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PROCEEDING NO. 16A-0117E 

 
VERIFIED APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO 
FOR APPROVAL OF THE 600 MW RUSH CREEK WIND PROJECT PURSUANT 
TO RULE 3660(H), A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND 
NECESSITY FOR THE RUSH CREEK WIND FARM, AND A CERTIFICATE OF 
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY FOR THE 345 KV RUSH CREEK TO 
MISSILE SITE GENERATION TIE TRANSMISSION LINE AND ASSOCIATED 
FINDINGS OF NOISE AND MAGNETIC FIELD REASONABLENESS. 

 
  

In accordance with § 40-5-101 and § 40-2-124, C.R.S., and Rules 

3002(a)(III), 3002(b), 3002(c), 3102, 3206, and 3660(h) of the Commission’s Rules 

of Practice and Procedure, Public Service Company of Colorado (“Public Service” or 

the “Company”) hereby requests that the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 

(“Commission”) authorize it to develop, own and operate as utility rate-based 

property a new 600 megawatt (“MW”) nameplate capacity wind facility located in 

eastern Colorado, which is comprised of the Rush Creek I and Rush Creek II sites.  

In addition, Public Service requests two Certificates of Public Convenience and 
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Necessity (“CPCN”): (1) a CPCN to construct and operate the Rush Creek I and II 

wind generation facilities, and (2) a CPCN to construct and operate a 345 kV 

generation intertie (the “Rush Creek Gen-Tie” or “Gen-Tie”) the Rush Creek 

generation facilities and Gen-Tie together will be referenced throughout this 

Application as the “Rush Creek Wind Project” or “Project”.  Public Service also seeks 

several related approvals, which are set forth herein.  In addition, through separate 

motions filed contemporaneously with this Application, Public Service requests (1) 

protection of certain information filed with this Application as Highly Confidential, (2) 

a shortened notice and intervention period for this Application, (3) expedited review 

of this Application, and (4) certain waivers of Commission Rules the Commission 

deems necessary to grant the relief requested by this Application. In support of this 

Application, Public Service states as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. Our Application, and the supporting testimonies of our eleven witnesses, 

demonstrates that the Project will benefit our customers and our State.  The Rush 

Creek Wind Project is located on the eastern plains of Colorado.  It is primarily 

comprised of two generation sites (Rush Creek I and II) and the 345 kV Gen-Tie that 

will deliver the energy to Public Service’s system.  The Rush Creek I site, rated at 

400 MW, is approximately 75,000 acres located in Elbert County, southeast of 

Limon, Colorado. The Rush Creek II site, rated at 200 MW, consists of 

approximately 41,000 acres in Lincoln, Kit Carson, and Cheyenne Counties, east of 

Hugo, Colorado.  In total, the Rush Creek Wind Project will include 300 Vestas 

model V110 wind turbines, which are built in Colorado and have a nameplate 
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capacity of 2 MW each.  The Rush Creek Project will interconnect to the grid at 

Public Service’s existing Missile Site Substation in Arapahoe County through the 

approximately 90-mile 345 kV Gen-Tie.   

2. Public Service shows the Rush Creek Wind Project will save our customers 

over $400 million in present value revenue requirements. By adding up to 600 MW 

of cost effective wind to our system, the Rush Creek Wind Project embodies the 

policy direction set forth by the General Assembly through Colorado’s Renewable 

Energy Statute (“RES”), § 40-2-124, C.R.S., to add cost effective renewable 

resources.  The Project will also move the Company closer to compliance with future 

federal environmental regulations for reducing carbon, while also supporting the 

State’s renewable energy goals.  Finally, the Project will create incremental taxes 

and jobs, and support the Colorado economy through locally-sourced materials.  

3. The total cost of the Project is estimated to be $1.036 billion. Of that total 

figure, $915 million is the construction cost of Rush Creek I and II generation 

facilities and $121.4 million reflects the cost of the 345 kV Gen-Tie. On a total 

construction cost basis, the Project is $1,727 per kW, which includes the full cost of 

the 345 kV Gen-Tie.  On a levelized cost of energy (“LCOE”) basis, the Project is 

less than 3 cents per kWh.  If approved, the Rush Creek Wind Project would be the 

lowest cost wind on the Company’s Colorado system. 

4. The following table shows the eleven witnesses that are supporting the 

Application, and provides a brief summary of their direct testimonies: 
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Witness Area of Testimony 
Alice Jackson  

 
Regional Vice President, 

Rates and Regulatory 
Affairs 

 

• Presents an overview of the Rush Creek 
Project, witness testimonies, and the 
Independent Evaluator Report. 

• Discusses the numerous statutory, rule, and 
decision-based requirements applicable to this 
Application. 

• Demonstrates how the Rush Creek Wind 
Project complies with these requirements and is 
in the public interest. 

• Discusses the Company’s proposed cost 
recovery approach, rate and RESA effects, and 
associated financial issues.  

Riley Hill 
 

Senior Vice President of 
Energy Supply 

• Describes the Rush Creek Wind Project 
facilities. 

• Supports the site selection and contracts. 
• Discusses the Company’s role in constructing 

the project and due diligence activities 
undertaken. 

• Presents and supports project costs, project 
construction schedules and associated 
milestones. 

• Compares the construction cost of the Project 
with other facilities. 

James Hill 
 

Director, Resource 
Planning 

• Discusses the Company’s evaluation of the 
Project’s cost-reasonableness compared to 
wind resources recently offered to Public 
Service from the market. 

• Describes the Company’s evaluation of the 
Project’s cost-effectiveness to customers. 

• Discusses the interrelationship between this 
application and the Company’s need for 
additional resources in its upcoming 2016 ERP. 

Matt Hendrickson 
 

Global Manager of 
Energy Assessment of 

3TIER by Vaisala 
Corporation 

• Introduces and describes two reports issued by 
3TIER by Vaisala, which analyze the expected 
energy performance of the Project. 

Bill Zawacki 
 

Plant Director of Energy 
Supply 

• Presents and discusses operation and 
maintenance activities concerning the Project. 

• Describes the Xcel Energy’s experience with 
wind projects. 
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Witness Area of Testimony 
John Welch 

 
Director, Power 

Operations 

• Discusses wind integration and operation of the 
Public Service electric system. 

• Presents information regarding wind ramp 
events and management of wind ramp events, 
and curtailment issues including presentation of 
the Company’s flex reserves. 

• Supports the continued reliable operations 
associated with integrating 600 MW of wind 
onto the system. 

Betty Mirzayi 
 

Manager, Transmission 
Planning 

• Supports the Company’s Application for a 
CPCN for the Rush Creek Gen-Tie 
transmission facilities. 

