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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW MEXICO'S 
RESPONSE TO ORDER ON POSSIBLE FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 

Public Service Company of New Mexico ("PNM") hereby responds to the Order on 

Possible Further Proceedings ("Order") issued by the New Mexico Public Regulation 

The Order contemplates Commission ("NMPRC" or "Commission") on August 24, 2016. 

reopening the record in this case to conduct a further supplemental hearing on the prudence and 

inclusion in rate base of the costs for the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station ("PVNGS) 

Lease extensions and repurchase of 64.1 MW in PVNGS Unit 2 ("PV2 repurchase"), and the 

costs for the conversion of San Juan Generating Station ("SJGS") Units 1 and 4 to a balanced 

draft configuration, subject to certain conditions and agreement by PNM. In doing so, the Order 

in paragraph 4 misapprehends the discussion of the 2011 IRP in PNM's post-hearing brief, as 

shown below. The conditions established by the Commission, which are subject to the responses 

of PNM and the other parties, are: 

Extending the suspension period in this case to December 15, 2016; 
Submitting evidence that PNM's decision to exercise the lease extensions/PV2 
repurchase was prudent, including a showing that the lease extension/PV2 
repurchase is the most cost-effective alternative; 
Demonstrating that PNM's decision to install balanced draft was prudent; and 
Making the Strategist® modeling program available to all parties at no cost. 

g 

D. 

PNM responds as follows: 



Extension of Suspension Period 

PNM appreciates the Commission's willingness to receive additional evidence on the 

ratemaking treatment of the PVNGS interests and SJGS balanced draft costs. PNM believes, 

however, that it is critical to go forward with a decision in this case within the statutory 

suspension period that ends September 30, 2016, for the following reasons. 

First, as outlined below, the current evidentiary record provides a sufficient basis upon 

which the Commission can determine the reasonable costs of these assets for ratemaking 

purposes. 

Second, because PNM has not had an increase in its rates since July 2011, it is important 

to mitigate its revenue deficiency as soon as possible through a final resolution of all of the rate 

issues pending before the Commission. This case already has a protracted history. PNM initially 

filed for new rates in December 2014 in Case No. 14-00332-UT, and under the suspension 

period in that rate case, new rates would have been ordered by the Commission by January 2016, 

eight months ago. That case was dismissed by the Commission after six months of proceedings, 

based on a "future test year" interpretation which the Commission later reconsidered, and its 

interpretation of future test year modeling requirements. 

In this case, the Commission originally established a nine month suspension period. 

However, the Commission has extended the suspension period three times so that now this case 

is subject to the maximum suspension period allowed by statute. On March 2, 2016, the 

Commission issued its first order that extended the suspension period beyond the regular nine-

month suspension to expand the scope to include certain FPPCAC matters arising from the final 

At the conclusion of the three weeks of decisions in PNM's 2015 renewable energy case. 

evidentiary hearings in April 2016, the Commission issued a bench request for additional 
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information that focused on historical data on the PVNGS Leases, and the Hearing Examiner 

issued a bench request relating to PNM's calculation of the net book value ("NBV") of the PV2 

repurchase. In its May 18, 2016, Order Reopening Proceedings ("May 18 Order"), the 

Commission again extended the suspension period, until August 31, 2016, and ordered further 

hearings. 

Importantly, the May 18 Order specifically determined that the evidence and cross-

examination of the prudence of the PV2 repurchase was complete. The Commission therefore 

expressly limited the scope of additional hearings to three issues. For the first issue, the May 18 

Order stated that the evidentiary portion of this proceeding is reopened for the limited purpose of 

"taking additional evidence of the NBV of the 64.1 MW of PV2 that PNM purchased in January 

2016." However, the May 18 Order limited any further evidence on the issue of prudence by 

providing that "Evidence on the prudence of PNM's purchase of the 64.1 MW of PV2 has 

previously been admitted and made subject to cross examination, therefore the prudency of 

PNM's purchase... is not within the scope of the reopened proceedings." (emphasis added). 

The second issue listed in the Order required additional evidence on the NBV of the 

assets underlying the extended PV Leases, even though PNM does not own those assets. 

