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to give the Commission a “much greater understanding of the siting for this proposed LNG site.”547  

The map Intervenors provided is reproduced below. 

 

Intervenors state, in addition, that NMGC has not provided a draft safety and security plan 

for the facility.548  NMGC also has not identified, according to Intervenors, all applicable air and 

water pollution control standards and regulations, or an “exhaustive list of all the permitting and 

approvals that are required.”549  Intervenors say that NMGC failed to answer these critical 

questions positing instead, “it is too early to conduct any studies of air and water cumulative 

impacts.”550  Even though NMGC admits that the LNG facility will produce greenhouse gas 

 
547  Id. 15.   
548  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 2) at 349 (Bullard)).   
549  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 2) 349 (Bullard).   
550  Id. (citing Subra Dir. at Exh. WS-5, pdf p. 63 of 98).   
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(GHG) emissions,551 Intervenors maintain that that Application and supportive testimonies are 

“devoid of details regarding the inherent risks of the LNG facility because NMGC has not 

conducted any kind of cumulative impact analysis of the direct or indirect greenhouse gas 

emissions that will result in the fugitive release or combustion of LNG.”552  According to 

Intervenors, “NMGC is not able to quantify to a reasonable degree of probability the negative 

impacts, if any, of the discretionary GHG emissions vent to atmosphere on the health of Rio 

Rancho and Albuquerque residents.”553  Continuing, Intervenors relate, “[t]he yearly emissions 

resulting from discretionary venting of [GHG] to the atmosphere is not reasonably determinable 

since it would vary depending on operations,”554 (which NMGC has not attempted to quantify); 

and “NMGC is not able to quantify to a reasonable degree of probability the potential increased 

health care costs, if any, of the discretionary GHG emissions vent to Rio Rancho and Albuquerque 

residents.” 555  

Intervenors concede that while it is not required that an applicant in a CCN case identify 

the seismic activity zone risks that Intervenor NEE identified,556 or the battery storage risks 

identified by the Hearing Examiner,557 “the lack of due diligence” they claim NMGC demonstrated 

is concerning to Intervenors for the following reasons set forth in the Response Brief: 

 
551  Id. (citing Subra Dir. at Exh. WS-4, pdf p. 56 of 98 for “[T]he total annual CO2 emissions will depend 

on the number of days of operation per year, which will depend on operating conditions and needs and cannot 
be determined to a reasonable degree of probability at this time.”).   

552 Id. (citing Subra Dir. at Exh. WS-6, pdf p. 79 of 98).   
553 Id. 15-16 (citing Subra Dir. at Exh. WS-6, pdf p. 85 of 98).   
554 Id. (citing Subra Dir. at Exh. WS-6, pdf p. 83 of 98).   
555 Id. (citing Subra Dir. at Exh. WS-6, pdf p. 85 of 98).   
556  Id. (citing NEE Exhs. 10, 11, and 12; Tr. (Vol. 3) 712-14 (Jones)).   
557  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 3) 673 (Barclay)).   
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1) The Pre-FEED study claimed that the LNG facility site was “unpopulated,”558 which 

may be true of the site itself but not of the very populated area surrounding the site 

according to the map reproduced above,559 and also the Bernalillo County Resolution 

No. 2023-110. 560  “The false impression provided by NMGC,” Intervenors allege, 

“impacts the credibility and trustworthiness of the information being provided to the 

Commission.”561 

2) The Pre-FEED study costing hundreds of thousands of dollars study562 didn’t even 

identify that the proposed site was located in a seismic zone.563  Mr. Jones admitted 

on re-cross examination, “I won’t say that you can overcome any seismic concern, but 

I will say that you can overcome many seismic concerns.”564  This lack of specificity, 

Intervenors posit, regarding the potential risks and possible future costs of creating a 

reasonable safety buffer to address the hazardous condition is an unknown gamble.565  

The answer provided by Mr. Barclay and the Company was that it would “be fully 

 
558  Id. (citing Bullard Dir. at Exh. TCB-3, pdf pp. 104 and 223 of 340).   
559  Citing inapposite location control cases involving wind energy projects such as Case No. 17-00221-UT 

(Mesa Canyons Wind Project), Intervenors nevertheless correctly note that no detailed map of the site and its 
surroundings, including future economic development plans, battery storage plans, housing and community 
expansion, and other residential westward economic development have been included by NMGC as record 
evidence.   