• Presents the transmission planning need, 
feasibility study and construction schedule 
associated with the Rush Creek Wind Project 
transmission facilities.  

• Presents an overview of FERC’s large 
generator interconnection process. 

Brad Cozad 
 

Manger, Transmission 
Engineering 

 

• Discusses the planned engineering design for 
the Gen-Tie transmission facilities necessary 
for the Project. 

• Presents the noise and magnetic fields studies 
required for the Gen-Tie. 

John Lupo 
 

Manager, Siting and Land 
Rights 

• Discusses transmission siting, permitting and 
contract activities associated with the Rush 
Creek Wind Project. 

Debbie A. Blair 
 

Director, Revenue 
Analysis 

• Discusses the revenue requirement associated 
with the Project. 
 

Tim Sheesley 
 

Chief Economist 

• Introduces and discusses a University of 
Colorado Leeds School of Business Study 
demonstrating the economic benefits to the 
State of Colorado of the Rusk Creek Wind 
Project. 

 

II. REQUESTED APPROVALS 

5. The specific approvals the Company is requesting include: 
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i. Approval to develop, own and operate the Rush Creek Wind Project 

pursuant to § 40-2-124(1)(f)(I), C.R.S. and Rule 3660(h). In its testimony the 

Company provides an inventory of its eligible energy resources acquired after 

March 27, 2007.  With the inclusion of the Rush Creek Wind Project, the 

Company’s ownership percentage would be 22.6 percent. As our Application 

and testimony show, the Project satisfies the § 40-2-124(1)(f)(I), C.R.S., and 

Rule 3660(h)(I) standard applicable to utility ownership of up to 25 percent of 

the total new eligible energy resources acquired after March 27, 2007 

because it “can be constructed at reasonable cost compared to the cost of 

similar eligible energy resources available in the market.”1 While not required, 

we also show that the Rush Creek Wind Project satisfies the standard in that 

statute and Rule 3660(h)(II) allowing a utility to own more than 25 percent and 

up to 50 percent of the total new eligible energy resources acquired after 

March 27, 2007 in that it will “provide significant economic development, 

employment, energy security, or other benefits to the state of Colorado.”2   

The Company demonstrates in its Direct Testimony that the economic 

benefit to the State of Colorado with over 7,000 job years, lower fuel costs 

and net economic benefit of $45 million over the 25 years versus not 

proceeding with the Rush Creek Wind Project.   

1 § 40-2-124(1)(f)(I); 4 C.C.R. 723-3-3660(h)(I). 
2 § 40-2-124(1)(f)(I). 
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ii. Approval of the CPCN for Rush Creek I and II.  Pursuant to Commission 

Rules 3102 and 3205, we are requesting the Commission grant a CPCN for 

the Rush Creek I and II wind generating facilities.  

iii. Approval of the CPCN for 345 kV Rush Creek Gen-Tie and associated 

noise and magnetic fields.  Pursuant to Rules 3102 and 3206, we are 

requesting the Commission grant a CPCN for the 345 kV Rush Creek Gen-

Tie interconnecting Rush Creek I and II to the existing Missile Site Substation. 

A 345 kV Transmission Switching Station at Rush Creek I (“Rush Creek 

Switching Station”) is associated with the Rush Creek Gen-Tie. The Company 

is also requesting the Commission make specific findings with respect to the 

reasonableness of the noise and magnetic field levels the Company projects 

will result from operating the Rush Creek Gen-Tie, both of which meet the 

threshold requirements under Commission Rule 3206. 

iv. Approval of the Company’s Cost Recovery Proposal. The Company 

requests approval of the cost recovery methodology presented by the 

Company for the Project.  This methodology is discussed in detail in the 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Ms. Alice K. Jackson, and generally 

consists of recovery of Project costs through the ECA and RESA once the 

Project is commercially operational and up until the Project is placed in base 

rates in a future rate case. Although the Company is allowed by statute to 

have current cost recovery during construction of the eligible energy resource, 

Public Service is only seeking cost recovery once the Project has gone into 

service.  
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v. Approval of the baseline for future Net Economic Benefits calculation.  

The Company requests the Commission establish the baseline to be used to 

measure any Net Economic Benefits from the Project for purposes of any 

future Net Economic Benefit requests that the Company may make, as 

contemplated by Rule 3660(g). 

vi. Approval of Select Studies. The Company also requests approval of four 

studies – Coal Cycling Cost Study, Flex Reserve Adequacy Study, Wind 

Effective Load Carrying Capacity Study, and Wind Integration Study – that 

are normally considered in Electric Resource Plan (“ERP”) proceedings, but 

that we are submitting in support of our Application. 

6. In addition, through separate motions filed contemporaneously with this 

Application, Public Service requests: (1) protection of certain information filed with 

this Application as Highly Confidential, (2) a shortened notice and intervention period 

for this Application, (3) expedited review of this Application, and (4) certain waivers 

of Commission Rules which the Commission deem as necessary in order to grant 

the relief requested by this Application. 

7. The Company will file its 2016 ERP on or before June 1, 2016.  Although the 

Rush Creek Wind Project will be reflected in our 2016 ERP filing, we are requesting 

that this Application not be consolidated with the 2016 ERP proceeding.  In order for 

the Company to meet the first of the safe harbor requirements by the end of 

calendar year 2016, the approvals we are seeking in this Application must be issued 

on or before November 10, 2016.  We believe that deciding a larger, consolidated 
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proceeding on an expedited basis will be harder to accomplish than addressing the 

Rule 3660 and CPCN issues separately. 

III. SECTION 40-2-124, C.R.S., AND RULE 3660(h) 

A. Background 

8. House Bill 07 1281 (“HB 1281”), through § 40-2-124, C.R.S., directed the 

Commission to develop rules to establish policies to provide incentives to qualifying 

retail utilities (“QRU”) to invest in eligible energy resources in Colorado.  The statute 

sets forth two standards for the basis of determining if the QRU is eligible to own the 

resource; the controlling standard depends on the ratio of ownership of eligible 

energy resources that will result from the development and ownership of the 

proposed resource.  If the proposed QRU eligible energy resource would comprise 

up to 25 percent of the cumulative total eligible energy resources acquired or 

developed and owned since March 27, 2007, the applicable standard is whether “the 

new eligible energy resources proposed to be developed and owned by the utility 

can be constructed at reasonable cost compared to the cost of similar eligible 

energy resources available in the market.”  If the proposed QRU eligible energy 

resource would comprise more than 25 percent but no more than 50 percent of the 

cumulative total eligible energy resources acquired or developed and owned since 

March 27, 2007, then the statute requires that the reasonable cost showing be made 

and the utility must further establish that the “proposal would provide significant 

economic development, employment, energy security, or other benefits to the state 

of Colorado.”  The statute further provides that the QRU shall not be required to 
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comply with the competitive bidding requirements of the Commission’s Rules to 

develop and own these resources. 