Thirdly, although no party presented evidence or conducted cross-examination to exclude the 

renewed PV Lease payments from rates, the Commission ordered "additional evidence on the 

reasonableness of PNM's decision to extend the PVNGS Unit 1 and Unit 2 leases and the 

amount of the lease payments for the extension period." 

PNM was specifically precluded under the May 18 Order from presenting additional 

narrative history on PVNGS or further addressing the prudence of the PV2 repurchase, and the 

parties were directed to limit cross-examination to the narrow scope of the supplemental hearing. 
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The record during the supplemental hearing established the NBV for the PV2 repurchase. PNM 

provided additional evidence that the lease extensions and the lease expenses are reasonable, and 

no party presented testimony that the inclusion in rates of the lease payments under the renewed 

leases at half the previous cost is unreasonable. PNM acted in good faith to limit its additional 

Pursuant to the Commission's directives, the Hearing evidence to the identified issues. 

Examiner also did not allow evidence on the prudence of PNM's decisions. The Commission's 

Order appears to contradict earlier rulings on the scope of supplemental hearings and now 

requires that PNM agree to a delay of up to three months beyond the statutory deadline for the 

After this case's lengthy procedural history, such Commission to approve new rates. 

accommodation is unworkable. 

Delaying a final order until mid-December has a direct impact on other PNM matters. 

For example, the new rates to be established are critical to the preparation of PNM's next general 

In order for PNM to ensure it can implement rates rate case that is currently underway. 

beginning in 2018 that reflect the Commission's Final Order in Case No. 13-00390-UT, PNM 

must file a new rate case in early December 2016; the required data for that case cannot be 

developed if new rates are not yet approved. Also, PNM's pending energy efficiency docket in 

Case No. 16-00096-UT would be complicated if new rather than current rates become the basis 

of PNM's program budgets and rate rider. 

Status of Evidentiary Record on PVNGS Interests and Balanced Draft 

PNM believes that the Commission has an existing evidentiary record to conclude that 

PNM was prudent in keeping PVNGS in its Commission-approved resource portfolio. The 

record also contains evidence that the Commission can rely on to balance the interests of 

customers and shareholders and set a fair ratemaking value for the PV2 repurchase and balanced 
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draft investments, and to include the actual annual cost of the renewed PV Leases in rates. Only 

two parties, New Energy Economy ("NEE") and the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water 

Utility Authority ("ABCWUA"), submitted testimony in support of denying all rate recovery for 

i PNM's PV2 repurchase. While the other parties submitting testimony on this issue did not 

support full recovery of the cost to PV 2 repurchase, they acknowledged that PNM was entitled 

to some measure of recovery for these costs (the AG conceded that a zero value is not a balanced 

result). Because the voluminous record also covers a multitude of other complex issues, PNM is 

providing citations to the record that the Commission might not have reviewed prior to receipt of 

the parties' Exceptions and Responses. Further citations to the record may be found in the post-

hearing briefs submitted by PNM and the parties who participated at hearing. 

Evidence on Prudence of PNM's PVNGS Decisions 

PVNGS is an existing carbon-free base load resource; operates at full capacity, year round; has a 
licensed operating life through 2045 for Unit 1 and 2046 for Unit 2; has been certificated by the 
Commission for over 30 years and has been found to be used and useful and to benefit 
customers. PVNGS energy and capacity is dispatched first among PNM's generation resources 
because it is PNM's lowest cost resource from an economic dispatch perspective. PVNGS 
interests are necessary to meet reserve margins. PNM-3 (Ortiz) at 19, 23; PNM-39 (Olson) at 8, 
23, 33, 36, 61-62; PNM-40 (Olson) at 34-35; PNM-78 (Ortiz) 7-8; NEE-16; Tr. (4/11/16) at 112; 
Tr. (4/18/16) at 1472;-1473; Tr. (4/19/16) at 1597-1599; Tr (4/20/16) at 1802; Tr. 6/27/16 at 
3686-3687. 