560  Id.  Intervenors point out, in footnote 80 that the Bernalillo County Resolution opposing the plant states 
that the LNG facility “is within ten miles of 51 public schools, residential neighborhoods, and a housing shelter. 
… the Board of County Commissioners shares the intervening parties’ concerns regarding the potential 
environmental impacts of the project upon an area of great historical, cultural, and religious importance and 
natural beauty, including the Petroglyph National Monument and the Boca Negra Canyon[.]”   

561  Id. 16-17.   
562  Id. 17 (citing Tr. (Vol. 3) 613 (Barclay)).   
563  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 3) 721 (Jones)).   
564  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 3) 729 (Jones)).   
565  Id. (citing Case No. 18-00049-UT, Recommended Decision (NMPRC 7/31/2018), at 26, 29 approved 

by Final Order (NMPRC 9/5/2018) (cited for the statement, “There is not sufficient information in the record 
for the Commission to approve this NMGC Application without being adequately informed.”).   
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compliant with 49 C.F.R. 193.”566  However, “the potential tendency to defer too much 

to the federal agency decisions is significant,”567 Intervenors assert, because the public 

interest requires the Commission to consider more than a 49 C.F.R. 193 checklist;568 

it must properly assess, according to Intervenors, the costs and risks to the quality of 

life of the people when making a CCN determination.569  This is especially 

noteworthy, Intervenors note, because NMGC explicitly declined to entertain the 

possibility of conducting an independent PHMSA study.570  

3) The Pre-FEED study also failed to identify the potential threat of a fire from the nearby 

Atrisco battery storage facility.571  

4) While the Pre-FEED study noted the proximity of the proposed LNG facility to 

Double Eagle airport, it did not address, nor did any NMGC witness address, the 

hazard due to storage of combustible fuel at the airport and the peril that may be caused 

should a flammable vapor cloud reach that area.572   

Intervenors add that the same Pre-FEED contractor, the Lisbon Group, is the same entity 

that NMGC has already hired to prepare the PHMSA study going forward if the Commission grants 

NMGC a CCN.573   

 
566  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 3) 665 (Barclay)).   
567  Id. (citing Case No. 18-00049-UT, Recommended Decision (NMPRC 7/31/2018), at 110, approved by 

Final Order (NMPRC 9/5/2018).    
568  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 3) 612 (Barclay)).   
569 Id. (citing Case No. 15-00312-UT, Recommended Decision, 75-79). 
570 Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 1) 243-46 (Bullard)).   
571 Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 3) 673 (Barclay)).   
572  Id. 18 (citing Bullard Dir. at Exh. TCB-3, pdf pp. 223, 227, and 297 of 340).   
573  Id. (citing Tr. (Vol. 1) 243-46 (Bullard)).   
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Finally, Intervenors point out that the cost cap on initial capital costs agreed to by NMGC 

may not include what may be later determined to be necessary to meet federal and state require-

ments for water and air permits, special construction needs to address seismic activity, and/or the 

battery storage facility or other unknown issues.574  

NMGC’s responses to Intervenors’ arguments that the proposed local siting of the LNG 

Facility presents significant safety and environmental risks are set forth in the Company’s brief-

in-chief.  NMGC asserts generally that Intervenors’ arguments lack evidentiary support,575 and 

contends more specifically, with regard to Intervenors asserted safety concerns, that: in its design 

and engineering of the Facility, NMGC has considered and mitigated the safety risks of the LNG 

Facility;576 Intervenors misapply data from export terminals or baseload LNG facilities to the peak-

shaver facility being proposed here;577 Intervenors exaggerate the risks to the public of the LNG 

Storage Facility by unreasonably comparing it to the event that occurred at the Plymouth peak-

shaver LNG Facility in Washington State in 2014 and to other larger facilities;578 Intervenors 

overlook the extent and value of the federal regulation on the design and construction of facilities 

such as this one, ignore the evolution of PHMSA regulation, and ignore the value of the 

incorporation of current standards into the proposed facility;579 Intervenors ignore NMGC’s 

commitment to work with the Commission to conduct annual safety inspections and report the 