9. Consistent with the RES statute, the Commission undertook two rulemakings 

to implement HB 1281.3 This resulted in the promulgation and modification of 

numerous rules, including Rule 3660(h), which is most pertinent to this Application.  

10.  In Proceeding No. 16D-0168E, the Commission considered a Petition for 

Declaratory Order filed by Trial Staff of the Commission regarding the interpretation 

of the formula set forth in the statute § 40-2-124(1)(f) and Rule 3660(h).  In Decision 

No. C16-0362, the Commission “adopt[ed] an interpretation of the relevant statutory 

and Commission rule language that the percentage of the total new eligible energy 

resources a Qualifying Retail Utility (QRU) is allowed to acquire and develop after 

March 27, 2007, is based on all new eligible energy acquired after that date.”4 

11. As Public Service witness Ms. Alice K. Jackson explains in her testimony, the 

Company presents the inventory of eligible energy resources acquired since March 

2007 and calculates it would own only 22.6 percent of the total new eligible energy 

resources if the Rush Creek Wind Project is approved by the Commission. Rule 

3660(h)(I) applies to this Application because, inclusive of the 600 MW wind project, 

we will own 22.6 percent of the total new eligible energy resources the Company 

acquires after March 27, 2007.  Nevertheless, Company witness Mr. Timothy 

Sheesley sponsors the results of a study of economic benefits to the State of 

Colorado conducted by the Leeds School of Business at the University of Colorado.  

3 Proceeding No. 07R-116E, Proceeding No. 08R-424E. 
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As discussed in Mr. Sheesley’s testimony, the Study results show the “significant 

economic development, employment, energy security, or other benefits to the state 

of Colorado,”5 and is both consistent with the Rule 3660(h)(II) standard for owning 

up to 50 percent of eligible energy resources the Company acquires after March 27, 

2007.         

B. Reasonable Construction Cost 

12. We conducted two sets of analyses to establish that the Rush Creek Wind 

Project satisfies the reasonable cost standard of Rule 3660(h)(I). Company witness 

Mr. Riley Hill provides a detailed analysis comparing the construction cost of the 

Rush Creek Wind Project against similar existing wind resources on a $/kW installed 

basis.  Second, Mr. James Hill demonstrates that the levelized cost of energy for the 

Rush Creek Wind Project is reasonable on a $/MWh basis as compared to costs of 

similar resources in the market.  And, as discussed below, the Independent 

Evaluator (“IE”) reached the same conclusion.  Collectively, this demonstrates the 

construction costs for the Rush Creek Wind Project are reasonable compared to the 

market. 

C. Independent Evaluator (Rule 3660(h)(V)) 

13. Rule 3660(h)(V) provides that if the QRU intends to develop and own new 

eligible energy resources as provided for under subparagraphs 3660(h)(I) or (h)(II), it 

must propose for Commission approval, in advance of filing its application under this 

4 Decision No. C16-0362, at ¶ 1, Proceeding No. 16D-0168E (mailed Apr. 26, 2016) (emphasis in 
original). 
5 The University of Colorado Economic Benefits Study findings are complete but the Study report is 
being finalized and will be submitted in a supplemental filing the week of May 23, 2016. 
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rule, the name of the IE whom the utility intends to hire to conduct an assessment of 

whether the proposed new eligible energy resources can be constructed at a 

reasonable cost compared to the cost of similar eligible energy resources available 

in the market.  In accordance with Rule 3660(h)(V), on April, 4, 2016, the Company 

filed a Motion for Approval of Alternate Independent Evaluators, requesting the 

Commission approve both Leidos Engineering, LLC (“Leidos”) and E3 Consulting to 

serve as alternate IEs.6  The Commission granted the motion and authorized Public 

Service to retain either Leidos or E3 by Decision No. C16-0267. Consistent with that 

Decision, Public Service retained Leidos as the IE. 

14.  As required by Rule 3660(h), included as Attachment 1 to this Application is 

the report the IE prepared (the “IE Report”).  Importantly, the IE report demonstrates 

the Rush Creek Wind Project can be constructed at a reasonable cost compared to 

the cost of similar eligible energy resources available in the market.   

15. Leidos based its review on Public Service’s estimated project costs and 

approximately twelve wind farm projects developed and constructed between 

October 2007 and September 2015 with a range in sizes from 99 MW to 298 MW.  

The projects Leidos reviewed used a variety of wind turbine suppliers and different 

balance of plant (“BOP”) construction companies that had adopted construction 

arrangements similar to those proposed for the Rush Creek Wind Project.  The 

resulting comparison values are based on $/kW for the twelve wind farms Leidos 

6 Motion by Public Service Company of Colorado for Approval of Alternate Independent Evaluators 
and Partial Waiver of Rule 3660(h)(V) and Request for Shortened Response Time of One Day and 
Expedited Consideration (April 4, 2016). 
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reviewed along with the estimated costs for the Rush Creek Wind Project.  In 

particular, the IE Report concludes: 

• The sum of the wind turbine supply and balance of plant 
construction costs for the Rush Creek Wind Project are 4.6 percent 
less than the average wind turbine supply and balance of plant 
construction costs for the comparable projects on a dollar per 
kilowatt basis. 

• The total estimated construction costs for the Rush Creek Wind 
Project are 4.7 percent higher than the average of comparable 
projects principally due to the more extensive transmission and 
interconnection facilities proposed for the Project; and, 

• The estimated operating costs for the Project are: (i) 21 percent 
lower than the average of comparable projects on the basis of 
dollars per megawatt hour (“MW/h”), and (ii) 18.4 percent lower 
than the average on the basis of dollars per MW.   

16. Leidos also compared the projected LCOE to be delivered by the Rush Creek 

Wind Project against the LCOE of other wind projects.  To accomplish this, Leidos 

calculated the LCOE of the Project against a range of potential average annual 

delivered energy production values, and compared that LCOE to the LCOE of five 

existing Purchased Power Agreements (“PPA”) representing the most recent 

information about the wind energy market available to Public Service.  Based on its 

analysis, Leidos concluded: 

• The expected value of the Project’s LCOE is projected to be lower 
than any of the comparable PPAs; and,  

• The Project’s LCOE is projected to have a 90 percent probability of 
being lower than 4 of the 5 comparable PPAs. 
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17. For these reasons, the IE Report independently confirms that the Rush Creek 

Wind Project can be constructed at a reasonable cost compared to the cost of 

similar eligible energy resources available in the market.7   

D. Significant Economic Development, Employment, Energy Security or Other 
Benefits to the State of Colorado 

18.  As Ms. Jackson and Mr. Sheesley explain, the Rush Creek Wind Project will 

provide economic development and employment benefits to the State of Colorado. 