Section 62-17-10 of the Efficient Use of Energy Act ("EUEA") requires PNM to conduct 
resource planning that considers regional and market factors, and the value of carbon-free 
nuclear assets in light of anticipated regulation of emissions. At the time PNM was required to 
elect to relinquish or retain PVNGS Unit 1 in January 2012, and Unit 2 in January 2013, PNM 
was anticipating the retirement of other base load coal-fired generation resources. The PVNGS 
interests were part of PNM's most cost-effective portfolio of resources identified in the 2008 
IRP, and the 2008 Action Plan required PNM to investigate whether to retain or relinquish the 
PVNGS assets. In the 2011 IRP, PNM evaluated its portfolio with and without the PVNGS 

The scope of the proposed further hearings appears to presume that for the Commission to find that PNM's past 
decisions on PVNGS were prudent, PNM must re-justify these decisions by evaluating PVNGS as a new resource 
addition using current conditions and assumptions. First, this is not the correct standard for a prudence review under 
numerous Commission and court precedents. Second, to evaluate PVNGS under current conditions requires the use 
of resource planning assumptions relating to post-2022 reliance on SJGS which are intended to be developed in the 
2017 IRP and in the 2018 proceeding stemming from the Case No. 13-00390-UT stipulation and final order. 
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assets and the portfolio that included the PVNGS assets cost less than the portfolio that replaced 
the PVNGS assets with alternative resources. The 2011 Action Plan included acquiring the 
PVNGS interests. NMTRC also evaluated the PVNGS interests using Strategist modeling. 
PNM-3 (Ortiz) at 17-26; PNM-78 (Ortiz) at 9; PNM-91 (proffered into evidence) (IRP excerpts); 
Tr. (4/26/16) (Dauphinais) at 2895-2911; Tr. (6/27/16) at 3665-3668; 3751-3752; Case No. 08-
00208-UT, IRP Action Plan; Case No. 11-00317-UT, IRP at 3-4, 13, Table 2-1, Table 3-1. 

The Commission either reviewed, or had the opportunity to review, the reasonableness of PNM's 
resource analyses on PVNGS in four separate dockets: Case No. 08-00208-UT (2008 IRP), Case 
No. 11-00317-UT (2011 IRP), Case No. 13-00199-UT (investigation into purchase or lease of 
PVNGS interests), and Case No. 13-00390-UT (SJGS retirements and CCNs for replacement 
capacity). PNM-3 (Ortiz) at 23-24; PNM-41 at 28; PNM-80; PNM-81 ;PNM-82; NEE-22, Ex 
DVW-14 at 2; Tr. (6/27/16) at 3702-3703, 3709-3711, 3725-37-26, 3749-3751; Tr. (6/28/16) at 
4002-4004; Commission Ex. 5, citing Final Order 13-00390-UT. 

When PNM decided whether to extend the leases or repurchase the PVNGS assets in accordance 
with the Commission's approved leases, it took into account that the lease payments would be 
cut in half. PNM prudently diversified the risk associated with the choice to keep leasing for 
either two or up to eight years, or to buy the 178 MW of PVNGS assets by considering factors 
such as financing diversification, known market prices for nuclear resources, expected coal plant 
retirements, and anticipated environmental regulations. PNM decided to purchase only the Unit 
2 assets that had a short extension period. PNM-41 (Eden) at 24-27, PNM-42 (Eden) at 8-9; 
PNM-3 (Ortiz) at 11. 

Evidence Supporting Reasonable Valuation for PVNGS 

The Commission has always found that the full amount of the PVNGS lease payments were 
reasonable, and it is arbitrary to conclude that re-leasing the exact same energy and capacity for 
half that amount is now unreasonable. The lease payment reduction saves customers 
approximately $16.5 million (exclusive of taxes) per year for 114 MW of power. PNM-3 (Ortiz) 
at 22-24; PNM-36 (Monroy) at HEM-4 WP OM-10 (lease adjustments); PNM-41 (Eden) at 25; 
PNM-78 (Ortiz) at 18; PNM-79 (Monroy) at 15, 23; NEE-20 at DVW-14 at 2; Tr. (6/27/16) 
(Crane) at 3802. 

