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1. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

Q

Please state your name and occupation.

A My name is Devi Glick. I am a Senior Principal at Synapse Energy Economics, Inc

Q

(“Synapse”). My business address is 485 Massachusetts Avenue, Suite 3, Cambridge,
Massachusetts 02139.

Please describe Synapse Energy Economics.

A Synapse is a research and consulting firm specializing in energy and environmental

Q

issues, including electric generation, transmission and distribution system reliability,
ratemaking and rate design, electric industry restructuring and market power, electricity
market prices, stranded costs, efficiency, renewable energy, environmental quality, and

nuclear power.

Synapse’s clients include state consumer advocates, public utilities commission staff,
attorneys general, environmental organizations, federal government agencies, and

utilities.

Please summarize your work experience and educational background.

A At Synapse, I conduct economic analysis and write testimony and publications that

focus on a variety of issues related to electric utilities. These issues include power plant
economics, electric system dispatch, integrated resource planning, environmental
compliance technologies and strategies, and valuation of distributed energy resources.
I have submitted expert testimony in over 60 different proceedings before state utility

regulators in more than 20 states.
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In the course of my work, I develop in-house models and perform analysis using
industry-standard electricity power system models. I am proficient in the use of
spreadsheet analysis tools, as well as widely used optimization and electric dispatch
models. I have directly run the EnCompass and PLEXOS electricity system models and

have reviewed inputs and outputs for several other models.

Before joining Synapse, I worked at RMI, focusing on a wide range of energy and
electricity issues. I have a master’s degree in public policy and a master’s degree in
environmental science from the University of Michigan, as well as a bachelor’s degree
in environmental studies from Middlebury College. I have more than 13 years of
professional experience as a consultant, researcher, and analyst. A copy of my current

resume is attached as Exhibit DG-1.

Q On whose behalf are you testifying in this case?

A 1 am testifying on behalf of residential and small business ratepayers through Raul

Torrez, Attorney General of New Mexico and the New Mexico Department of Justice.

Q Have you testified previously before the New Mexico Public Regulation

Commission (“Commission” or “PRC”)?

A Yes, | submitted testimony in the following Cases:

e (Case No. 22-000286-UT, Southwestern Public Service Company (SPS)
Application to revise rates and abandon / amend its abandonment date for
various plants. On behalf of Sierra Club.

e Case No. 19-00099-UT/ 19-00348-UT, El Paso Electric Company (EPE)
Application for Hecate, Buena Vista and Canutillo Energy Centers. On
behalf of New Mexico Attorney General.



25-00066-UT Public Version

Q

e (Case No. 22-00093-UT, EPE Renewable energy Act Compliance Docket.
On behalf of New Mexico Attorney General.
e Case No. 21-00200-UT, SPS Application to amend its CPCN for
Harrington Generation Station. On behalf of Sierra Club.
e Case No. 19-00170-UT, SPS Application to revise rates. On behalf of
Sierra Club.
I also submitted comments on behalf of Sierra Club in SPS’s 2020 and 2023 Integrated
Resource Plan (IRP) proceedings.

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

A Tassess whether Southwestern Public Service Company (“SPS” or “the Company”) has

demonstrated that it needs the full quantity of proposed resources and has provided
sufficient alternatives analysis. I evaluate the factors driving future load growth—
mainly prospective economic development customers and changes in Southwest Power
Pool’s (SPP) reserve margin calculation—and assess the extent to which the projected
load is likely to materialize. I review the cost estimates for SPS’s proposed new
resources and compare them to market data. I review whether SPS’s requests for
exemptions and net-zero resource designation related to long-term Renewable Energy
Act (REA) compliance are reasonable and justified. And I evaluate SPS’s request to

extend the retirement date of the Tolk coal plant by three months.

How is your testimony structured?
In Section 2, I summarize my findings and recommendations.

In Section 3, I summarize the Company’s ask in the application. Specifically, I outline
the new resources for which SPS is requesting approval, the existing resources for

which it seeks abandonment exemptions, and its REA compliance exemption requests.

6
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I also summarize the Company’s evaluation of the cost of its requests and the projected

impact on ratepayers.

In Section 4, I review the forces driving the Company’s load forecast and resource
need. I evaluate how its need has changed since its most recent IRP. I summarize the
changes to SPP’s reserve margin, the impact that is having on SPS’s resource need, and
the Company’s role in improving the SPP capacity accreditation framework going
forward. I evaluate the electrification forecast for SPS’s oil and gas customers and

finally look at the extent to which data center growth is expected to impact demand.

In Section 5, I review the proposed new generation resources for which SPS is
requesting a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN), as well as the
existing ones for which it is seeking a retirement extension. I evaluate whether the costs
of new resources are reasonable compared to the market, and the fairness of the

procurement process.

In Section 6, I discuss the REA compliance exemptions that SPS is seeking at the
Gaines County combustion gas turbine (CGT) and Tolk Station CGT. I evaluate
whether the exemption that SPS is seeking to the 2045 compliance deadline based on
reliability and ratepayer costs is justified. I also evaluate whether the Company’s
request to designate parts of the Gaines County CGT as zero-carbon based on avoided

methane emissions is reasonable and permissible.

In Section 7, I discuss my concerns with the accelerated timeline for this CPCN
process, and the limited time allowed for review and evaluation of a large quantity of
materials. I compare this timeline to what is typical and industry standard in other

states, and even historically in New Mexico.
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Q

What documents do you rely upon for your analysis, findings, and

observations?

A My analysis relies primarily upon the workpapers, exhibits, and discovery responses of

SPS witnesses associated with this proceeding. I also rely on public information
associated with prior SPS proceedings, including its most recent IRP. To a limited
extent, [ also rely on certain external, publicly available documents, SPP reports, and
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) orders related to the regional

transmission operator’s (RTO) updated winter reserve margin.

2. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Q

Please summarize your findings.

A My primary findings are:

The cost for SPS’s proposed self-build and power purchase agreement
(PPA) projects are high — especially the combustion turbines — but most
are not unreasonable relative to other recent industry data points.

SPS’s current load forecast and resource need is driven by four main
factors that SPS should be isolating and addressing distinctly: (1) a change
in winter capacity accreditation in the SPP; (2) retirement of existing
resources; (3) increasing electrification of the oil and gas industry in the
region; and (4) some data center growth in its Texas region.

SPP’s capacity accreditation process, which SPS has some input in
establishing, is highly flawed, notable in how fossil resources are
accredited. Even FERC acknowledged that it needs to be improved and
updated. SPS’s use of a flawed methodology resulted in an extremely high

and likely overstated winter reserve margin requirement.

8
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Q

The forecasted load attributed to New Mexico’s oil and gas customers
alone accounts for over- of the expected new load between 2026
and 2030. This forecast may be over-stated and include a substantial
portion of load that is speculative and unlikely to materialize. And it is not
clear that the utility has proper tariffs or contracts set up to protect existing
ratepayers from the incremental cost of serving new load.

Absent action from the Commission to protect SPS’s existing ratepayers,
existing ratepayers will see their bills rise by as much as 47.05 percent by
2030 based on the resource build-out proposed here.