 
574  Id. Tr. Vol 3 at 757 (Yardley).   
575  See NMGC Br. at 39-49.   
576  NMGC Br. at 40-41.   
577  Id. 41-42.   
578  Id. 42-43.   
579  Id. 43-44.   
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results annually;580 Intervenors overlook the fact that thorough inspections will be completed and 

PHMSA will inspect the proposed LNG Facility prior to start-up to evaluate design and 

construction methods;581 Intervenors overlook the thermal radiation [heat] and dispersion [vapor] 

studies performed by the Lisbon Group, as well as the other work that Lisbon performed as part 

of its design of the proposed LNG Facility.582  

With regard to Intervenors asserted environmental concerns, NMGC contends that: the 

Company has considered and mitigated the environmental impact of the LNG Facility;583 

Intervenors misapply environmental data from terminal LNG facilities to peak shaver facilities 

such as the proposed LNG Facility;584 Intervenors overstate the level of emissions anticipated from 

this facility by ignoring design aspects of this facility;585 and Intervenors ignore NMGC’s 

commitment to work with the NMPRC to conduct annual environmental inspections and report 

the results annually.586   

The Hearing Examiner finds it is unnecessary to make definitive findings in this decision 

on the claimed safety and environmental risks associated with the LNG Facility.  Frankly, given 

the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation that the Commission should not approve a CCN for the 

Facility given his findings demonstrating that the LNG Facility would not provide a net public 

benefit, such findings would be superfluous in any event.   

 
580  Id. 44.   
581  Id. 44-46.   
582  Id. 46. 
583  Id. 47.   
584  Id. 48.   
585  Id.   
586  Id. 49.   
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In conclusion, it suffices to find, in harmony the Hearing Examiner’s findings in roughly 

analogous circumstances in Case No. 15-00312-UT,587 that while the Hearing Examiner cannot 

and need not – based upon the record and his determinative findings and conclusions above – make 

explicit findings on the safety and environmental impacts and risks associated with the LNG 

Facility, it is unquestionable that a substantial number of people who would have little choice but 

to live in the vicinity of the Facility and many of their elected State and County representatives 

have expressed strong feelings in opposition to the siting of the Facility.  Their ardently expressed 

concerns about the LNG Facility, and the public opposition generally speaking, are founded 

primarily in legitimate health and safety concerns associated with living in close proximity to the 

LNG Facility and worrying about their children attending school in equally close proximity to the 

Facility.  The public interest dictates that their concerns deserve to be legitimated and are 

acknowledged accordingly in this decision. 

Moreover, as Intervenors have demonstrated persuasively, there remain at the end of these 

proceedings too many significant unaddressed issues and concerns over the potential safety effects 

and environmental impacts associated with locating the LNG Facility at NMGC’s preferred 

location.  Among those unaddressed issues and concerns, NMGC failed to provide in this case a 

detailed draft safety and security plan for the LNG Facility.  NMGC failed to conduct failed to 

conduct a cumulative impact analysis of direct or indirect GHG emissions in the fugitive release 

or combustion of LNG.  NMGC neglected to quantify to any reasonable degree of probability 

potential increased health care costs to Albuquerque and Rio Rancho residents, if any, associated 

with discretionary GHG emissions venting.  NMGC failed to identify and address in the Pre-FEED 

 
587 See Case No. 15-00302-UT, Recommended Decision, at 108-09.   
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study or elsewhere the potential threat from fire at the nearby Atrisco battery storage site or the 

potential hazard, if any, due to the storage of combustible fuel at the airport and the potential safety 

threat if a flammable vapor reached the area.  And, lastly, NMGC declined to the opportunity to 

have PHMSA conduct an independent study that might have addressed or even assuaged some of 

the valid concerns expressed by the Intervenors and the Commission during the course of this case. 

Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons and given other probative considerations addressed, 

findings made, and conclusions reached in this decision, the Hearing Examiner finds that approval 

of a CCN for the LNG Facility would be contrary to the public interest. 

4.5. Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation on the Merits of the Application 

The Hearing Examiner, having considered the record as a whole, finds that the 

preponderance of the evidence weighs decisively against approving a CCN for the LNG Facility.  