During the period 2008-2014, similar nuclear generation assets appraised at similar prices and 
the Commission included other PVNGS previously leased assets in rates at values in the 
$2,500/kW range when they were purchased by PNM. The $2,550/kW price negotiated in 2014 
was less than the appraisal and asking price of lessors of over $3,000/kW. PNM purchased Unit 
2 interest in 2007 for $2,850/kW, which was included in rate base at approximately $2,500/kW, 
in Case No. 10-00086-UT. PNM made an unsuccessful bid for Unit 2 lease in 2011 at 
$2,578/kW. PVNGS Unit 3 had an appraisal for $2,500 in 2013, and the Commission approved 
a stipulated value for ratemaking purposes of $l,100/kW, in Case No. 13-00390-UT. Leases 
require fair market purchase. PNM-1 (Ortiz), 28; PNM-41 (Eden) at 10, 26-29; PNM-42 (Eden) 
at 5, 6-7, 10-11; PNM-86 (Eden) at 2-4; NEE-28; Staff-17 through 19; Tr. (4/19/16) at 1802; Tr. 
(6/28/16) at 4028-29, 4031, 40389-4042, 4044-4045, 4054-4057. 
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The NBV for the PV2 purchase is $l,306/kW. 
(6/29/16) at 4185-4187, 4189. 

PNM-89 (Peters) at 4, 14-15, JAP-1; Tr. 

The values for the PV2 repurchase above zero that were recommended by interveners range 
between $610/kW and $l,306/kW, depending on consideration of adjustments to the NBV such 
as the remaining undepreciated value of PVNGS Unit 2 leasehold improvements and prior write
offs associated with PVNGS. Using different assumptions required by the Commission, PNM 
calculated depreciated values of $725, $1285 and $1306 per kW. NMIEC originally 
recommended between $1,138 and $l,500/kW, based on its expert's Strategist® modeling. 
NMIEC-15 (Dauphinais) at 15, 18, 29-32; Tr. (4/26/16) (Ortiz) at 2894-2895; Tr. (6/27/16) 
(Crane) at 3784-3787, 3794; see also PNM-89 at JAP-1, JAP-4, JAP-5; PNM-88 at 1 and 3; PRC 
Ex. 4. 

Reasonableness of Balanced Draft and Costs 

Balanced draft conversion at SJGS Units 1 and 4 is a stated requirement in the SJGS Title V 
Operating Permit, and the SJGS New Source Review Permit, as issued by the New Mexico 
Environment Department's Air Quality Bureau ("NMED"). PNM Ex. 39 (Olson) at 26; PNM 
Ex. 40 at CMO-1 and CMO-2. 

The detailed benefits and costs of the balanced draft and SNCR projects are itemized in PNM 
Ex. 39, CMO-2 (Project Id # 76121912, 76421912, and 77021913), at 115-119, 130-134, and 
164-169. None of the parties challenged the reasonableness of the actual costs of the project. 
PNM Ex. 40 at 25; Tr. (4/18/16) at 1495). 

NMED is required by law to examine the technical practicability and economic reasonableness 
of their permit requirements in light of available technology and equipment, and was required to 
consider whether there were alternative technologies and economic benefits for the technology 
that was included in the permits. The SJGS air quality permit conditions were not challenged or 
objected to by other parties before either the NMED or the US Environmental Protection 
Agency. PNM Ex. 40 at 9,18,25. 

The SJGS air permits (see Title V Permit Subpart B101A) state that noncompliance with a 
permit condition is grounds for an enforcement action under state and federal regulations. 
Failure to convert to balanced draft as required under the SJGS air quality permits could result in 
the curtailment of plant operations. PNM Ex. 40 at 6-8, 20, CMO-1 and CMO-2. 

The SJGS air permits state that modification of the Unit 1 and Unit 4 fan systems to achieve 
balanced draft configuration allows for the elimination of emission points E501 (Unit 1) and 
E504 (Unit 4) and the permits as revised removed the emission allowances from duct leaks 
previously included in the SJGS air permits. PNM-40 at CMO-1 and CMO-2. 

The SJGS modeling showed that SJGS was at the maximum compliance limit and therefore at 
risk for violating the allowable PM2.5 NAAQS of 12 ug/m3 standard. The balanced draft 
configuration assists in compliance as those standards are tightened, by reducing significant 
pollutants such as NOx and SO2. PM2.5 emissions are directed to the units' baghouses where 
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Balanced draft reduces emissions below maximum 99.9% of the emissions are captured, 
allowable levels and is required to meet unit-specific emissions levels, so that duct leakage levels 
go to zero. It results in the elimination of over 150 tons per year of permitted emission of 
NAAQS criteria pollutants. PNM-40 at 11-12, 14-15,16-17; Tr. (4/18/16) at 1578-1580; PNM 
Ex. 68; Tr. 4/25/16 2622-24; Tr. 4/19/16 1595-97. 