SPS is requesting to designate a portion of Gaines County CGT as a zero-
carbon resource under the States’s REA, but the Company’s logic is
flawed in directly connecting a specific resource to a single end-use
customer. In addition, the CGT does not meet the methane reduction
requirements to designate it as a zero-carbon resource under the law.

SPS is also requesting an exemption from the REA’s 2045 zero carbon
requirement at Gaines County CGT and Tolk CGT, twenty years in
advance of the compliance date, based on reliability and rate impact
mitigation. This request is not supported by the record.

The timeline for review and testimony was incredibly short and out of line
with standard procedural timelines. This is especially concerning given the
significant asks from SPS to approve new resources and new transmission

lines, and to grant various exemptions.

Please summarize your recommendations.

A Based on my findings, I offer the following chief recommendations:
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1.

The Commission should require SPS to break out the portion of new load
and new resource needs attributed to existing customers—inclusive of the
capacity needed to fulfill the updated SPP reserve margin—and isolate the
portion of new load and resources attributed to new customers. To serve
load, the lowest-cost resources should be allocated to existing and non-
large-load customers and the remaining resources should be available to
large-load customers with executed contracts.

a. For future resource procurements, SPS should separately plan for
and procure resources to serve existing customers and new large-
load customers.

Regarding the resources for which SPS seeks a CPCN, the Commission
should:

a. Approve resources needed to meet existing and projected new non-
large load, inclusive of resources needed to meet the updated SPP
reserve margin associated with existing and new non-large load.

b. Not approve of new resources not needed but for the new Permian
basin and data center load until new tariffs and contracts are in
place to protect existing ratepayers. As a condition of approval in
the future, the Commission should require signed contracts to
support new resource builds for new load.

c. Deny all resources that require an exemption from REA
compliance.

SPS should provide more robust justification for its large-load forecast,
such as providing information on the level of financial and contractual
commitment that each new large-load has made to justify SPS building

new resources to serve such load.

10
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4. The Commission should require SPS to design a new large-load tariff for
data centers and newly electrifying oil and gas customers that reflects the
utility's cost to build incremental resources and includes additional
measures to protect existing ratepayers. All new customers in these large-
load classes should be required to take service under the new tariff.

5. While SPS must abide by SPP’s reserve margins for the current calendar
year and the near term, it should not plan its system over the long term
based on the current SPP accreditation framework. In addition, the
Company should take a more active role in designing a capacity
accreditation framework for all resources, not just renewables, in SPP.

6. The Commission should not grant SPS’s request to designate part of
Gaines County CGT as a zero-carbon resource; nor should it grant SPS’s
request to exempt both Gaines County and Tolk Station CGT Plants from
the 2045 REA requirements based on reliability and cost 20 years in
advance.

7. The Commission should require assurances from SPS that it will not seek
additional extensions to operate Tolk on coal beyond the three-month

extension SPS is currently seeking.

11
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3. SPS SEEKS APPROVAL OF 4,103 MW OF NEW RESOURCES, AMENDMENT OF SEVERAL

Q

ABANDONMENT DATES. AND EXEMPTION FROM REA COMPLIANCE AT PROPOSED GAS

PLANTS

What is SPS requesting for in this docket?

A SPS is requesting CPCNs for eight self-build generation and battery storage projects.!

The self-build projects (Table 1 below) total 4,103 MW of nameplate capacity. SPS is

also requesting CPCNs for three 345-kV transmission lines (J-41, J-42 and J-43) in

New Mexico and Texas associated with the self-build projects.? The Company also

seeks a CPCN for the 115-mile 345 kV single-circuit transmission line from Tolk

Substation in Lamb County, Texas, to Potter County Substation in Potter County,

Texas.’

Table 1. SPS self-build projects

Nameplate Estimated Commercial
Resource Resource Type | Capacity (MW) Operation Date
Plant X BESS Surplus BESS 150 11/1/2027
Yellow House at Tolk
Station Surplus Wind 300 6/1/2028
Lariat at Tolk Station Surplus Wind 800 2/22/2029
Gaines County CTG Gas Thermal 1,160 (winter max) 12/1/2028
Tolk Station CTG Gas Thermal 928 (winter max) 4/2/2029
Oneida 2 at Harrington Surplus Solar 254 5/3/2028
Sandy Loam at Plant X Surplus Solar 189 10/18/2028
Sagamore BESS Surplus BESS 322 5/1/2028
Total (MW) 4,103

Source: Application at 8.
*Partial in-service

I Application at 8.
2 Direct Testimony of Zoe Lees at 1.
3 Application at 9.

12
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Q

In addition to the generation and transmission CPCNs above, SPS is requesting life
extension for Nichols Unit 1, Nichols Unit 2, Maddox Unit 1, Plant X Unit 4, and Tolk
Units 1 and 2.* SPS also requests a variance from Final Order in Case 22-00286-UT,
to extend retirement of Tolk Units 1 and 2 by three months from December 31, 2028,
through March 31, 2029.°

The Company is also planning to use two build-transfers in Texas (Solar and Wind)
and seven PPAs for Surplus Battery Energy Storage to meet load requirements but is
not seeking approval for those in this docket.® Section 5 addresses the Company’s new

resource requests in more detail.

What is driving SPS’s request for such a large quantity of new generation and

transmission resources?

A The Company attributes the need for such a large quantity of new generation and

transmission resources to three factors: (1) rapid load growth from oil and gas
customers, (2) data center load; (3) retirement of major thermal units and (4) increasing

SPP Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) requirements.’

On the first driver, SPS claims it is experiencing unprecedented load growth in its
service territory primarily due to rapid economic development. SPS projects peak

demand to increase by almost 40 percent within the next five years due to the rapid

41d. at 4.
> 1d. at 14.
1d. at 4.
"1d. at 6.

13
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Q

electrification of the oil and gas industry in the Permian Basin, increase in demand from

data centers and siting of other commercial and industrial loads.®

Second, SPS plans to retire several thermal units that are no longer economic to operate,

including Tolk Units 1 and 2 and Cunningham Unit 2.

Third, in July 2024, SPP updated its planning reserve margin (PRM) calculations: it
increased the summer PRM requirement to 16 percent and adopted a winter reserve
margin requirement of 36 percent, effective winter of 2026/2027.° SPP expects summer
PRM requirements to increase from 16 percent to 17 percent and winter PRM
requirements to increase from 36 percent to 38 percent by 2029.'° SPS must therefore
procure incremental capacity to meet this need for both existing and new customers to

maintain system reliability. Section 4 addresses all these issues in more detail.

What is SPS requesting with respect to REA compliance?

A SPS is requesting an exemption to the 2045 REA compliance requirement at Gaines

County CCT and Tolk CGT based on reliability and rate impacts.!? Specifically, the
Company is asking for approval to build two new gas resources with a service life that
extends beyond 2045. The service life and depreciation schedule for these plants will
extend beyond when its legal for them to operate in New Mexico. This is covered in

more detail in Section 6.

$1d. at 6.

?1d. at 6.

107d. at 7.

' Direct Testimony of Zoe Lees at 72.

14
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Q

What is SPS requesting with respect to net-zero designation?