The Project will be designed, manufactured, constructed, and owned in the State of 

Colorado. Vestas Wind Systems will provide 300 wind turbines, manufactured in 

Brighton, Pueblo and Windsor, Colorado. This project will nearly triple the amount of 

Vestas wind turbines installed in Colorado today. Further, Public Service will invest 

approximately $1 billion into the regional economy. 

19. Additionally, the University of Colorado Leeds School of Business Economic 

Benefits Study Mr. Timothy Sheesley sponsors shows that the development, 

construction and operations related to the Rush Creek Wind Project will create over 

7,000 job years and over $100 million in landowner payments, state, and county 

revenue and tax income. 

IV. CPCN REQUEST FOR RUSH CREEK I AND II 

A. Information Required for a CPCN for Rush Creek I and II Pursuant to Rules 
3102(b), 3002(b) and 3002(c) 

20. This information is provided in Section XI, below. 

B. Facts Relied Upon to Show that the Public Convenience and Necessity 
Require Granting this Application (Rule 3102(b)(II)) 

7 Consistent with Commission Decision Nos. C07-0735 and C16-0267-I, the Independent Evaluator is 
available for cross-examination by the Commission, intervenors and the Company in this proceeding. 
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21.  As explained above, the Rush Creek I and II generation facilities are 

authorized pursuant to § 40-2-124, C.R.S.,  and Commission Rule 3660(h).  As our 

testimony demonstrates, the Rush Creek Wind Project will provide savings to our 

customers, is consistent with state public policy encouraging investment in eligible 

energy resources, and furthers Public Service’s environmental stewardship efforts.  

Moreover, the Project furthers the State’s policy objective of encouraging the 

addition of cost-effective renewable energy resources beyond the minimum RES 

target levels.    

C. Description of the Proposed Facilities to be Constructed (Rule 3102(b)(III)) 

22. The Project will have a nameplate capacity rating of 600 MW and consist of 

300 Vestas V110 2.0 MW wind turbines as well as the associated balance of plant 

and other facilities.  Rush Creek I and II turbines will be located at two geographic 

sites.  Rush Creek I is located in Elbert County and will have a nameplate capacity 

rating of 400 MW.  Rush Creek II is located approximately 40 miles east of Rush 

Creek I in Lincoln, Kit Carson and Cheyenne Counties, and will have a nameplate 

capacity rating of 200 MW.  

23.  The Rush Creek I and II sites are being developed by Invenergy Wind 

Development North America LLC (“Invenergy”) through two wholly-owned 

subsidiaries, Rush Creek Wind Energy LLC (“RC1 Wind”) and Rush Creek Wind 

Energy II LLC (“RC2 Wind”). Under terms of the Purchase and Sale Agreements for 

these sites (the “PSAs”), when the Project Sites are construction-ready and on 

satisfaction of the other conditions precedent to closing, Public Service will acquire 

100 percent of the equity interests in the RC1 Wind and RC2 Wind entities. 
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D. Estimated Cost of the Proposed Facilities to be Constructed (Rule 
3102(b)(IV)) 

24.  The total cost of Rush Creek I and II is estimated to be approximately $915 

million in capital costs. Public Service witness Mr. Riley Hill presents detailed cost 

information with respect to the Project, including how the Company arrived at its cost 

estimates.   

E. Anticipated Construction Start Date, Construction Period, and In-Service 
Date (Rule 3102(b)(V)) 

25.  The Company will manage the overall project schedule for the Rush Creek I 

and II wind facilities by coordinating Vestas’ fabrication, delivery, and commissioning 

efforts with the various balance of plant (“BOP”) construction tasks.  The project 

schedule was initially developed in consultation with Vestas to allow them to better 

schedule their turbine fabrication activities.  This schedule will also be reviewed with 

the selected BOP contractor during contract negotiations to allow for input and 

concurrence.  Any potential additional efficiencies noted by the BOP contractor 

during this process that would require a schedule adjustment will be coordinated 

with Vestas.  This process will allow continual schedule refinement and reduce 

schedule and cost risks.  The current construction schedule is set forth in the table 

below, subject to these potential changes as the contracting process moves forward.  

Mr. Riley Hill provides more details with respect to the proposed construction 

schedule for Rush Creek I and II and presents a detailed schedule in Attachment 

RH-8. 
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Estimated Construction Schedule 

Activity Description Completion Date 
Award TSA Turbines April 29, 2016 
Award BOP Construction Contract August 15, 2016 
Mobilize for Construction February 17, 2017 
Windfarm Engineering and Design July 31, 2017 
Construct Roads, Access and Laydown Areas November 1, 2017 
Construct Foundations November 1, 2017 
Complete Collection System & Substations July 6, 2018 
Install Transmission Lines August 1, 2018 
Deliver and Offload – TSA Turbines September 14, 2018 
Install Wind Turbine Generators September 28, 2018 
Wind Turbine Generator Commissioning Late 2018 

 
F. General Vicinity Map (Rule 3102(b)(VI)) 

26.  A map showing the general area where facilities will be constructed, 

population centers, major highways, and county and state boundaries for each of the 

proposed sites are attached to Mr. Riley Hill’s testimony as Attachment RH-1.  

Attachment RH-2 shows a more detailed view of the existing wind farms in the 

vicinity of Rush Creek I and II. 

G. Electric One-Line Diagram (Rule 3102(b)(VII)) 

27.  An electric one-line diagram of the Project is attached to the Direct 

Testimony of Ms. Betty Mirzayi as Attachment BLM-2. 

H. Alternatives Studied (Rule 3102(b)(VIII)) 

28.  Rule 3102(b)(VII) provides that an application for a CPCN should include, “as 

applicable,” information on alternatives studied, costs for those alternatives, and 

criteria used to rank or eliminate alternatives.  As Mr. Riley Hill explains in his Direct 

Testimony, the Company considered several potential sites and ultimately 
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determined that the Rush Creek I and II sites were best suited for this project.  The 

Company conducted extensive due diligence to evaluate and confirm the viability of 

the Rush Creek I and II sites.  As part of our due diligence, we evaluated the 

following factors: (1) transmission and interconnection; (2) land control; (3) wind 

turbine supply; (4) wind data; (5) siting and permitting; (6) technical attributes; (7) 

financial considerations; (8) legal; and, (9) environmental.   