Eliminating duct leak emissions at SJGS Units 1 and 4 provides improvements to workplace 
conditions, including the mitigation of ammonia exposure, enhanced plant operations, and 
reduced outage costs for joint replacements ($2-3 million) and O&M costs ($200-300,000). Tr. 
(4/18/16) at 1491-1492. 

PNM timed the balanced draft conversion to coincide with the outages to install SNCR to 
minimize installation costs. PNM'40 at 5-6; Tr. (4/18/16) at 1490-1491. 

Staffs expert (a mechanical engineer) testified that balanced draft provides operational and 
environmental benefits because fugitive emission leaks that affect the SJGS plant and 
surrounding environment are eliminated by the balanced draft configuration. Staff testified that 
the balanced draft system is needed and is used and useful equipment, and customers benefit 
from its installation. Staff also looked at annual O&M expenses that are saved because it was 
installed. Staff testified balanced draft is a good technology and was a normal upgrade that 
improved performance, and provided environmental and working condition benefits. Staff was 
not aware of a better alternative. Staff does not think balanced draft was imprudent. Staff 
testified that PNM cannot ignore a permit condition. Based on personal knowledge. Staff 
testified balanced draft provides better emission control and provides better ambient air condition 
and plant conditions. Ex. 13 (Carrara) at 6-9; Tr. 4/29/16 at 3567-3571, 3573-3575, 3577, 3580, 
3588,3590-3591. 

Staff testified that it was reasonable to include $2.1 million in PNM's rate base revenue 
requirements and simply splitting the difference of the total cost would be $2.6 million. Staff did 
not question that the cost of balanced draft was within the reasonable range of work of that 
nature. Staff did not recommend full recovery because PNM did not submit evidence that it was 
the least-cost method of duct leak emissions elimination and because the cost was higher than 
just doing mitigation and O&M even though balanced draft provides greater benefits. Staff Ex. 
13 (Carrara) at 7-9; Tr. 4/29/16 at 3567-3571, 3580, 3581-3582, 3591-3593. 

Consideration by Commission of IRP Analyses 

The Order's paragraph 4 seems to indicate that the Commission will not consider, and 

utilities cannot rely on, the IRP analyses they are required by law to undertake. This also was an 

apparent concern in the RD's evaluation of whether PNM made prudent decisions respecting 

PVNGS and adequately informed the Commission of its resource planning activities for the 

PVNGS interests. It is important for the Commission to clarify this issue. Importantly, the 
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Commission seems to have misunderstood PNM's argument in its Post Hearing Brief. The 

Order omits the important word "Rule" where PNM argued that the IRP Rule does not require a 

resource planning analysis in a rate case, and points out that the IRP Rule allows a utility to rely 

on its resource planning results in future CCN requests which is not necessary because a CCN 

was already issued for the PVNGS interests. 

PNM has never taken the position in this case that its IRPs could not be applicable in 

determining if PNM's PVNGS decisions were prudent. Although the IRP Rule provision 

regarding the presumption given to an IRP in a CCN proceeding does not apply in this case 

because a CCN was already granted for the PVNGS interests, PNM did argue that the results of 

the IRP were relevant evidence demonstrating the prudence of actions taken during the 

Commission-required four year Action Plan associated with the IRP. PNM is required by law, 

under the EUEA, to: 

evaluate renewable energy, energy efficiency, load management, distributed generation 
and conventional supply-side resources on a consistent and comparable basis and take 
into consideration risk and uncertainty of fuel supply, price volatility and costs of 
anticipated environmental regulations in order to identify the most cost-effective portfolio 
of resources to supply the energy needs of customers. 

NMSA 1978, § 62-17-10 (2005). PNM's filed IRPs are evidence that PNM complied with its 

statutory requirements and engaged in resource evaluation processes and related analyses during 

the time period PNM was required to make its decisions on the PVNGS interests, and that PNM 

prudently identified the need to retain the PVNGS interests when the leases terminated. PNM 

complied with the statute, and PNM indisputably engaged in the resource evaluation process 

specifically required by the Commission's IRP Rule. 