A SPS is requesting permission to declare a portion of Gaines County CGT as zero-carbon

Q

based on avoided methane emissions in some of the end uses that are being electrified.'?
To support this request, SPS is claiming the Gaines CGT is serving new load rather

than existing load. This is also covered in more detail in Section 6.

Did SPS evaluate the projected ratepayer impacts of its proposal?

A Yes. SPS indicated that residential customer bills are projected to increase by 47.05

percent by 2030 due to the costs of the eight self-build projects. SPS claims that all
resources it proposes are needed to meet overall system-wide load growth, maintain
reliability, and comply with RPS requirements.'® Although major drivers may include
data centers, oil and gas electrification (particularly in the Permian Basin), and
increased SPP reserve margin requirements, the Company claims that the new
resources will benefit the entire integrated system. SPS proposes to allocate all costs
across all customer classes, including residential, based on their contribution to system
peaks via the AED-4CP allocator. This ensures proportional sharing even if growth

originates from specific sectors such as industrial loads.'*

SPS disagrees with the assertion that only the resource associated with meeting the
increased reserve margin requirement should be allocated to residential customers.!'
The Company does acknowledge that it has done no analysis to isolate the costs

associated with each driver—that is the reserve margin, retiring existing units, Permian

12 Direct Testimony of Dan Aas at 2-3.
13 SPS Response to WRA 1-17b.

4 1d.

15 SPS Response to WRA 1-7c.

15
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4.

Q

basin load, and data centers.'® This concerning and a major shortcoming of the

Company’s application.

SPS’S NEED FOR GENERATION CAPACITY IS BEING DRIVING BY CHANGING RESOURCE

ADEQUACY NEEDS AND GROWI E MIC DEVELOPMENT LOAD, BUT IT IS NOT

CLEAR THAT THE MAGNITUDE OF LOAD IS FULLY SUPPORTED BY THE RECORD

Please summarize your findings on SPS’s need for the proposed resources.

A SPS’s resource need has risen from when it completed its last IRP. This rise is being

driven by three main factors: (1) an increase in SPP’s reserve margin requirements,
which impacts both existing and new load; (2) electrification of the oil and gas industry;
(3) data center load growth, mostly in Texas; and (4) expiration of PPAs and retirement

of existing legacy fossil plants.

. SPS’s new resource need is much higher than it projected in its most recent

IRP

What resource need did SPS identify in its most recent IRP?

SPS’s most recent IRP, filed in October 2023, projected sustained and accelerating load
growth. The IRP identified the need for new resources to meet this new load and replace
retiring or expiring generation and PPAs. The IRP projected a summer peak demand
between 4,771 MW and 6,517 MW by 2030, requiring SPS to acquire approximately
5,324 MW to 10,211 MW of new nameplate resources between 2028 and 2030.!7

16 SPS Response to WRA 1-7d.
17 SPS 2023 Integrated Resource Plan, at 12%.6
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Q

What forecast did SPS use for its 2024 RFP?

A SPS’s 2024 RFP Forecast projects a sharp increase in peak demand from the prior IRP

Q

forecast. Specifically, SPS projects an increase in peak demand from the current 4,500
MW to around 6,000 MW by 2028 and 7,000 MW by 2036. Overall, between 2024 and
2042, SPS expects peak demand to grow at an average rate of 3.4 percent. This is in
sharp contrast with the annual decline in load growth SPS experience between 2018
and 2023. Similarly, energy sales are expected to grow at an average rate of 3.9 percent

compared to a decline of 0.3 percent previously.'®

What is SPS’s current projected resource need?

A SPS projects that near-term demand will continue to grow such that, through the mid-

2030s, it is likely to exceed its most recent projections from its 2024 RFP forecast.
Specifically, SPS’s current system peak is 4,474 MW in the summer and 3,882 MW in
the winter (4,742 MW and 4,375 MW in summer and winter respectively with the
reserve margin). SPS is forecasting system peak demand to increase from 4,700 MW
in 2025 to 6,500 MW in 2028 and 7,500 MW by 2036 in summer and winter (inclusive
of the SPP reserve margin).!” This means that peak demand is expected to more than

double relative to current levels by 2043.

Figure 1 shows SPS’s summer accredited capacity (ACAP) need and its existing
resources. Without proposed resources, the Company has a capacity shortfall of 780
MW starting in the summer of 2027. By 2030 and 2035 respectively, SPS predicts the
summer capacity shortfall to grow to 2,500 MW and 4,500 MW.

I8 Direct Testimony of John Goodenough at 12-13.
1 Table JMG-1 from Direct Testimony of John M. Goodenough at 12.

17
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Figure 1. Confidential SPS summer capacity need and existing accredited capacity

Source: Table JMG-1 from Direct Testimony of John M Goodenough; Table AJR-3 from Direct
Testimony of Adrian J. Rodriguez; SPS response to Staff 2-1, Exhibit SPS-Staff 2-1.xlsx; Confidential
SPS response to WRA 1-2, Exhibit SPS-WRA [-2.2(CONF).xlsx, SPS response to Staff 2-1, Exhibit SPS-
Stajf 2-1.xIsx.

Figure 2 shows SPS's total system winter capacity. The Company cunently has an
ACAP of 5,435 MW but forecasts a capacity shortfall of 1,200 MW staiting in
2027. The Company projects this sholtfall will increase to 2,800 MW by 2030 and
approximately 5,000 MW by 2035.

18
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Figure 2. Confidential SPS winter capacity need and existing accredited capacity

Source: Table JMG-1 from Direct Testimony of John M Goodenough; Table AJR-3 from Direct
Testimony of Adrian J. Rodriguez, SPS response to Staff 2-1, Exhibit SPS-Staff 2-1.xIsx; Confidential
SPS response to WRA 1-2, Exhibit SPS-WRA [-2.2(CONF).xlsx, SPS response to Staff 2-1, Exhibit SPS-
Stajf 2-1.xlsx.

Q What are the main factors driving SPS's resource need?

A The main factors driving SPS's resource need are (I) increases to SPP's reserve margin
requirement, most notably its winter reserve margin; (2) electrification of oil and gas
industry and economic development growth in the Pelmian basin; (3) new data centers
in the Texas poltion of SPS' service tenitO1y; and (4) the retirement and expiration of

existing resources and PPAs.

The forecasted increased load atti-ibuted to New Mexico oil and gas customers accounts

for approximately _ in the winter of the expected

total increases between 2026 and 2030, while load increase from data centers accounts

for around _ of the total increases in summer and winter load

19



25-00066-UT Public Version

respectively over the same time frame.2® In contrast, growth of existing load and the
associated increased reserve margin requirement accounts for only 2 percent and 19

percent of the total increases in summer and winter load respectively.

ii. SPP increased its winter reserve margin requirement from 15 percent to 36

percent starting in winter 2026-2027

Q Please summarize the change in SPP’s reserve margin.

A In July 2024, the SPP increased its summer PRM from 15 percent to 16 percent, and
its winter PRM from 15 percent to 36 percent in the winter.?? This means that in the
near-term SPS must procure additional resources to meet the updated reserve margin
for existing load, and as it adds new load it must build enough to meet the new load

plus the updated reserve margin.