29.  As explained in a motion filed contemporaneously with this Application 

seeking, among other things, waivers of select ERP Rules, we have sought to 

reconcile the inconsistencies between various Rules including Rule 3660(h) and 

Rule 3611(e).8  Through the Company’s filing approach, consisting of this 

Application as required by Rule 3660(h) and its requests for CPCN pursuant to Rule 

3660(i), the Company believes it has satisfied the requirements of Rule 3660(h) and 

Rule 3611(e).  However, given the time constraints and nature of the alternatives 

analysis that the Company conducted for its CPCN for a new eligible energy 

resource, it was not feasible to quantify and present the costs of alternatives in the 

form described in Rule 3611(e).  The Company did not obtain detailed proposals for 

potential alternatives and conduct a formal ranking of these alternatives and the 

proposed Project based on fixed ranking criteria.  Rather, Public Service focused on 

a known high wind energy resource area of Colorado where other wind projects that 

the Company currently acquires energy through power purchase agreements are 

located.  Public Service then contacted developers that either had been generally 
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active in the targeted area or recently presented unsolicited proposals to the 

Company for informational purposes for projects in this area.  Therefore, while 

alternatives were weighed and evaluated, these alternatives were not evaluated and 

then ranked or eliminated as contemplated by the language of Rule 3611(e).   

30.  Given the fact that the Project can be constructed at a reasonable cost to 

similar eligible energy resources available in the market, the Rush Creek Wind 

Project is in the public interest as it will benefit customers and deliver significant 

zero-carbon electricity to the grid. 

31.  Additionally, the location of the Rush Creek I and II site relative to the 

existing Missile Site Substation makes the site a viable option from a transmission 

delivery perspective because: (1) there is sufficient injection capability at the Missile 

Site Substation; and (2) the approximately 90-miles of generation intertie between 

the Rush Creek I, Rush Creek II, and Missile Site Substation is feasible to construct 

within the timeframe required to obtain the full 100% Production Tax Credit (“PTC”) 

benefit.  Finally, the Rush Creek Project provides us the opportunity to partner with a 

well-established independent power producer, thus giving us confidence in having 

the site construction-ready within the timeframe necessary to take advantage of the 

full PTC benefits.   

32.  For these reasons and the fact that the Project can be constructed at a 

reasonable cost to similar eligible energy resources available in the market, the 

Rush Creek Wind Project is in the public interest. 

8 Public Service Motion to Shorten Notice and Intervention Period to 14 Days, Adopt Procedural 
Schedule, Expedite Review of the Application, Requesting Waivers, Requesting Modified Response 
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I. Prudent Avoidance Measures (Rule 3102(b)(IX)) and Other Information 
Required by Rule 3102(b)(X), (c) and (d) 

33.  Rule 3102(b)(IX) provides that an application for a CPCN should include, “as 

applicable, a report of prudent avoidance measures considered and justification of 

the measures selected to be implemented.”  The concept of “prudent avoidance” 

appears to apply only to CPCN applications to construct or extend transmission 

facilities.  Likewise, Rules 3102(b)(X), 3102(c) and 3102(d) only apply to 

“construction or extension[s]” of transmission facilities.  Accordingly, the Company 

addresses these issues with respect to its request for the proposed 345 kV Rush 

Creek Gen-Tie below. 

V. THE RUSH CREEK 345 KV GEN-TIE 

A. Information Required for a CPCN for the Rush Creek Gen-Tie Pursuant to 
Rules 3102(b), 3002(b), and 3002(c) 

34.  This information is provided in Section XI, below. 

B. Facts Relied Upon to Show that the Public Convenience and Necessity 
Require Granting this Application (Rule 3102(b)(II)) 

35.  As previously explained, the Rush Creek Wind Project is authorized pursuant 

to § 40-2-124, C.R.S., and Commission Rule 3660(h).  The Rush Creek Gen-Tie is 

needed to interconnect the 600 MW Rush Creek Wind Project to the Company’s 

existing transmission network.  A 345 kV Gen-Tie will benefit customers and is the 

most prudent from an economic, siting, land rights and overall construction 

perspective.   

Time, and Requesting to Revise Caption. 
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36.  In particular, modeling conducted by Mr. James Hill shows that the proposed 

345 kV is $6 million less expensive in Present Value of Revenue Requirements for 

customers over the planning period than a 230 kV line.  As Ms. Mirzayi and Ms. 

Jackson explain, the Rush Creek Gen-Tie also offers the Company the most long-

term flexibility as it provides future interconnection and networking potential to all 

developers in this part of the state.   

37.  Additionally, a 345 kV Gen-Tie supports the policy intent of Senate Bill 07 

100 (“SB 100”) by building transmission into what has been identified as Energy 

Resource Zone 2.  Based on the Company’s experience, market understanding, and 

interest to date, we anticipate that there will be future demand to interconnect to our 

system in eastern Colorado.  Constructing the Gen-Tie at 345 kV is not only more 

economic for our customers but also will provide us with flexibility to accommodate 

future development, thereby providing customers with long-term benefits.     

C. Description of the Proposed Facilities to be Constructed (Rule 3102(b)(III)) 

38.  The Rush Creek Gen-Tie will consist of approximately 90 miles of 345 kV 

electric transmission connecting the Rush Creek I and II wind generation facilities to 

Public Service’s Missile Site Substation, located in Arapahoe County.  As Ms. 

Mirzayi explains, the Gen-Tie will consist of four major components: (1) 

modifications to the existing Missile Site Substation to accept a new 345 kV 

transmission line; (2) approximately 50 miles of single-circuit 345 kV transmission 

line running from the Missile Site to the Rush Creek Switching Station; (3) a new 

Rush Creek Switching Station; and, (4) approximately 40 miles of single-circuit 345 
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kV transmission line running from the Rush Creek Switching Station to the Rush 

Creek II wind generation facility. 

39.  Mr. Cozad details the engineering design for the 345 Gen-Tie.  Both Rush 

Creek I and II facilities will interconnect to a new Rush Creek Switching Station and 

from there connect to the Company’s Missile Site Substation.  The Missile Site 

Substation is already designed to accommodate new interconnections at 345 kV, but 

will need certain transmission network upgrades to accept a new 345 kV 

transmission line.  Maps of the proposed facilities and study area are included as Mr. 

Riley Hill’s Attachments RH-1, RH-2, and Mr. John Lupo’s Attachment JDL-1 to 

Direct Testimony.  

D. Estimated Project Costs (Rule 3102(b)(IV)) 

40.  Public Service estimates the cost of the transmission line will be $121.4 

million, of which, $20.6 million will be used for upgrades at the Missile Site 

Substation and to construct the Rush Creek Switching Station.  Consistent with Rule 

3102(b)(IV), Highly Confidential Attachment 2 to this Application contains a 

consolidated and itemized table showing estimated land costs, substation costs, and 

transmission line costs.  Mr. James Hill and Mr. Riley Hill present detailed cost 

information for the entire Rush Creek Project.  Mr. John Lupo supports the cost 

estimates for land rights and permitting and Mr. Brad Cozad supports the cost 

estimates for transmission design and construction. 