PNM provided testimony, which was not challenged, on what the results of its IRP 

evaluations showed with regard to the PVNGS interests. PNM also provided testimony regarding 
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how it considered the statutory factors on the "risk and uncertainty of fuel supply, price volatility 

and costs of anticipated environmental regulations" in identifying the retention of the PVNGS 

interests as part of its 2011 "most cost-effective portfolio of resources" available to supply the 

The 2008 and 2011 IRP Action Plans required to be filed with the needs of customers. 

Commission clearly identified that PNM was investigating the retention of the resources (2008 

IRP), and that, as a result of that investigation and the cost-effectiveness of the scenarios with 

PVNGS versus those without PVNGS, intended to secure those resources (2011 IRP). 

PNM has always taken the legal position and provided testimony that its IRPs 

demonstrate that PNM engaged in a prudent resource planning and decision-making process that 

included evaluating the need for and cost-effectiveness of the PVNGS interests. There was no 

objection to this testimony and other parties also testified on the contents of the IRPs.2 In fact, 

having admitted into the record PNM's testimony in the first round of hearings, during the 

supplemental proceeding the Hearing Examiner denied PNM's motion to admit into evidence as 

PNM Exhibit 91 portions of its 2011 IRP on the need to renew or repurchase leased interests in 

PVNGS as summarized in the IRP Action Plan. See Tr. 4286-88. Further, if the Commission 

now finds the actual IRPs, or portions thereof, are required for the Commission to decide on the 

prudence of PNM's decisions concerning the retention of the PVNGS interests, the Commission 

may either admit PNM Exhibit 91 or may properly take administrative notice of PNM's IRPs as 

it has done in another case, because IRPs are periodic reports regularly filed as required by law 

or Commission order.3 See 1.2.2.35(D)(1)(c) NMRA; see also, Re Southwest Public Service 

Company, Case No. 11-00313 Final Order Approving Certification of Stipulation (2/7/2012), Ex. 

2 No party objected to PNM's testimony on the IRPs evaluation results on the grounds that the IRPs must be placed 
in evidence instead. 
3 Pursuant to 17.7.3.9 (A) NMAC, electric utilities are required by law to periodically, i.e. every three years, file 
IRPs with the Commission. 
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1 Certification of Stipulation at 4-5 (Administrative notice taken of SPS's 2009 IRP). Having 

admitted PNM's pre-filed and live testimony on the IRPs as relevant, it would be prejudicial to 

PNM for the Commission to now conclude that it will not be considered. 

Availability of Strategist to Parties at No Cost 

PNM notes that it cannot provide the Strategist® modeling program to parties without 

violating its licensing agreement with the vendor.4 Further, the Public Utility Act requires 

parties to bear their own costs, and no costs shall be taxed against a party. NMSA 1978, § 62-

13-3(A) (1993). PNM is prohibited by its license for Strategist® from ABB (formerly Ventyx 

Inc.) from allowing third parties to use the proprietary software, and such license violations can 

lead to adverse claims against the Company. In this case, NMIEC relied on its own Strategist® 

modeling from Case No. 13-00390-UT, that analyzed the time period for PNM's decisions. 

To address these legal restrictions in resource planning cases, PNM was ordered in Case 

No. 13-00390-UT to use Strategist® to analyze reasonable alternative resource portfolios 

requested by the parties in the discovery process. Procedural Order, f F, at 5 (July 17, 2015). 

Further, PNM provided information in that case about how parties could work with ABB to 

obtain their own independent access to Strategist® at a lower cost. See Response of Public 

Service Company of New Mexico (Oct. 13, 2015) at 5-7, Exhibits D, E and F. 