Q Does SPP have any discretion on meeting its reserve margin requirement in

the near term?

A No. SPP has an obligation to meet the reserve margin requirement in the short term.
But the reserve margin requirement is being regularly updated and re-evaluated so the
Company should not lock into long-term resources just to meet the current requirement

years into the future.

Q Do you have concerns with SPP’s updated reserve margin requirement?

A Yes. SPP relied on a highly flawed methodology to develop the reserve margin

requirement. Most importantly, SPP did not use a consistent ELCC capacity

20 Calculated based on

21 Application at 6; Direct Testimony of Adrian Rodriguez at 24.
20
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Q

accreditation methodology for all resources, including coal and gas plants. This and
other flaws were acknowledged by FERC. In approving the higher reserve margin,
FERC Commissioners Rosner and Chang issued a joint statement that was highly
critical of many aspects of SPP’s analysis.?? They highlighted the need for SPP to use
an improved capacity accreditation methodology stating, “Ultimately, using a
consistent ELCC-based accreditation methodology for all resource types, as several
regions have implemented, may be the most practical way for SPP to equitably and

accurately accredit the capacity value of all resource types.”?*

Does SPS have any control over SPP’s reserve margin requirement?

A Yes. SPS is a member and transmission owner within SPP. As a member, it is also a

key stakeholder and provides input on SPP’s processes and market rules. SPS has a
role and responsibility to push SPP to improve its resource adequacy modeling and
capacity accreditation framework. Members have voting rights and can participate in
stakeholder processes, committees, and working groups. SPS President Adrian

Rodriguez is on the SPP Members Committee. The Members Committee?* is the key

22 Commissioner Rosner’s and Commissioner Chang’s Join Concurrent Regarding SPP’s
Capacity Accreditation proposal under ER24-1317 and ER24-2953. July 21,2025.

23 Commissioner Rosner’s and Commissioner Chang’s Joint Concurrence Regarding
SPP’s Capacity Accreditation Proposals underER24-1317 and ER24-2953. July
21,2025.

24 SPP Board of Directors / Members Committee. Available at
https://www.spp.org/stakeholder-groups-list/organizational-groups/board-of-
directorsmembers-committee/.

21
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Board Committee and has the broadest responsibility. They advise the Board on SPP

business matters.?®

Q What do you recommend with regard to SPS’s future action on SPP’s reserve

margin?

A Trecommend that SPP take an active role in helping improve and reform SPP’s capacity
accreditation and reserve margin process. The Company should draw on best practices
from other RTOs and utilities to improve the way SPP plans its reserve margin
requirement. Most notably, this means implementing a consistent capacity
accreditation methodology for all resources, including fossil resources. If SPS is not
able to influence the capacity accreditation and reserve margin requirement process for

the better, the Company should evaluate the possibility of exiting the SPP market.

tii. Electrification of the oil and gas industry and new data center loads are driving

substantial load increases that will drive up costs for existing ratepayers absent

action from the Commission

Q Provide an overview of the oil and gas industry in New Mexico.

A Commercial and industrial customers represent - of New Mexico’s total
customer load. Most of these customers represent oil and gas companies’ drilling and

operating wells in Eddy and Lea Counties.?® A substantial portion of the load growth

25 An Introductory Guide for Participation in the Southwest Power Pool Processes. FERC.
Available at https://www.ferc.gov/introductory-guide-participation-southwest-power-
pool-
processes#:~:text=SPP%20manages%20the%20flow%200f,that%20supply%e20always
%?20matches%20demand.

26 Direct testimony of SPS witness Adrien J. Rodriguez, at 15.
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expected in SPS’s service territory over the next 20 years is due to the continued
expansion and electrification of oil and gas activities in the region. This electrification
is occurring throughout the Permian Basin and is driven by the ability to lower
operating expenses and provide environmental benefits.?’ Specifically, formerly off-
grid operations are seeking to electrify production processes, such as gas compression
and water injection, which substantially increases incremental electric demand.?®
According to a 2022 S&P Global study, Electrifying the Permian Basin, the area near
the Texas-New Mexico border will experience the greatest load growth within the

greater Permian Basin through 2040.%°

Q What level of load growth does SPS project will materialize from the oil and

gas industry?

A SPSis projecting that demand from oil and gas operations in New Mexico will increase

Q How does that relate to the total increase in demand and load that SPS projects

over the next decade?

A The forecasted increased load attributed to New Mexico oil and gas customers accounts

for over- of the expected total increases from large industrial load between

27 Direct testimony of SPS witness John C. Tysseling, at 16.
28 Direct testimony of SPS witness Adrian J. Rodriguez, at 28.
29 Direct testimony of SPS witness Jarred J. Cooley, 57.

30 Based on Synapse analysis using data provided in SPS response to SPS-WRA-1-2.2,
Confidential Attachment Exhibit SPS-WRA 1-2.2(CONF).xlsx.
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Q

2026 and 2030.3! Data centers in Texas as well as manufacturing customers make up

the remaining 20 percent.

Was this load anticipated in SPS’s most recent IRP?

A Electrification load from the oil and gas sector was included in the Company’s last

Q

(2023) IRP at the request of stakeholders as an Electrification Scenario.?? This scenario

was modeled as an alternative scenario, not as part of the baseline IRP modeling

scenario.>?

The IRP Electrification forecast uses the December 2022 S&P Global report
“Electrifying the Permian Basin” as the basis for future Large Commercial and

Industrial load growth.3* The full Permian Basin electrification load is attributed to the

New Mexico’s portion of the SPS service territory.

What level of certainty does SPS have around this load materializing?

A It is not clear how firm or certain the oil and gas customer load forecast really is,

especially further out in the planning period. As discussed previously, the forecast is in
part based on a 2022 study that is now over three years old. But the electrification in
the Permian Basin is not driven by regulation and it is unclear why it is happening so

suddenly and urgently.

With large loads, it is best practice for utilities to evaluate and rank how likely each

load is to materialize. This can be done on a project-by-project basis using a probability

31 SPS response to STAFF Request 1-19a.

32 SPS 2023 IRP at 70-71.

33 SPS 2023 IRP.

3% Electrifying the Permian Basin, S&P Global, March 2023.
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ranking. Ultimately, only projects with signed Electricity Service Agreements (ESA)
should be included in near-term load forecasts used as the basis for procurement. An

ESA is a commitment for a customer to take electricity service from the utility.

Q What does SPS require for prospective load to be included in a resource

planning exercise?

A SPS indicated that "[c]ustomers are included in the resource planning forecast if they
have a strong likelihood of interconnection.”® SPS indicated it looks at the following

factors to access the likelihood of interconnection:

1. Status of request in SPPs Load Study process, formally known as the
Aggregate Load Study (AQ Study)

2. Whether project is included in Southwest Power Pool cluster status

3. Verbal communication from the customer on their need to move forward
with the project during recurring meetings with SPS account management

4. Whether SPS has shared the SPP’s load study results with the customer

5. Construction status of the interconnection

6. Status of service requests at existing points of interconnection (translates

to higher probability of interconnection)

SPS does not require customers to have a signed ESA to be included in the resource

planning forecast.®

3% Direct Testimony of John Goodenough at 18.