E. Anticipated Construction Start Date, Construction Period, and In-Service 
Date (Rule 3102(b)(V)) 

41.  According to Ms. Betty Mirzayi, the Company has initiated design for the 345 

kV Rush Creek Gen-Tie. Actual construction is scheduled to start in May 2017 and 
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end in June 2018.  We anticipate commissioning activities will run through July 2018.  

The Gen-Tie is scheduled to be fully commissioned and operational in August 2018.  

F. General Vicinity Map (Rule 3102(b)(VI)) 

42.  A map showing the general area where facilities will be constructed, 

population centers, major highways, and county and state boundaries for each of the 

proposed sites are attached to Mr. Riley Hill’s Direct Testimony as Attachment RH-1. 

G. Electric One-Line Diagram (Rule 3102(b)(VII)) 

43.  An electric one-line diagram of the Rush Creek Wind Project is attached to 

Ms. Betty Mirzayi’s testimony as Attachment BLM-2. 

H. Alternatives Studied (Rule 3102(b)(VIII)) 

44.  Rule 3102(b)(VII) provides that an application for a CPCN should include, “as 

applicable,” information on alternatives studied, costs for those alternatives, and 

criteria used to rank or eliminate alternatives.  The Company considered a 230 kV 

alternative as well as other possible use of existing transmission in the area.   

45.  For comparison purposes, Mr. James Hill evaluated both the cost-

reasonableness and cost-effectiveness of the Project for both the requested 345 kV 

Gen-Tie and a 230 kV alternative. His cost-reasonableness and cost-effectiveness 

evaluations show that customers would be economically neutral to either the 345 kV 

or the 230 kV alternatives, but over the 25-year life cycle of the Project, the 345 kV 

design is expected to provide increased net customer benefits over the 230 kV 

alternative. 

46.  As Ms. Mirzayi explains, the Company weighed other various factors, such 

as long-term transmission planning objectives, land use optimization, and future 
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networking and interconnection potential. On balance, these factors also led us to 

conclude that a 345 kV would be more cost-effective and beneficial to customers in 

the long-term over a 230 kV design. 

47.  In addition to the 230 kV alternative, the Company evaluated the possibility of 

interconnecting the Rush Creek wind generation to existing transmission gen-ties 

located close to the Rush Creek Project area, but we determined that 

interconnecting to these facilities does not present a reasonable alternative either 

due to cost constraints or physical constraints.   

I. Prudent Avoidance Measures (Rule 3102(b)(IX)) 

48.  Rule 3102(b)(IX) provides that an application for a CPCN should include, “as 

applicable, a report of prudent avoidance measures considered and justification of 

the measures selected to be implemented.” As Mr. Brad D. Cozad explains in his 

testimony, the Company has considered a number of prudent avoidance measures 

with respect to noise and magnetic fields.  This includes transmission design, 

conductor sizing and selection, conductor quality, design alternatives, corona-free 

hardware, handling and packaging of conductor, construction techniques and line 

tension.  With respect to magnetic fields, the Company has selected a 150 right-of-

way and a 2740 ampacity rating to lower magnetic fields to a level deemed 

reasonable by the Commission’s rules.  Additionally, Mr. John Lupo explains that the 

Company will conduct a robust siting process to minimize social, environmental and 

political impact where possible.  

J. Finding of Reasonableness for Noise and Magnetic Fields (Rule 3206(b)(IX)-
(X) and Rule 3206(e)-(f))  

24 

 



49.  Commission Rule 3206(e)-(f) requires an applicant to evaluate the expected 

maximum level of magnetic fields and projected level of noise from a proposed 

project.  The rule provides that a proposed magnetic field level of 150 mG 

(milliGauss) or below is “deemed reasonable by rule and need not be mitigated.”  

Similarly, a projected noise level of 50 decibels on the A-weighted scale (“dB(A)”) or 

below is also deemed reasonable and “not subject to further review.”  

50.  Mr. Brad Cozad presents the results of our 345 kV Noise Study in 

Attachments BDC-4 and BDC-5.  Our modeling shows that the projected level of 

noise radiating beyond the transmission line right-of-way or substation boundary, at 

a distance of 25 feet, is projected to be 23.4 dB(A), which is well below the Rule’s 

threshold of 50 dB(A).   

51.  Public Service also conducted a 345 kV Magnetic Field Study, which is 

Attachment BDC-6.  The Magnetic Field Study shows that the maximum level of 

magnetic fields at the edge of the transmission line ROW or substation boundary, at 

a location one meter above the ground, will be 149.3 mG, which is below the Rule’s 

150 mG reasonableness threshold.   

52.  The Company requests that in granting this CPCN request, the Commission 

specifically find that the expected magnetic field and noise levels that will result from 

the Rush Creek Gen-Tie are reasonable and require no further mitigation or prudent 

avoidance measures.  
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K. Other Information Required by Rule 3206(g) and (h) 

53.  Consistent with Rule 3206(g), Public Service will install and maintain service 

connections from transmission extensions consistent with the conditions set forth in 

its electric tariff. 

54.  Pursuant to Rule 3206(h), the Rush Creek Wind Project is consistent with the 

Company’s ten-year transmission plan last filed in Proceeding No. 14M-0110E 

pursuant to Rule 3627. 

VI. SITING AND PERMITTING 

55.  According to § 40-5-101(1), C.R.S., 

[T]he present or future public convenience and necessity does not 
include the consideration of land use rights or siting issues related to 
the location or alignment of the proposed electric transmission lines or 
associated facilities, which are issues under the jurisdiction of a local 
government’s land use regulation.  

56.  Subsection (3) of the same provides that the construction or installation of a 

new facility “within the territorial boundaries of a local government,” must “compl[y] 

with the local government’s zoning rules, resolutions or ordinances.”  This provision 

effectively vests local government’s with exclusive siting and permitting. The 

Company is therefore not seeking specific Commission approval of the siting in this 

Application. Mr. Lupo nonetheless provides an overview of the siting and permitting 

activities that have occurred or are planned, and states that the Company will 

comply with the local government’s land use regulations in constructing the Gen-Tie.   

VII. NET ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

57.  Under § 40-2-124(1)(f)(II), C.R.S., and Rule 3660(g) the QRU “shall be 

entitled to earn an extra profit on the QRU’s ownership investment in a specific 
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eligible energy resource if that eligible energy resource provides net economic 

benefits to customers.” Accordingly, to be eligible, the QRU must be in compliance 

with the RES Rules. The maximum amount the QRU may receive is 50 percent of 

the calculated net economic benefit. 

