSCo's Boone Substation for 

deliveries by Colorado-Ute to Southeast Colorado Power Association. 

A similar agreement between WAPA and Colorado-Ute provides 

for energy leav ing Colora_do-Ute' s Hayden station e15t to WAPA's 

Archer Substation and Green Mountain Substation for WAPA loads in 

north-central Colorado, with like amounts of energy being delivered 

by WAPA to Colorado-Ute for delivery to its aeabers at Pueblo, 

Gunnison and Poncha Junction. 

The Ya.pa Project Agreeaent provides for i nterconnections 

by Colorado-Ute ,. Tri-State , Platte River Power Authority and the 

Denver area of WAPA. The Hayden-Ault Transmission Agree!'llent provides 

for rights of WAPA and the Vampa Project participants fn the 345 

KV and 230 KV Craig-Hayden-Ault transmission systea. 



When Colorado-Ute acquired the transmission property of 

the Western Co1 orado Power Company in May of 1975, the 1o1hee1 i ng and 

capacity rights on the portion of the Ourango-Shiprock 115 KV line 

owned by Public Service COffll)any of New Mexico were transferred to 

Col orado·Ute, 

An agreement between Southern Colorado POio/er Company and 

Colorado-Ute provides for wheeling power through t he transmission 

system owned by Southern Colorado Power Company to loads of three 

of Colorado-Ute's melllber syste•s . 

WAPA 1 s interconnection agreements wi t h Colorado-Ute and 

Moon Lake Electric Associatfon provide for the fnterconnection of 

Colorado-Ute and Moon la~e on the 138 KV line between Moo~ lake's 

Rangely Substation and Colorado-Ute's Meeker Substation. 

Utilities in Colorado that are interconnected with one 

another are organized into control areas. There are presently three 

control areas 1n the State of Colorado, two operated by WAPA and 

one by PSCo, Schedul es are established and agreed upon between control 

areas , Using digital or analog coe11puter, the control areas •easure 

the total flow of electrici ty between their control area and other 

control areas and COftlPare tile 111easured total rtc.i to tile scheduled 

total flow. 

G. Conclusions 

Jointly constructed and owned generation and trans111iss1on 

faci lities ; lay-offs of energy to other utilities; purchases, sales , 

exchanges and banking of energy aliong utili t ies have proven to be 

effective pooling measures. From the evfdenee submitted at the 

rehearing ln Cas1i No. 5693, ft is clear that the gener.ati on and 

transmission utilities operating wi thin the State of Colorado presently 

are takfng advantage of such pooling measures. 

The C0111111iss1on 1s greatly 1incouraged by the activi ty of 

Colorado uti Iities in the area of power pooling, especially in the 



creation and expansion of the lnland Power Pool and the foT"ll!ation 

of the WSCC Broker System. lnas•uc.h as this COlll!lission has limited, 

if any, Juri sdiction in th(s area, i t ls requested that it be kept 

infor~ed of progress in this area and of the resul ts of the six-mont h 

trial period for WSCC ' s Broker Syste111. 

, he C0t111tission would make three suggestions with respect to 

the Inland Power Pool: 

The Inland Power Pool provides for reserve sharing wi th each 

member responsible for providing its own operating reserve obligation. 

It would appear that it would be beneficial ror members of the pool 

to be able t o buy from llelllbers with excess capacity , operating reserve 

capacity where the purchasing mellber h4s def;cient capacity or the cost 

of ,neeting its operating reserve obligation wi th its own uni ts 1s ■ore 

expensive . 

A second suggestion would be that the Inland Power Pool When 

i t assigns the operating reserve obligation of a member of the pool , 

take into consideration the equivalent avai labi lity of such member, 

vis-a-vis t he average equivalent availability of the Pool as a whol e, 

and adjust such •ember's operating reserve obligation up or down 

accordingly. 

The t hird suggest ion r eflects the ComMission' s opinion that 

It 1s of the utlllost importance t hat a member of the PoQl have unfettered 

access to the trans•1ssion facil i ties of other Pool members in order to 

faci lit.ate econotl}' interchanges. The C0t1111h s1on would suggest that the 

Inl and Power Pool consider a transmission agreement elllbodying sue~ 

unfettered access for a reasonable char.ge when transmiss ion capacity 

is avai lable. 

All ln all, t he COl'tffljssion is greatly encouraged by t he 

cooperative efforts of the various u,tllities in Colorado in the area 

of power pool ing. 



ORO E R 

THE Co,t,ISSION ORDERS THAT: 

l. Appendix B to Oects1on No. C79-llll be, and hereby 

ls, amended to indude Public Service Compan.v of Colorado as a ut11it.Y 

that sha.ll file 1nterruptible rates for h•rigatfoo load customers. 

2, Part II. C. of Dechio" No. C79-llll (pages 54 through 

71) be , and hereby is, del eted fr011 sa;d Decision and Part III of 

the within Oetis1o~ be~ and hereby is, dded in 1ts place. 

3, Colorado-Ute Electric Association , Inc. ~ Publfc Service 

company of Colorado. and the Department of Public Utilit1es of the City 

of tolo"ado Springs should ~onso1t together for ttie purpose of filing 

the following for- ;nfor111ational purpose~: 

{a) Copy of the report, if ilOYt or equivalent on the 

results of the six months' tri~l period of the Western Systems Co

ordinating Couoc::11 ' s uero~er Syste111. 11 

(b} State11ent ~htther the Weste~n Syst•s Coord1natfng 

Council tlas deter11lned whether' to aal(e peraanent its "Broker System. " 

(c) Changes in a.e•bersMp 1() the Inland Power- Pool; 

copies 0-f fore,a l af fe_cti ng a 11 llembers o f t.h• Po.o l . andagreements 

changes 1n such agre~ments or prior agree-ents ente~ed into, 

This Order shall be effect1ve forthw;th~ 

DONE IN OPEN MEETING the 7th day of July , 1981. 

(SE AL) THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO!t1ISSION 
OF THE STATE Of COLOAAOO 

EDYTHE s, MILLER 

DANIELE, MUSE 
COOl'llissioners 

CQ1HISSIONER L. DU~N£ WOOOARO ABSENT 
BUT COtiCURRING tN DECISlON 




