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SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF GREGORY L. FORD

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A. My name is Gregory L. Ford.  My business address is Xcel Energy, Inc., 414 2 

Nicollet Mall, MP7, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401. 3 

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 4 

A. I am employed by Xcel Energy Services Inc., (“XES”) a wholly-owned service 5 

Company subsidiary of Xcel Energy Inc., the parent Company of Public 6 

Service Company of Colorado (“Public Service” or “Company”).   Xcel Energy, 7 

Inc. is a registered holding company and owns several electric and natural 8 

gas utility operating companies and a regulated gas pipeline company.1  My 9 

job title is Director - Engineering, Design, and Document Services.  I 10 

supervise the engineering and large project development technical activities 11 

for the fossil and renewable generating aspects of Xcel Energy’s wholly 12 

owned utility operating companies, including Public Service. 13 

                                            
1  Xcel Energy is the parent company of the following four wholly owned utility operating companies:  
Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation; Northern States Power Company, a 
Wisconsin corporation; Public Service Company of Colorado, a Colorado corporation (“PSCo”); and 
SPS (collectively, “Operating Companies”, or individually, “Operating Company”).   
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Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS DOCKET? 1 

A. I am testifying on behalf of Public Service. 2 

Q. DID YOU FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET? 3 

A. Yes.   4 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 5 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to support using the Company’s cost 6 

estimates for its self-build proposals for evaluation of resources in Phase II. 7 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO THE ASSERTION BY THE 8 

JOINT RESPONDENTS THAT PUBLIC SERVICE HAS A LONG HISTORY 9 

OF UNDER-ESTIMATING PROJECTS? 10 

A. I respond with respect to projects that have been completed in the eight years 11 

I have been with the Company in my role as the person responsible for the 12 

engineering and development activities for the fossil and renewable 13 

generation facilities of Xcel Energy’s wholly owned utility operating 14 

companies, including Public Service.  I feel that drawing a comparison 15 

between the gas-fired generation that is likely to be proposed within this 16 

planning period and the Comanche 3 project is not reasonable.  Comanche 3 17 

was a single large coal facility contracted and built over a five year period that 18 

experienced significant labor and materials escalation.  Even with those 19 

issues the project was completed slightly over budget but well under the 20 

range allowed by the Commission before a prudency review would be 21 

required.   22 
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With regard to the CACJ projects, those projects are in early stages of 1 

implementation and have not progressed to a point where any comparison of 2 

proposed to actual costs can be determined.   3 

The rest of my testimony will focus on the process the Company utilizes for 4 

estimating and implementing capital projects as well as the results for projects 5 

that are similar to those likely to be proposed for the planning period. 6 

Q. WHY IS IT APPROPRIATE TO USE THE COMPANY’S SELF-BUILD COST 7 

ESTIMATES WHEN EVALUATING RESOURCE PROPOSALS IN PHASE 8 

2? 9 

A. Public Service employs a process for developing project cost estimates that 10 

consistently produces construction cost estimates that can be relied on for 11 

purposes of fair comparison to other resource proposals made in resource 12 

solicitations.  The reason that these cost estimates can be relied on is 13 

because Public Service has a very successful track record of constructing gas 14 

fired generation, such as is likely to be proposed in Phase II of this docket, 15 

under budget and on-time. 16 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPANY’S COST ESTIMATION PROCESS. 17 

A. The Company’s construction cost development process has evolved and 18 

been vetted by the construction of multiple facilities over the last decade.  For 19 

purposes of this discussion I will focus on brownfield site construction cost 20 

estimates as Public Service will likely make proposals for brownfield site 21 

expansion in Phase 2.  To estimate the cost of a brownfield site construction 22 

project Public Service begins with an assessment of the site.  This 23 
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assessment determines the suitability of the site for expansion, the specific 1 

facilities that the site can support, the emissions permitting requirements for 2 

the site, the water requirements and availability, the facilities that can be 3 

shared by multiple generating units, and the site preparation costs. 4 

The next step is the selection of equipment for the facility.  While 5 

Public Service has, and continues to, evaluate a range of combustion turbine 6 

sizes and configurations, the economic analyses have generally favored the 7 

use of “F” class combustion turbine technology.  “F” class combustion 8 

turbines, and combined cycle plants designed around these turbines, have 9 

generally become the industry standard for peaking and intermediate 10 

generation service.  These machines have developed into a very reliable and 11 

widely installed generation source since their introduction in the mid-1980’s.  12 