58.  The Company is in compliance with the RES Rules because it has met, and 

exceeded, the applicable RES percentage requirements. 

59.  As discussed by Company witness Ms. Alice K. Jackson, Rule 3660(g)(I) 

sets forth the parameters of the net economic benefit calculation at a high level. It 

states that the specific eligible energy resource that the QRU owns must result in “an 

average retail rate impact less than the rate impact that would have resulted from 

the acquisition of an alternative eligible energy resource meeting the same 

component of the [RES] that would have been selected absent the QRU’s 

investment.”  This part of the rule goes on to state that the QRU must set forth the 

proposed calculation of the Net Economic Benefit (“NEB”) in an application (such as 

this one), a compliance plan filing, an annual compliance reporting filing, or a QRU 

rate filing. 

60.  Rule 3660(g)(II) contemplates the use of computer modeling to establish 

NEB.  To the extent modeling is utilized, the assumptions approved in the most 

recent ERP shall be utilized unless otherwise approved by the Commission. Finally, 

Rule 3660(g)(III) states that any approved net economic benefit will be charged 

against the RESA account.  

61.  The Company is not seeking to earn an extra profit as permitted by § 40-2-

124(1)(f)(II), C.R.S., and Rule 3660(g) at this time.  However, the Company requests 
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the Commission establish a baseline and a methodology in this proceeding that 

would be used to determine the potential level of NEBs if we make a future request 

under Rule 3660(g). Although the Rule does not make a provision for the 

establishment of a baseline, it does require that a QRU set forth its calculation of 

NEBs. We do not believe it is possible to calculate net economic benefits without 

comparison to some baseline level of costs, and we believe the most appropriate 

time to establish that baseline is in this proceeding given the showing we have had 

to make that the Project is cost effective relative to other similar eligible energy 

resources available in the market. 

62.  The Company believes the baseline the Commission should utilize for future 

analysis regarding the presence of a NEB is the LCOE analysis that is a result of 

any final approval of this Project.  To be able to own a proposed eligible energy 

resource absent a competitive bidding process under Rule 3660(h), a utility must 

show a proposed project can be constructed at a reasonable cost compared to the 

cost of similar eligible energy resources available in the market.  The Company 

believes an appropriate baseline for any future NEB analysis is the approved cost of 

the Rush Creek Wind Project on a LCOE basis. 

63.  The Company respectfully requests the Commission approve this baseline. 

Rule 3660(g)(I) contemplates that the Company may file for a NEB through an 

application, a compliance plan filing, or an annual compliance report. Upon such 

filing, the Company would compare the recently completed year’s actual annual cost 

of energy for the Project to that same year’s forecasted LCOE.  To the extent the 

actual annual cost of energy for the Project is lower than the LCOE for that calendar 
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year, the difference multiplied by the generation output is the eligible NEB.  If the 

Company seeks to avail itself of an extra profit because the Project has resulted in 

NEBs, it would do so through an annual filing, i.e., it would include the NEB analysis 

in one of the filings contemplated above for the year in question. The percentage of 

that NEB, i.e., the appropriate percentage of the NEB that the Company should 

recover based on the particular circumstances in a given year, would be the subject 

of the Company’s annual filing. 

VIII. COST-RECOVERY 

64.  The Company’s cost recovery approach is discussed in detail in the 

testimony of Company witness Ms. Alice K. Jackson.  At a high level, the Company 

seeks to recover the costs of the Project through the ECA and the RESA from the 

time it is placed in service in 2018 until it is placed in base rates.  This cost recovery 

approach is contemplated by § 40-2-124(1)(f)(IV), C.R.S., and Rule 3660(i).  At 

some point in the future, the Company will put the Rush Creek Wind Project in base 

rates. Regardless of when a rate case is filed, we propose that the costs of the 

Project be rolled into base rates no later than five years after the Project is placed 

into commercial operation. 

IX. APPROVAL OF STUDIES 

65.  In the Technical Inputs and Assumptions proceeding (Proceeding No. 16A-

1038E), we noted certain studies that had yet to be completed.  Four of those 

studies relevant to both this proceeding and the 2016 ERP proceeding – the Wind 

Integration Study, the Wind ELCC Study, updated Wind-Induced Coal Cycling Costs 

Study, and a Flex Resource Adequacy Study.  Since this proceeding will go to 
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hearing first if the Commission grants our request for expedited treatment, we are 

requesting the Commission approve the use of such studies in the instant 

proceeding.  Mr. James Hill discusses the Wind Integration Study, the Wind ELCC 

Study, and the Updated Coal Cycling Costs, and Mr. John Welch addresses the Flex 

Reserve Study in more detail in his testimony.    

X. BEST VALUE EMPLOYMENT METRICS (RULE 3102(e)-(f)) 

66.  The Commission’s Rules were recently updated to add a Rule 3102(e) and 

(f) addressing Best Value Employment Metrics (“BVEM”).  Rule 3102(e) of the 

Commission’s Rules provides that an application for CPCN for construction or 

expansion of generation facilities “must contain the following information regarding 

“best value” employment metrics: (1) the availability of training programs, including 

training through apprenticeship programs; (2) the employment of Colorado workers 

as compared to importation of out-of-state workers; (3) long-term career 

opportunities; and, (4) industry-standard wages, health care, and pension benefits.    

67.  As Mr. Riley Hill explains, the Company will retain a BOP contractor to 

construct the generation facilities.  While a BOP contractor has not been selected, 

the Company will request that potential BOP bidders provide BVEM information 

when they submit their bids. Consistent with Rule 3102(f), the Company will provide 

this information to the Commission upon receipt by filing it in this proceeding. As 

required by Rule 3102(f), we will provide a status report within 45 days after a 

contract is awarded and parties may comment on this status report within 15 days. 
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XI. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED BY RULE 3002(b) 

1. Name and Address of Applicant.  Public Service is an operating public 

utility subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission, engaged, inter alia, in the 

transmission, distribution and purchase of electricity and gas in various areas in the 

State of Colorado.  The name and address of the Applicant is: 

Public Service Company of Colorado 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 1400 
Denver, Colorado 80202-5533   

2. Name Under Which Applicant Will Provide Service in Colorado.  All 

operations conducted by the Company in Colorado are conducted under the name 

of Public Service Company of Colorado, under the trade name of Xcel Energy. 