Conclusion 

PNM understands that the Commission must reach a fair and balanced decision when 

setting rates in this case, based on a sound evidentiary record. PNM recognizes that PNM's 

investments in the PV2 repurchase and balanced draft conversion generated significant 

disagreement over the amount PNM should recover in rate base for these investments. The 

4 In Case No. 13-00390-UT, the Hearing Examiner ruled that the Public Utility Act prohibited the Commission from 
requiring PNM to pay the costs of an intervenor gaining access to Strategist®. Certification of Stipulation at 145 
(April 8, 2015). 
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record is uncontested that the PVNGS interests and the balanced draft configuration are used and 

useful, that they are in-service, and that customers are using and benefiting from these 

investments. No evidence in the record refutes or contradicts PNM fully recovering its annual 

costs for the PV Leases. The majority of parties support a value greater than zero for the PV2 

repurchased assets, and the Commission has evidence on which to set a fair value for ratemaking 

purposes. On the balanced draft installation, the parties argued that PNM "volunteered" this 

pollution control mitigation and that it was not a "requirement" of the SJGS air permits; they did 

not contest the costs themselves or that there are benefits, and Staff recommended specific partial 

recovery of the balanced draft investment. 

For the reasons discussed above, and based on the procedural history and the totality of 

the record before the Commission today, PNM requests that the Commission reach a final 

decision in this case within the statutory suspension period, by no later than September 30, 2016. 

Respectfully submitted this 29th day of August 2016. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW MEXICO 
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email(5)iongkomer.com smichelfo), westemresources. org 

Kevin Higgins 
Energy Strategies, LLC 
Parkside Towers 

Daniel A. Najjar, Esq. 
Virtue & Najjar, P.C. 
2200 Brothers Road 
PO Box 22249 215 South State Street, Suite 200 

Salt Lake City, UT 84111 Santa Fe,NM 87502-2249 
khiggins(a),energvstrat.com vnaiiar@aol.com 



Joseph Yar 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 

Jeffrey H. Albright, Attorney 
Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie LLP 
201 Third Street NW, Suite 1950 
Albuquerque, NM 87120 
JAlbright@Jrrc.com 

PO Drawer 1508 
Santa Fe,NM 87504-1508 
ivar(S),nmag.gov 
lmartinez(a),nmag. gov 

William P. Templeman, Esq. 
Comeau, Maldegen, Templeman & Indall, 

Shannon A. Parden, Esq. 
Ray, McChristian & Jeans, P.C. 

LLP 6000 Uptown Blvd. N.E., Suite 307 
PO Box 669 Albuquerque, New Mexico 87110 

sparden(a),mii firm, com Santa Fe, NM 87504-0669 
wtempleman(a),cmtisantafe.com 

Justin Lesky, Esq. 
Law Office of Justin Lesky 

Mariel Nanasi 
New Energy Economy 
343 E. Alameda Street 8210 La Mirada Place NE, Suite 600 

Albuquerque, NM 87109 Santa Fe,NM 87501 
i1eskv@leskvlawofficc.com mariel(fl),seedsbeneaththesnow.org 

Clarke Metcalf 
1323 DulcineaLane 
Rio Communities, NM 87002 
torwirtmetcalf@vahoo.com 

Dahl Harris 
2753 Herradura Road 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 
dab 1 h am s@hotm ail.com 

Charles F. Noble Peter J. Gould, Esq. 
P. O. Box 34127 Attorney for CCAE 

409 E. Palace Ave, Unit #2 
Santa Fe,NM 87501 

Santa Fe,NM 87594 
pgouldlaw(a),gmail.com 

Noble.ccae@gmail.com 

Thomas Manning 
Citizens for Fair Rates and the Environment 8751 Modesto Ave. NE 

Athena Christodoulou 

406 S. Arizona St. Albuquerque, NM 87122 
Silver City, NM 88061 Athena, solpowemmfajgmail.com 
cfrecleanener gv(g),vahoo. com 

Stephanie Dzur Bruce C. Throne 
1440-B South St. Francis Dr. 5724 Nugget Ct. NE 

Albuquerque, NM 87111 Santa Fe, NM 87505 
Dzur.law(£)comcast.net bthroneattv@newmexico.com 
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Hand Deliver To: 
Commissioner Karen L. Montoya 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
1120 Paseo De Peralta 

Hand Deliver To: 
Commissioner Patrick H. Lyons 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
1120 Paseo De Peralta 

Santa Fe, NM 87501 Santa Fe,NM 87501 
KarenL.Monto va@state. nm. u s Patrick.Lyons@,state.nin .us 

Hand Deliver To: 
Commissioner Valerie Espinoza 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
1120 Paseo De Peralta 

Hand Deliver To: 
Commissioner Lynda Lovejoy 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
1120 Paseo De Peralta 