While larger and more efficient combustion turbines are now commercially 13 

available, their installed customer base is still small and the size makes it 14 

more difficult to fit the system needs of Public Service.  In addition, smaller 15 

size machines tend to be more expensive to install on a $/kW basis and have 16 

not been shown to have equal or better economics in our evaluation process. 17 

  The brownfield construction cost estimate is supplemented by 18 

estimating operating and maintenance expenses, ongoing capital costs, fuel 19 

management costs (gas pipeline construction and gas demand charges), 20 

ancillary service costs such as water supply and cooling infrastructure, waste 21 

issue, switchyard costs, and interconnection costs. Finally, construction costs 22 

estimates are made specific to the particular construction approach selected, 23 
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i.e. Engineering, Procurement and Construction (“EPC”) contract or Company 1 

bid and Company managed approach. 2 

Q. DOES PUBLIC SERVICE HAVE SYSTEMS AND PROJECT PROCEDURES 3 

IN PLACE TO ALLOW IT TO MANAGE THE CONSTRUCTION RISK 4 

FACTORS FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS? 5 

A. Yes.  Various contracting strategies can help hedge against much of the 6 

routine construction risks for construction projects.  Some of these contracting 7 

strategies include:  1) entering into a full lump-sum “EPC” contract where the 8 

Company hires one firm or group to manage the entire project under a fixed 9 

price for a fixed scope and schedule; 2) hiring an engineering/design firm to 10 

work with the Company and divide the project up into various major 11 

equipment purchases and construction contracts; 3) utilizing the internal 12 

resources of Xcel Energy Inc. (“Xcel Energy”) to manage the project by 13 

dividing the project into various engineering design, equipment purchase, and 14 

construction contracts; and/or 4) variations on the preceding approaches.   15 

Each of these approaches has its costs, risks, and benefits.  The EPC 16 

approach helps reduce project cost risk to Public Service but it comes with an 17 

increased cost in that the contractor takes on the cost risk. 18 

  Public Service and Xcel Energy Services, Inc. (“XES”) have a number 19 

of policies and procedures in place for capital projects with regard to requiring 20 

budget approvals and management, as well as competitive bidding for all 21 

projects having costs above a minimum threshold value.  See Exhibit Nos. 22 
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GLF-1, GLF-2, GLF-3, GLF-4, and GLF-5 for the applicable policies and 1 

procedures regarding budget management and competitive bidding. 2 

Q. HAS THE COMPANY’S COST ESTIMATION PROCESS PRODUCED COST 3 

ESTIMATES THAT CAN BE RELIED ON FOR PURPOSES OF RESOURCE 4 

EVALUATION AND SELECTION? 5 

A. Yes.  An appropriate criterion for whether the generation construction cost 6 

estimates are appropriate for comparison to power purchase agreement 7 

(“PPA”) alternatives is whether the construction cost estimate is consistently 8 

either met or beaten by the construction cost.  Public Service has performed 9 

well against this metric in the most recent brownfield gas-fired generation 10 

facility construction project, Fort Saint Vrain (“FSV”) 5 and 6, and XES have 11 

performed well on this metric over every recent brownfield gas-fired 12 

generation facility construction project.  Exhibit No. GLF-6, Capital Project 13 

Experience, Gas Fueled Projects, shows eight projects completed by Public 14 

Service or XES that met or beat cost estimates as well as industry values.   15 

Q. WHAT CAN BE CONCLUDED FROM THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN 16 

EXHIBIT NO. GLF-6? 17 

A. As the following summary table illustrates, Public Service and XES have a 18 

consistent record of beating cost estimates.  If a Public Service’s proposal is 19 

selected in a resource solicitation, the Commission can be confident that the 20 

customer will benefit from the least cost resource after construction is 21 

complete.  Specifically, the most recent Public Service construction project, 22 

FSV 5 & 6, was completed on schedule and under budget.  The FSV 5 & 6 23 
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project was done under a compressed schedule after a counterparty to a 1 

negotiated PPA failed to perform. 2 

 3 

Project In-Service 
Year 

Capacity 
(MW) Unit Type 

Estimated 
Cost ($ 
Million) 

Actual 
Cost ($ 
Million) 

Black Dog 2002 283 CC 156 122 
Angus 

Anson 4 2005 158 CT 63 34 

Blue Lake 
7&8 2005 310 CT 90 63 

High Bridge 2008 495 CC 395 334 
Riverside 2009 484 CC 212 228 
FSV 5 & 6 2009 289 CT 192 164 
Jones 3 2011 168 CT 107 83 