The record lacks clarity on whether the primary rationale for the LNG Facility is to enhance 

NMGC’s reliability and thereby decrease the risk of supply disruptions like the 2011 severe winter 

event or to promote price spike mitigation like the extreme price volatility experienced during 

Storm Uri in 2021.  Irrespective of the confusion in the record, the preponderance of record 

evidence shows that the proposed LNG Facility is not required for NMGC to provide reliable 

service or that the alleged problems with Keystone Storage’s performance and dependability that 

the Company cites are increasing or unmanageable; to the contrary, if anything, the evidence 

suggests the Keystone Storage’s performance has improved.588  Furthermore, NMGC has not 

 
588  As discussed more fully in Section 4.4.1 above, since 2013, only four of the force majeure declarations 

reported in the Company’s response to BR No. 1 resulted in cuts to NMGC-nominated gas, and, of those four 
force majeure events, in the past five years only one event has caused any cuts to gas NMGC nominated and that 
isolated event was the force majeure Keystone declared during Storm Uri in February 2021.  Moreover, 
according to NMGC’s response and supplemental response to BR No. 1, NMGC has received at least 99% of all 
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shown that the LNG Facility can provide meaningful price volatility protection or that the Facility 

is the most cost-effective among feasible alternatives.  As to NMGC’s evaluation of alternatives, 

the record shows that NMGC failed to perform the rigorous investigation that a prudent utility 

should perform prior to making a significant resource decision and committing to substantial, long-

term capital investment expenditures.  Moreover, NMGC failed to update time-sensitive elements 

of its analyses of alternatives.  Accordingly, the Hearing Examiner finds that the LNG Facility 

would not provide a net public benefit.  The Hearing Examiner therefore recommends that the 

Commission disapprove NMGC’s Application. 

Applying the heightened standard of scrutiny to the discretionary LNG project, the Hearing 

Examiner finds that NMGC’s primary justifications for the LNG Facility are not clearly demon-

strated given the confusion propagated in the record by virtue of NMGC’s contradictory and 

unfounded claims regarding enhancing reliability, on the one hand, and mitigating price volatility 

on the other.  Furthermore, the Hearing Examiner finds that NMGC’s failure to provide an 

objective quantification of benefits versus costs of the proposed LNG project was contrary to the 

public interest, particularly where, while the record shows a substantial benefit to Emera 

shareholders in terms of after-tax ROE and enhanced earnings with the LNG Facility in rate base, 

NMGC neglected to provide a corresponding quantification of benefits to ratepayers and, critically, 

failed to show that the Facility would be cost-effective for ratepayers.  Moreover, the preponderant 

public opposition expressed against the proposed siting of the LNG Facility coupled with the 

significant unaddressed issues and concerns over the potential safety effects and environmental 

 
gas it has requested (nominated) from Keystone Storage.  Finally, the BR responses show that there have been 
no cuts in nominations of any kind reported since 2/17/2022, fully two years ago.   
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impacts associated with locating the Facility at NMGC’s predetermined location counsel against 

approval of the Application. 

Accordingly, considering that the LNG Facility would not provide a net public benefit, the 

additional public interest considerations reinforce the Hearing Examiner’s findings and 

conclusions that the LNG Facility would not promote the public interest. 

4.6. Unaddressed Issues Nevertheless Worth Noting for the Record 

The parties raised certain significant issues in this proceeding that played no material role 

in the Hearing Examiner’s analysis or recommendation on the merits of NMGC’s Application.  At 

least two of those issues are worth noting for the record. 

4.6.1 Decarbonization Policies 

In arguing for disapproval of the Application, CCAE and NEE urge the Commission to 

reject the proposed LNG Facility for, among other reasons, the likelihood that the facility and LNG 

trucking would exacerbate carbon and other GHG emissions and climate change in contravention 

of decarbonization policies of the United States589 and this State.590 

 
589  NEE cites President Joseph Biden’s Jan. 26, 2024 temporary pause on pending decisions on LNG 

exports to non-Free Trade Agreement countries pending a hard look by the Department of Energy at the impacts 
of LNG exports on energy costs, America’s energy security, and the environment.  NEE focuses specifically on 
the pause imposed on the Calcasieu Pass Uprate Amendment Project (“CP2”) pending before the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission wherein the Venture Global Calcasieu Pass is requesting authority to increase the 
authorized peak liquefaction capacity of the existing Calcasieu Pass Export Terminal in Cameron Parish, 
Louisiana.  See NEE Br. at 39-40.  NEE contends that “[j]ust like President Biden wants to “take a hard look at 
the impacts of LNG exports on energy costs … and our environment,” the New Mexico Public Regulation 
Commission must take a hard look at how NMGC’s Quail Ranch LNG plant will drive up costs for consumers 
and will impact our environment and climate. If the Commission properly balances the interests of the NMGC’s 
shareholders and the interests of customers, then the Commission will deny this CCN application.”  NEE Br. at 
41 (emphasis in original).   