36 SPS Response to NM DOJ Request 1-1c.
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Q What does SPS require for prospective load to drive a CPCN?

A SPS requires a signed Transmission Tap Agreement (TTA) before deciding to procure
resources. TTA are legally binding and require an initial payment upon signature.3’
The Company stated that any load request with a probability of connection 80 percent
or higher has a contract with SPS (TTA or an ESA).3® However, it is unclear exactly

how that 80 percent is established or assessed for each prospective customer.*

Q How is SPS currently planning to provide service to these large-load

customers?

A SPS serves oil and gas customers and data centers under Primary General, LGS-T
69kV, and LGS-T 115kV rate classes.* SPS does not have a large-load class that is

separate from its 115kV+ load class.*

Q Do you have concerns with this approach?

A Yes. As I will discuss in Section 5, resource costs are high across the board. While
there may be some lower cost resource options available (including renewables and
battery storage, uprating or extending the lives of existing units, load flexibility, and
demand-side management solutions) the more new load a utility has to serve, the more

likely it is to have look further and further up the resource cost curve and rely on more

37 SPS Response to NMDOJ Request 1.1d.
38 SPS Response to WRA 1-2c.

39 SPS Response to WRA 1-2¢, Confidential Attachment Exhibit SPS-WRA 1-2.5
(CONF)

40 SPS Response to WRA 1-17a.
1 SPS response to NMDOJ Request 1-7
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Q

expensive resources to meet the full load. This makes proper cost allocation to the

electrifying customers especially important.

When new loads come online incrementally, it is relatively straightforward to identify
incremental costs and allocate them properly to the new loads. But when the utility
groups its load and resource requests all together, as SPS did here, and there is no
differentiation between the resources required to serve existing loads and those required
to serve new large loads. This means that even the most expensive resources that would
not be needed if not for the new large load customers are spread across all customer.
This makes proper cost allocation becomes challenging. One way to address this would
be to prioritize serving non-large-load customers first with the lowest-cost resources
available to the utility. The remaining resources should then be made available to the

new, large-load customers.

How should SPS be providing service to the newly electrifying large loads?

A SPS should have specific large-load tariffs and contracts set up to serve the newly

electrifying load as well as the new data center load (it may be reasonable to
differentiate these two types of load from one another by creating separate rate classes
within the industrial sector). These tariffs and contracts should include minimum
payment and contract terms to protect ratepayers, including minimum monthly bills,
contract lengths that cover a substantial portion of a new resource life, exit terms, and
more. Right now, there is no financial commitment associated with an ESA.** This
means there is no penalty or protections if an oil and gas customer signed a contract for

service, SPS builds new resources to serve that customer, and then the customer does

42 SPS Response to NMDOJ 2-2b.
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not consume any electricity or only consumes a small fraction of the kWh of electricity

for which the new resources were procured.

5. SPS1S REQUESTING A CPCN TO BUILD NEW RESOURCES AND TRANSMISSION, AND AN

EXTENSION OF ABANDONMENT AT SEVERAL EXISTING SITE

Q Please summarize your findings in this section.

A New resource costs are high, despite competitive processes, because currently
everything available for procurement or construction is expensive. This is due to a

variety of factors including regulatory and tariff uncertainty, supply chain constraints,

and supplier constraints.

. SPS’s new resource costs and procurement process was reasonable

Q For what resources is SPS requesting a CPCN and what are the resource costs?

A As discussed in Section 3, SPS is seeking a CPCN for eight self-build generation and
battery storage projects totaling 4,103 MW. The projects (Table 1) include 443 MW of
solar, 1,100 MW of wind, 472 MW of battery energy storage, and 2,088 MW of gas

thermal resources.

Q What are the costs for the proposed resources in Table 1?

A Table 2 below shows the cost of SPS’s self-build projects with each project cost
reflecting the year the project is expected to come online. All the proposed projects are
relatively expensive. Specifically, the CTs are all expected to be over $2,000/kW, the

wind over $2,500/kW, the solar over 2,200/kW and the BESS the cheapest at around
$1,600/kW.
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Table 2: Self-build project costs ($in year online)

Resource Technology | Proposed | Nameplate | Total Cost $/kW
operating | Capacity without ($year
year (MW) AFUDC online)

Gaines County Gas CT 5 units in 1,160 | $2,403,978,078 $2,072

CTG 2028, final
unit in 2029

Tolk Station CTG | Gas CT 2029 928 | $1,909,952,001 $2,058

Yellow House Wind 2028 300 $816,407,854 $2,721

Wind

Lariat Wind Wind 2029 800 | $1,999,025,745 | $2,499

Plant X BESS 4hr BESS 2027 150 $248,984,47 | $1,660

Sagamore BESS 4hr BESS 2028 322 $500,630,474 | $1,555

Oneida 2 Solar Solar 2028 254 $572,423,638 | $2,254

Sandy Loam Solar | Solar 2028 189 $430,590,426 $2,278

Source: Direct Testimony of Bradley Morrison, Tables BDM-2-5, 7-8.

Q How do these costs compare to industry data points?

A The cost of resources are high and uncertain across the board right now. In that context,
the cost of many of SPS’s proposed resources is not out of line with other industry data

points.

Figure 3 shows data from a recent survey of CT costs in U.S. utility filings. The initial
costs in the figure (for a CT unit that comes online in 2026) are markedly higher than
industry estimates from before the increase in turbine costs began. Costs continue to
increase over time, and the average cost of a CT that comes online in 2031 is nearly
fifty percent higher in real terms than resources that come online in 2026, even before
including the effects of inflation. Although the representative CT costs are in $2025
and the costs in Table 2 above are in year online, the CT costs SPS is proposing are at

the high end among current average CT costs.
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Figure 3. Overnight capital costs data from recent combustion turbine projects

across the country (2025%)
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Source: GridLab, Energy Futures Group, and Halcyon. 2025. The New Reality of Power Generation:
An Analysis of Increasing Gas Turbine Costs in the United States.

Q What is driving up resource costs?

A Utilities across the country are currently facing increasing costs and lead times for all
resources, especially gas units. Major contributors to this overall increase include rising
costs for turbines, other key equipment (e.g., generator step-up transformers), and
labor.** These increases are driven primarily by load growth from data centers,
manufacturing facilities, and electrification, which together have caused surging
demand from utilities for gas equipment, as well as global competition for turbines and
other plant components.** Globally and domestically, increased demand has led to

equipment backlogs and has increased the market power of the three major turbine

43 GridLab, Energy Futures Group, and Halcyon. 2025. The New Reality of Power

Generation: An Analysis of Increasing Gas Turbine Costs in the U.S. Available at:
https://gridlab.org/gas-turbine-cost-report/.

“ Ibid.
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Q

manufacturers. Finally, the industry is experiencing a shortage of skilled labor and
qualified engineering, procurement, and construction (EPC) contractors, causing

additional cost increases and delays.*>*¢

Uncertainty with tariffs and regulations is also impacting resource costs. And for
renewables, interconnection and permitting backlogs are delaying project deployment

and driving up project costs and extending deployment timelines.