 4 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 5 

A. Yes. 6 
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Xcel Energy Services, Inc.

Engineering and Construction
Capital Project Experience

Gas Fueled Projects
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Introduction

• Capital Projects completed
• Costs are in values as of the year of 

completion as reported to jurisdictional 
commissions
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•Plant Description: 283 MW Combined Cycle
•Location:  Burnsville, MN
•Project Start Date: August 1999
•Commercial Operation Date: June 2002 (Oct.
2002)

•Original Project Estimate:$156 million
•Final Project Cost = $122 Million
•Market Comparison: $431/kW vs. $600/kW

Combustion Turbine: Siemens

Westinghouse 501F

HRSG: Deltak

EPC: Stone & Webster

Plant Efficiency: 50 – 54%

NOx : Under 4.5 ppm

Spring 2001 Flood – 35 Day Duration

Black Dog Repowering Project
Exhibit No. GLF-6 
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Combustion Turbine: General Electric 7FA

Purchased secondary market combustion 
turbines at steep discount

Perfect safety record – no recordable 
injuries

12 month construction period

•Project Description: 158 MW Peaking CT
•Location: Sioux Falls, SD
•Project Start Date: October 2003
•Permit Approval Date: May 2004
•Commercial Operation Date: May 2005
•Original Budget: $63 Million
•Final Project Cost: $34 Million
•Market Comparison: $215/kW vs.($350 - 
$400/kW)

Angus Anson Unit 4
Exhibit No. GLF-6 
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•Project Description: 310 MW Peaking Combustion 
Turbines
•Location:   Shakopee, MN
•Project Start Date:   October 2003
•Permit Approval Date:   June 23, 2004
•Commercial Operation:  June 1, 2005
•Original Project Estimate:   $90 Million
•Final Project Cost:   $63 Million
•Market Comparison:  $203/kW vs. ($350 - $400/kW)

Combustion Turbine:  General Electric 7FA

Self Performed 50% of Construction

11 month construction period

Blue Lake Units 7 & 8
Exhibit No. GLF-6 
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High Bridge MERP
•Plant Description:  495 MW Combined Cycle
•Location:  St. Paul, MN
•Project Start Date: August 2004
•Commercial Operation Date:  May 23, 2008
•Original Project Estimate: $395 million
•Final Cost:  $334 million
•Market Comparison:  $674/kW vs. ($650 - 
$750/kW)

•Combustion Turbine:  Mitsubishi Power

•HRSG:  Nooter Erickson

•EPC:  Lockwood Greene

•Plant Efficiency: above 50%

•Outstanding Safety Record

Exhibit No. GLF-6 
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Riverside MERP
•Plant Description:  484 MW Combined Cycle
•Location:  Minneapolis, MN
•Project Start Date: October 2004
•Commercial Operation Date: May 2009
•Project Estimate: $212 million
•Final Cost: $228 million wo/demolition
•Market Comparison:  $471 kW vs. ($600 - 
$700/kW market)

•Combustion Turbine:  General Electric 7FA

•HRSG:  Nooter Erickson

•Engineer:  Sargent & Lundy

•Abatement/Demolition efforts took 18 months

•Original plant was built in 1911 
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7 of 10



•Plant Description: 289 MW peaking combustion 
turbines 
•Location:  Platteville, CO
•Project Start Date: PUC Approval – April 2008
•Commercial Operation Date: June 2009
•Original Project Estimate: $192 million 
•Final Project Cost:  $164 million
•Market Comparison: $567/kw vs. ($650 - $750/kw)

•Combustion Turbine : General Electric

•Constructor: TIC

•Engineer: Zachary Engineering

Fort St. Vrain Units 5 & 6
Exhibit No. GLF-6 
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Jones Unit 3
• Plant Description: 172 MW Gross Summer 

Capacity, Siemens SGT6-5000F (4) 
combustion turbine 

• Location:  Lubbock, TX
• Project Start Date:  October 2010
• Commercial Operation Date: June 30, 

2011
• Original Project Estimate: $106.7 million 
• Final Project Cost:  $83 million
• Market Comparison: $482/kw vs. ($726 - 

$839/kw, 2011$)
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Conclusions

• Xcel Energy Services, Inc. and the Xcel 
Energy, Inc. operating companies have 
demonstrated a consistent ability to 
complete new gas fired projects on schedule 
and under original approved budget.

• Project budgets are at or below industry 
market indicted ranges based on the year 
placed in service.
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