Santa Fe, NM 87501 Santa Fe,NM 87501 
Valerie.Espinoza@state.nm.us Lynda.Loveiovfgtstate.nm.us 

Hand Deliver To: 
Commissioner Sandy Jones 
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
1120 Paseo De Peralta 

HAND DELIVERED: 
Charles Gunter 
NMPRC 
1120 Paseo de Peralta 

Santa Fe,NM 87501 Santa Fe,NM 87504 
Sandy. Jones(a),state.nm.us Charles.Gunter(g),state.nm.us 

HAND DELIVERED: HAND DELIVERED: 
Cydney Beadles 
NMPRC 
1120 Paseo de Peralta 

Michael C. Smith 
NMPRC 
1120 Paseo de Peralta 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 Santa Fe,NM 87504 
Cvdnev.beadles(a>,state .nm.us MichaelC. Smith(a),state.nm.us 

HAND DELIVERED: 
Carolyn Glick 
NMPRC 
1120 Paseo de Peralta 
Santa Fe,NM 87504 
Carolyn.Glick@,state.nm.us 

Email Only: 

Benjamin Phillips 
Ben. PhillipS'@.pnrn resources.com 

Mark Fenton 
Mark. F entonfolnnm. com 

James R. Dauphinais 
idauphinais@consultbai.com 

Jane Yee 
ivee@cabq.goy 

Carey Salaz 
Carey. Salaz@pnm.coin 

Loretta Baca 
LBaca(g),lrrc.com 
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Michael I. Garcia 
mikgarci a@bemco. gov 

Jennifer Hall 
jhall (a), mstlaw.com 

Julie M. Baca 
manager(a),bemco. gov 

DebreaM. Terwilliger 
dterwilliger(a),wbklaw.com 

Amanda Edwards 
A Bd wards (ci)\ rrc. com 

Robin Gomez 
RGomez(a)Jrrc.com 

Douglas Howe 
Doug.howe@;dhaconsii]ting.us 

Jessica Nance 
JNance@Jrrc.com 

Glenda Murphy Megan A. O'Reilly 
gmurphv@westernresources. org arcresearchandanalvsis@gmail.corn 

Adam Bickford Ramona Blaber 
Ramona.blaber@,sierraclub. org abickford(a),swenergv.org 

Don Hancock 
sricdonfo),earthlink.net 

Thomas Domme 
tdotnine@tecoenergv.com 

Noah Long Rebecca Carter 
racarter@teconener gy. com nlong@,nrdc.org 

Ralph Cavanagh Clyde F. Worthen, Esq. 
rcavanagh@nrdc.org c:["w@,keleher-law. com 

Howard Geller 
hgellcr@swenergv.org 

John Boyd 
iwb@fbdlaw.com 

David Van Winkle Michael McElrath 
Michael Mc HIrath@FMI. com david@) vw7 7. com 

Joe Herz 
i aherz@sawvel.com 

Samuel L. Roberts 
SRoberts@eugenelaw.com 

Andrea Crane 
ctcolumbia@,aol.com 

Doug Gegax 
dgegax@nmus.edu 

James R. Dittmer 
i dittmer@utilitech.net 

William Dunkel 
WilliamDunkel@consultant.com 

Christine Wright 
cwright2@,solarcitv.com 

Kevin Auerbacher 
kauerbacher@,solarcitv.com 

Juli Getchell Julie Park 
i getchell@solarcitv.com Julie.park(@,state.nm.us 
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Jenica L. Jacobi 
i i acobi(a),cabq. go v 

James Mackenzie 
i imimackrim@comcast.net 

Richard C. Mertz 
Rcmertz? (a),outlook, com 

Vincent deCesare 
Vincent.decesarefftistate.nm.us 

Heidi Pitts 
IJcidi.pitts@state.nm.us 

James Albright 
i albright@wbklaw.com 

Cholla Khoury Grieta G. Gilchrist 
ggilchrist@rmi firm, com ckhoury@nmag. gov 

Cynthia Hall 
Cynthiabhall@gmail.com 

Chris King 
Chris king@siemens.com 

Carta Sonntag 
Carla@nmnsa.org 

Dated this 29th day of August, 2016. 

By: 
Carey Salaz, Projccl Manager 
PNM Regulatory Planning and Policy/' 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 
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