What can SPS do to protect ratepayers in light of these high resource costs?

A SPS should take action to protect existing ratepayers from the costs associated with

Q

meeting new electrification load. Specifically, SPS should develop a new oil and gas
large-load tariff. The Commission should also protect ratepayers by isolating the
resources not needed but for the new large load customers. One way to do this would
be to require the Company to evaluate its resource mix in two blocks: first, allocating
the lowest-cost resources to the existing native load, and then allocating the incremental

and more expensive resources to the new large load.

Did SPS address this issue in its application?

A No. And when asked in discovery, SPS did not respond to our questions about large-

load customers paying for their share of costs: "issues associated with rate class

allocation are subject to base rate proceedings"*’ SPS should be launching a concurrent

4 Tbid.

46 Shenk, M. 2025. “Rush for US gas plants drives up costs, lead times.” Reuters. July 21.
Available at: https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/rush-us-gas-plants-drives-up-
costs-lead-times-2025-07-21/.

47 SPS Response to NMDOJ 1-7 b, c.
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process to develop and implement a large-load tariff and large-load contract that will

insulate existing and non-large-load ratepayers from the impacts of new large loads.

ii. SPS is requesting an extension to the life of several existing units, most notably
the Tolk Coal plant

Q For which plants is SPS requesting an extension?

A SPS is requesting to extend the life of the Tolk coal plant by three months until March
of 2029. Tolk was ordered to close by December 2028 in the Final Order in case No.
22-00286-UT. This was based on economic limitations in access to a water supply. SPS
is now requesting an exemption to extend life of the plant three months to meet capacity

requirements in winter 2028/2029. SPS claims that it has a winter capacity need,

especially with SPP’s new winter reserve margin requirement of 36 percent.

Q Do you believe the request with relation to Tolk is reasonable? What do you

recommend?

A 1do not object to a short extension to ensure that SPS’s load can be reliably met during
the summer of 2028/2029, provided it does not require substantial capital expenditures
to ensure access to water or otherwise maintain the unit. But SPS needs to provide

assurances that it is limiting its ask to only a three-month extension and it has a plan to

meet resource needs beyond March of 2029.
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6. SPS’S REQUEST FOR AN EXEMPTION FROM COMPLIANCE WITH REA AND THE

REQUEST TO DESIGNATE A GAS RESOURCE AS NET-ZERO IS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE

RECORD

Q Please summarize your findings related to SPS’s REA compliance requests.

A SPS is seeking an exemption from REA/ETA compliance at the Gaines County CGT
and Tolk Station CGT 20 years in advance based on reliability and bill impacts;
separately, the Company seeks to designate a portion of the Gaines County CGT as

zero-carbon based on methane reduction. Neither request is justified.

iii. SPS seeks an exemption for Gaines County CT and Tolk Station CT on 2045

REA compliance

Q What is SPS requesting with relation to general exemption from REA

compliance?

A SPS is requesting exemption now because depreciable life for both plants extends
beyond 2045, which is the date at which all generation resources must be net-zero. The

Company claims it is requesting this exemption based on reliability and rate impacts.
Q Is the request justified?

A No. SPS is not justified in requesting an exemption 20 years in advance of the
compliance deadline. Granting SPS an exemption just protects the Company and

provides more assurance for cost recovery beyond 2045 while providing no benefit to

customers.
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Q What alternatives should SPS consider?
A SPS has several alternatives:

1. SPS can transfer the entire ownership share to its Texas jurisdiction after
2045.

2. SPS can evaluate the cost of the resource assuming an accelerated (20
year) depreciation schedule to align with a 2045 retirement date.

3. SPS can procure carbon-free resources such as more battery energy

storage.

Q What do you recommend regarding SPS’s request to receive an exemption to

REA compliance?

A 1 recommend that the Commission not grant SPS’s request for an exemption to the
REA. Instead, SPS should be required to allocate the remaining balance of the Gaines
CGT to its Texas jurisdiction starting in 2045.

iv. SPS seeks to designate part of the Gaines County CT as zero-carbon based on

avoided methane emissions

Q What is SPS requesting here specifically?

A SPS requests that the Commission find that 363 MW of the proposed Gaines County
CT qualifies as a “zero carbon resource” under the REA.*® The statutory definition of

a zero-carbon resource is as follows:

8 Application at 2.
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“An electricity generation resource that emits no carbon dioxide into
the atmosphere, or that reduces methane emitted into the atmosphere in
an amount equal to no less than one-tenth of the tons of carbon dioxide

emitted into the atmosphere, as a result of electricity production.”*’

It is the Company’s position that a portion of the Gaines County CT qualifies as net-
zero under the second part of the definition, related to methane emissions reductions.
SPS argues that it should be able to count reductions in customer methane emissions
from oil and gas electrification to qualify a portion of the Gaines CT as a zero-carbon
resource, because the addition of the Gaines CT is what enables these customers to

become grid-connected.>

Q What is the basis of the Company’s assertion that it can use customer methane

reductions to offset the emissions of a generation resource?

A The Company interprets the REA as allowing it to use customer methane reductions to
offset power plant carbon dioxide emissions. While I am not a lawyer, it is my
understanding that the option to rely on customer methane abatement is not clearly laid
out in the statute. The Commission will need to determine whether the Company’s
interpretation is acceptable. Since this is mainly a matter of legal interpretation, I do
not address it in my testimony. Instead, I focus on my concerns on the analysis that the

Company presents, as well as its proposed approach to data verification.

49 NM Stat § 62-16-3 (2024).
50 Company response to NMDOJ 1-8 and Staff 1-27.
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Q

What analysis and evidence does SPS present to support its request?

A Witness Dan Aas, a consultant from Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. (E3),

presents analysis on behalf of SPS to support this request. The methane analysis that

Witness Aas presents involves the following main steps:

First, Mr. Aas modeled two scenarios in EnCompass—a Build Scenario and a
Counterfactual Scenario.’! The Build Scenario includes the full portfolio of SPS’s
proposed resources. The Counterfactual Scenario includes the same set of
resources, but with the removal of the proposed Gaines County CT. Witness Aas
then compared the results of the two scenarios to determine (1) the incremental
winter peak load that addition of the Gaines County facility enables SPS to serve,

and (2) incremental carbon dioxide emissions from the Gaines County CT.

Second, Mr. Aas worked with an industry trade group to send a questionnaire to
prospective oil and gas electrification customers, asking about the quantity of
methane emissions reductions they anticipated electrification would enable.’ Mr.
Aas used data from six customers to calculate mean, 25" percentile, and 75%
percentile estimates of methane emissions reductions from the entire portfolio of

prospective electrification customers.>*

Finally, Mr. Aas compared incremental carbon dioxide emissions attributable to the
Gaines County CT to the methane abatement it enables to determine if the plant

meets the statutory cutoff.>*

3! Direct testimony of Dan Aas, Attachment DA-2 at 2.