3. Representatives to Whom Inquiries Concerning the Application Should 

Be Made.  Please send copies of all inquiries, notices, pleadings, correspondence, 

and other documents regarding this Application to: 

Alice K. Jackson, 
Regional Vice President, Rates and 
Regulatory Affairs 
Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 1400 
Denver, CO 80202 
Phone: (303) 571-2703 
Email: 
alice.k.jackson@xcelenergy.com 
 
 
Robin L. Kittel 
Director, Regulatory Administration 
and Compliance 
Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 1400 
Denver, CO 80202 
Phone: (303) 294-2242 
Email: robin.kittel@xcelenergy.com 
 

William M. Dudley, #26735  
Assistant General Counsel – Lead 
Christopher M. Irby, #35778 
Assistant General Counsel 
Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 1100 
Denver, Colorado 80202-1414 
Email: bill.dudley@xcelenergy.com 
christopher.m.irby@xcelenergy.com 
 
 
Gregory E. Sopkin, #20997 
Matthew S. Larson, #41305 
Caitlin M. Shields, #41539 
Wilkinson Barker Knauer, LLP 
1755 Blake Street, Suite 470 
Denver, CO  80202 
Email: gsopkin@wbklaw.com 
mlarson@wbklaw.com 
cshields@wbklaw.com 
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4. Agreement to Comply with 4 CCR 723-3002(b)(IV)-(VI).  Public Service 

has read, and agrees to abide by, the provisions of subparagraphs (b)(IV) through 

(VI) of Rule 3002. 

5. Description of Existing Operations and General Colorado Service Area.  

Public Service’s existing operations and general service areas in Colorado are set 

forth in the Company’s tariffs on file with the Commission.    

6. Location of Hearing.  Public Service requests that this Application be 

granted without hearing.  However, if a hearing is held, Public Service requests that 

it be held at the Commission’s offices in Denver, Colorado. 

7. Acknowledgment.  Public Service acknowledges that the Company has 

read and agrees to abide by the provisions of 4 CCR 723-3002(b)(XI)(A) through 

(C). 

8.   Statement Under Oath.  Company witness Ms. Alice K. Jackson states 

under penalty of perjury that the contents of this Application are true, accurate, and 

correct to the best of her knowledge.  Her affidavit is attached to this Application.    

9. Information Required by Rule 3002(b)(IX) and (c).  Pursuant to 3002(c) of 

the Commission’s Electric Rules, Public Service incorporates by reference the 

following information, on file with the Commission in Docket No. 06M-525EG: 

a. A copy of Public Service’s Amended Articles of Incorporation, which 

was last filed on October 3, 2006; 

b. The name, business address and title of each of Public Service’s 

officers and directors, which was last filed on March 26, 2015; 

c. The names and addresses of affiliated companies that conduct 
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business with Public Service, which was last filed on March 26, 2015; 

d. The name and address of Public Service’s agent for service of 

process, which was last filed on October 3, 2006; 

e. A copy of Public Service’s most recent audited balance sheet, income 

statement, and statement of retained earnings, last filed on March 26, 

2015. 

XII. CONCLUSION 

Wherefore, Public Service Company of Colorado respectfully requests the 

Commission grant this Verified Application and issue an order granting Public 

Service the following approvals: (1) to develop and own the Rush Creek I and II wind 

facilities pursuant to § 40-2-124(1)(f)(I), C.R.S., and Rule 3660(h); (2) a CPCN for 

Rush Creek I and II; (3) a CPCN for 345 kV Rush Creek Gen-Tie and a Finding of 

Reasonableness for the Associated Noise and Magnetic Fields; (4) proposed cost 

recovery procedure; (5) Net Economic Benefits; and, (6) Approval of the Company’s 

Coal Cycling Cost Study, Flex Reserve Adequacy Study, Wind Effective Load 

Carrying Capacity Study, and Wind Integration Study; and such other approvals and 

relief as requested. 
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Dated this 13th day of May, 2016. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/ William M. Dudley          
William M. Dudley, #26735  
Assistant General Counsel - Lead 
Christopher M. Irby, #35778 
Assistant General Counsel 
Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 1100 
Denver, Colorado 80202-1414 
Telephone:  
Dudley: (303) 294-2842 
Irby: (303) 294-2504  
Fax:  (303) 294-2988 
Email: bill.dudley@xcelenergy.com 

christopher.m.irby@xcelenergy.com 
 
 and 
 
Gregory E. Sopkin, #20997 
Matthew S. Larson, #41305 
Caitlin M. Shields, #41539 
Wilkinson Barker Knauer LLP 
1755 Blake Street, Suite 470 
Denver, Colorado 80202-3160 
Telephone: (303) 626-2350 
Fax:  (303) 626-2351 
E-mail: gsopkin@wbklaw.com 
    mlarson@wbklaw.com 
    cshields@wbklaw.com  
   

ATTORNEYS FOR PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF 
COLORADO 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO 

* * * * * 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ) 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF ) 
COLORADO FOR APPROVAL OF THE 600 ) 
MW RUSH CREEK WIND PROJECT ) 
PURSUANT TO RULE 3660(H), A ) 
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE ) 
AND NECESSITY FOR THE RUSH CREEK ) 
WIND FARM, AND A CERTIFICATE OF ) PROCEEDING NO. 16A-0117E 
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY ) 
FOR THE 345 KV RUSH CREEK TO MISSILE ) 
SITE GENERATION TIE TRANSMISSION ) 
LINE AND ASSOCIATED FINDINGS OF ) 
NOISE AND MAGNETIC FIELD ) 
REASONABLENESS ) 

VERIFICATION 

STATE OF COLORADO ) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER ) SS: 

I, Alice K. Jackson, being duly sworn, do hereby depose and state that I am the 
Regional Vice President, Rates and Regulatory Affairs, of Xcel Energy Services Inc., 
Applicant in the foregoing Application; that I am an authorized agent for Public Service 
Company of Colorado for the purposes set forth in this Application. 

I have read the foregoing Application of Public Service Company Of Colorado 
For Approval of the 600 MW Rush Creek Wind Project Pursuant to Rule 3660(h), a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Rush Creek Wind Farm, and a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 345 kV Rush Creek to Missile 
Site Generation Tie Transmission Line and Associated Findings of Noise and Magnetic 
Field Reasonableness. 

I have read the foregoing Application and the facts set forth therein are true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge, information , and belief. 

Q__sL__ ~(,__________ 
Alice K. Jacksor 
Regional Vice President, Rates and Regulatory Affairs 
Xcel Energy Services Inc. 



Subscribed and sworn to before me this 131
h day of May, 2016. 

[ DAWN MOFFIT 

-·~r~f;??l~~~~~~~ ... 
My Commission Expires 04/22/2016 

My Commission expires: 

~()(_~ 
qU?--bo/fo 

Notary Public 
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