52 Direct testimony of Dan Aas, Attachment DA-2 at 2 and Company Response to
NMDOJ 1-10.

53 Direct testimony of Dan Aas, Attachment DA-2 at 3.
>4 Direct testimony of Dan Aas, Attachment DA-2 at 6-7.
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Q What are the results of Mr. Aas’s analysis?

A The analysis clearly shows that the Gaines County CGT does not meet the statutory
requirement of reducing methane emissions in an amount equal to at least 1/10 of its

carbon dioxide emissions. Figure 4 below shows his mean results.

According to his analysis, the plant enables 19,810 tons of customer methane
reductions in 2030. This means that the maximum allowable carbon dioxide emissions
from the plant under the statutory definition would be 198,100 tons. However, the
actual increase in carbon dioxide emissions attributable to the plant is 548,000 tons.
Because the carbon dioxide emissions are higher than the allowed amount, Mr. Aas

proposes that only 36 percent of the plant’s capacity should qualify as zero-carbon.>

Figure 4. Mean emission results from E3 analysis in 2030

Build (1) Counterfactual (2) Net (1-2)
Customer Methane

2157 40,967 19,810
Emissions (tCH4/yr) _ ( )
SB 266 Allowable CO2 |
Emissions (tCH4/yr x 198,099
10)
SPS_’ Pgrtfouo 13,738,065 13,190,064 548,001
Emissions (tCO2/yr)
CH, to CO, Ratio (%) 36.1%

Source: Direct Testimony of Aas, Attachment DA-2, at 6.

Q Do you agree with Mr. Aas’s recommendation that a portion of the Gaines

County CT qualify as a zero-carbon resource?

A No. I recommend that the Commission not allow this interpretation. A plant should
either qualify as zero-carbon in its entirety or not at all. Mr. Aas’s approach essentially

allocates all the methane reductions to only 36 percent of the Gaines County CGT,

55198,100 tons CO2 allowed / 548,000 tons CO2 actual = 36 percent.
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Q

which does not make sense. A smaller CGT with 36 percent of the capacity of the
proposed resource wound enable a correspondingly smaller amount of oil and gas

electrification and consequently a smaller amount of methane emissions reduction.

Under the statutory definition of zero-carbon resource, it is the ratio between methane
abatement and carbon dioxide emissions that matters. The resource must abate at least
one ton of methane for every ten tons of carbon dioxide it emits. According to Mr.
Aas’s analysis, the Gaines County CT abates only 0.36 tons of methane per ten tons of
increased carbon dioxide emissions, less than half the minimum set by statute. Looking

at only a portion of the plant does not change this ratio.

Does the Gaines County plant satisfy the statute’s requirements under any of

the results in the range that Mr. Aas presents?

A No, it does not. Because of uncertainty about the quantity of methane emissions

Q

reductions that oil and gas customer will achieve, Mr. Aas presents 25" and 75%
percentile results in addition to the mean results discussed above, as a “bounding
analysis” of potential customer methane abatement.’® Even under the 75" percentile
results, which gives the upper bound on potential methane mitigation, the Gaines
County CT enables only 0.64 tons of methane reductions per ten tons of carbon dioxide

emissions, which is still less than the statutory cutoff.>’

What other concerns do you have with the Company’s request?

A T have several additional concerns with the Company’s proposed approach to the zero-

carbon designation. First, the Company’s estimate of methane reductions is based on

self-reported, projected data from only a handful of customers. The customers who

¢ Direct testimony of Dan Aas, Attachment DA-2 at 3.
37 Direct testimony of Dan Aas, Attachment DA-2 at 7.
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Q

A

responded to the survey represent less than a quarter of total oil and gas interconnection
requests, and it is unclear how accurate their estimates of future methane reductions

are.>

Additionally, project delays are common among prospective large-load
customers, but SPS has not studied how project delays would impact the amount of

methane abatement achieved.”®

Second, SPS has not proposed any mechanism for data reporting to verify that methane
reductions are occurring on schedule.®® If customer electrification projects are delayed
or result in less methane abatement than SPS currently projects, the Commission will

have no way to know.

Third, because the actions of oil and gas customers fall outside of the Commission’s
jurisdiction, the Commission will have no recourse if customer methane reductions do
not occur at the pace SPS currently projects. SPS wants the Commission to make a
zero-carbon designation “prior to construction” of the Gaines County CGT, regardless
of whether the methane reductions materialize in practice or how conditions in the oil
and gas sector change over the lifetime of the resource.®' This approach would put the

integrity of the REA at risk.

What do you recommend with regard to SPS’s request to designate part of

Gaines County CGT as a net-zero resource?

I recommend that the Commission deny this request.

58 Direct testimony of Dan Aas, Attachment DA-2 at 3.
39 Company response to NMDOJ 1-11.

%0 Company response to Staff 2-7.

61 Company response to Staff 2-7.
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7. THE TIMELINE FOR ENGAGEMENT IN THIS CPCN DOCKET WAS UNREASONABLY

Q

HORT AND NOT ISTENT WITH PRIOR CASES IN NEW MEXI AND STANDARD

CPCNS AROUND THE COUNTY

Please summarize your concerns with the timeline of this docket.

SPS requested expedited approval in this docket, but the size of the request and quantity
of materials provided require substantially more time to review than the initial allocated
timeline. Further, the decision the Commission makes on this application will impact
ratepayers for decades to come. The Company is requesting permission to procure over
5 GW of new resources based on a load forecast that deviates substantially from the
load forecast it used in its most recent IRP. Stakeholders need time to review the basis
of the need request and the cost and characteristics of the specific resources proposed.
Additionally, SPS is projecting large rate increases and has laid out minimal customer
protections. Stakeholders need time to understand the rate impacts. The Commission
also needs to open a docket to implement new tariffs and contract terms to protect

ratepayers.

Please discuss the volume of materials and magnitude of the Company’s ask.

A SPS’s application included 4,300 pages of application, direct testimony, and exhibits

Q

from 21 Company witness.

How does this timeline compare to other CCNs in New Mexico and around the

country?

A This timeline is much faster than other CPCNs in which I have been involved around

the country. While I understand the need for expedient review, it cannot be at the

expense of ratepayers over the long term. I appreciate the extension that was ultimately
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granted to allow an additional month and a half for testimony, but even with this

extension the process was still highly condensed.

Q What do you recommend with regards to the procedural schedule for this and

other CPCNs?

A 1 recommend that the Commission not grant SPS’s request for expedited review in
CPCN dockets, especially where more than 1 GW of new resources are under

consideration.

Q Does this conclude your testimony?

A Yes.

Dated this 23" day of December 2025

Respectfully submitted,

NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

RAUL TORREZ
Attorney General

/s/ Brian Harris

Brian Harris

Assistant Attorney General

New Mexico Department of Justice
408 Galisteo St.

Santa Fe, NM 87501

(505) 819-1586
BHarris@nnmdoj.gov
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IN THE MATTER OF SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC
SERVICE COMPANY’S APPLICATION
REQUESTING: (1) ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES OF
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO
CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE WIND, SOLAR,
BATTERY AND THERMAL GENERATION
PROJECTS AND ASSOCIATED FACILITIES; (2)
ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, LOCATION
APPROVAL, AND RIGHT-OF WAY WIDTH
APPROVAL FOR TRANSMISSION LINES; (3)
AUTHORIZATION OF RELATED RATEMAKING
PRINCIPLES INCLUDING ACCRUAL OF AN
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS USED DURING
CONSTRUCTION; (4) VARIANCES ON
ABANDONMENT OF TOLK GENERATING STATION
AND CLASS IT AFFILIATE TRANSACTIONS; AND (5)
OTHER ASSOCIATED RELIEF

SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY,

APPLICANT.

Case No. 25-00066-UT

AFFIRMATION (IN LIEU OF AFFIDAVIT)

OF DEVI GLICK

In compliance with Paragraph (3) of Subsection A of Section 1.2.2.35 NMAC (2021) of the
Public Regulation Commission Rules of Procedure, I, Devi Glick, hereby submit this

affirmation and state as follows:

I hereby affirm in writing under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of New Mexico
that the statements, facts, and representations of the NMPRC Ultility Division Staff set forth in
the foregoing Prepared Direct Testimony of Devi Glick are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge, information, and belief.

Executed on this 23™ day of December 2025.

/s/ (%M ’W

DGlick@synapse-energy.gov

Senior Principal

Synapse Energy Economics
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IN THE MATTER OF SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC )
SERVICE COMPANY’S APPLICATION REQUESTING: )
(1) ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC )
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO CONSTRUCT )
AND OPERATE WIND, SOLAR, BATTERY AND )
THERMAL GENERATION PROJECTS AND )
ASSOCIATED FACILITIES; (2) ISSUANCE OF )
CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND )
NECESSITY, LOCATION APPROVAL, AND RIGHT-OF )
WAY WIDTH APPROVAL FOR TRANSMISSION LINES; )
(3) AUTHORIZATION OF RELATED RATEMAKING )
PRINCIPLES INCLUDING ACCRUAL OF AN )
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS USED DURING )
CONSTRUCTION; “) VARIANCES ON )
ABANDONMENT OF TOLK GENERATING STATION )
AND CLASS II AFFILIATE TRANSACTIONS; AND (5) )
OTHER ASSOCIATED RELIEF )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Docket No. 25-00066-UT

I CERTIFY that on this date I sent, via email, a true and correct copy of the Direct
Testimony of Devi Glick on Behalf of NMDOJ to the parties listed here.

SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE - SPS ‘

Dana S. Hardy

dhardy@hardymclean.com;

Timothy B. Rode

trode@hardymclean.com;

Jaime R. Kennedy

jkennedy@hardymclean.com;

Matthew S. Larson

mlarson@wbklaw.com;

Samuel D. Eisenberg

seisenberg@wbklaw.com;

Jared Jones jjones@velaw.com;
Jaren Taylor jarentaylor@velaw.com;
Jo Ann Biggs jbiggs@velaw.com;

Winston Skinner

wskinner@velaw.com;

Sonja Smerud

smerud.sonja@dorsey.com;

Ashley Walker

walker.ashley@dorsey.com;

Jake Brown

Jake.Brown@zxcelenergy.com;

Jeremiah W. Cunningham

Jeremiah.W.Cunningham@xcelenergy.com;

Cindy Baeza

Cindy.Baeza@xcelenergy.com;

Sarah Montoya-Foglesong

Sarah.Montoya-Foglesong@xcelenergy.com,;
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Dee Hooley Dee.Hooley@xcelenergy.com,;
Craig Whiteside Craig.Whiteside@xcelenergy.com,;
Jeff Comer Jeffrey.L.Comer@xcelenergy.com;
Leila Melhem Leila.Melhem@xcelenergy.com;
Linda Hudgins Linda.L.Hudgins@xcelenergy.com;
Matt Harris Matt.B.Harris@xcelenergy.com;
Mike Knapp Michael. K.Knapp@xcelenergy.com;
Scottie Agnew Scottie.D.Agnew(@xcelenergy.com;
Bobby Jones Bobby.J.Jones.iii@xcelenergy.com;
Z0é Lees Zoe.E.Lees@xcelenergy.com;

COALITION FOR CLEAN AFFORDABLE
ENERGY - CCAE

Charles de Saillan Desaillan.ccae@gmail.com,;
Cara R. Lynch Lynch.Cara. NM@gmail.com,;
Don Hancock sricdon(@earthlink.net;
LOUISIANA ENERGY SERVICES

Joan E. Drake jdrake(@modrall.com;

Susan E. Miller Susan.miller@modrall.com;
Perry Robinson Perry.Robinson@urenco.com;

Michael P. Gorman
NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

mgorman(@consultbai.com,;

NMDOJ

Evan Crocker ecrocker@nmdoj.gov;
Brian Harris bharris@nmdoj.gov;

Maria Oropeza moropeza@nmdoj.gov;
Nicole Teupell nteupell@nmdoj.gov;
NEW MEXICO LARGE CUSTOMER GROUP

NMLCG

Thorvald A. Nelson tnelson@hollandhart.com;
Nikolas S. Stoffel nsstoffel@hollandhart.com;
Austin Rueschhoff darueschhoff@hollandhart.com;
Rick A. Arnett raarnett@hollandhart.com;
Adele Lee aclee@hollandhart.com;

T. Friel tifriel@hollandhart.com;
Phillip G. Oldham poldham@omm.com;
Katherine L. Coleman kcoleman@omm.com;

Michael A. McMillin mmcmillin@omm.com;
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O’Melveny & Myers ommeservice@omm.com;
Melissa Trevino Melissa_Trevino@oxy.com;

PROSPERITY WORKS
Cara R. Lynch Lynch.Cara. NM@gmail.com;
Ann Lyn Hall

annlyn@prosperityworks.net;

SIERRA CLUB
Stepanie Dzur Stephanie@dzur-law.com;
Joshua Smith Joshua.smith@sierraclub.org;

Ashley Soliman
TARGA RESOURCES
Mark A. Walker mwalker@mandf.com;

Julie Pabon jpabon(@targaresources.com;
WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES - WRA

Ashley.soliman@sierraclub.org;

Cydney Beadles Cydney.beadles@westernresources.org;
AnnaLinden Weller Annalinden.weller@westernresources.org;
Caitlin Evans Caitlin.evans@westernresources.org;
Judith Amer Judith.amer@prc.nm.gov;

Gideon Elliot Gideon.elliot@prc.nm.gov;

Jonah Mauldin Jonah.Mauldin@prc.nm.gov;

Elisha Leyba-Tercero Elisha.Leyba-Tercero@prc.nm.gov;
Orland Whitney Orland.whitney@prc.nm.gov;

Daren Zigich Daren.Zigich@prc.nm.gov;

Peggy Martinez-Rael Peggy.martinez-rael@prc.nm.gov;
Robert Lundin Robert.lundin@pre.nm.gov;

LaurieAnn Santillanes Laurieann.santillanes@prc.nm.gov;
PRC HEARING EXAMINERS

Elizabeth Hurst Elizabeth.hurst@prc.nm.gov;

Patrick Schaefer Patrick.schaefer@prc.nm.gov;
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DATED this December 23, 2025

/s/ Nicole Teupell
Paralegal
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