590  CCAE and NEE both emphasize Governor Michelle Lujan Grisham’s 2019 Executive Order 2019-003, 
Executive Order Addressing Climate Change and Energy Waste Prevention (“EO 2019-003”) and other state 
policies.  See CCAE Br. at 12-14.  NEE, for its part, asserts as follows:   
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NMGC argues that in making these decarbonization-centered arguments, “intervenors ask 

the Commission to exceed its authority and make predictions about the future regulatory 

landscape.”591  NMGC’s point is that the law of New Mexico, as presently written, does not speak 

to the allegedly deleterious impacts on the environment of LNG facilities, much less ban their 

building.  NMGC thus submits that “[t]he Commission cannot predict what the legislature will do 

in the future, and must apply the law as currently written.”592  NMGC reminds the Commission 

that the New Mexico Supreme Court, in City of Albuquerque v. N.M. Pub. Serv. Comm’n the 

Supreme Court rejected consideration of possible legislative changes in the Commission’s 

decision-making, holding: 

It may well be, as the City informs us in its reply brief, that ‘[t]he long-awaited 
winds of change are blowing in New Mexico.’ The City points to efforts in the 
United States Congress to stimulate or facilitate competition in the electric utility 
industry, through such devices as “wheeling” electric power from sources of 
generation to local distribution systems, by means of various competitive 
arrangements. All of these developments, and more, may occur; we have no crystal 
ball and can only apply New Mexico law as it is presently written to issues that may 
arise under arrangements like those contemplated by Albuquerque's Article XV. 
…Perhaps the regulatory climate will change, and perhaps the panacea apparently 
hoped for by the City will materialize.  Only time, and legislatures around the 
country, including Congress, will tell. For the present, however, we are content -- 
indeed, we are dutybound – to recognize that the subjects of how utility rates paid 
by New Mexicans are to be determined, and of how providers of utility service are 

 
After the Governor’s [EO-2019-003] which recognized New Mexico’s responsibility to 

build a clean energy future and limit adverse climate change impacts that harm our natural and 
cultural heritage, the passage of the Energy Transition Act (‘ETA’) in 2019, and other state and 
national policies that advance climate change awareness and quality of life concerns, the PRC 
has incorporated environmental and human safety factors in its decisions in utility applications 
for resources in Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (‘CCN’) cases. 

NEE Br. at 39 (footnote 202 citations omitted). 
591  NMGC Br. at 36.   
592  Id.   
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to be selected, remain where the legislature placed them in 1941: in the exclusive 
domain of the Public Service Commission.593 

For the record, there being no binding current law or prevailing policy around 

decarbonization or climate change applicable to the CCN Application under review, such 

considerations – important and profound as they in fact are594 – have played no role or part in the 

Hearing Examiner’s thinking and recommendation on the merits of the Application.  Indeed, a 

ruling by the Commission denying NMGC a certificate for the LNG Facility on the basis of 

anticipating decarbonization policies and mitigating the likely consequences of climate change 

would constitute reversible error under the teaching of City of Albuquerque v. N.M. Public Serv. 

Comm’n.  The Hearing Examiner declines the invitation to make that error. 

4.6.2 NMGC’s Additional Commitments and Staff’s Proposed 
Conditions of Approval 

Given the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation that the Commission reject the Application 

for failing to demonstrate a net public benefit and not being consistent with the public interest, the 

additional commitments NMGC agreed to in this case that accept Staff’s nine proposed conditions 

of approval, with certain some modifications, need not be addressed in this decision.  However, if 

the Commission were inclined to reject the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation on the merits 

and, instead, approve the Application, the Hearing Examiner would recommend that the 

 
593  City of Albuquerque v. N.M. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 1993-NMSC-021, ¶ 38-40, 115 N.M. 521, 854 P.2d 

348.  See also State ex rel. Sandel v. N.M. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 1999-NMSC-019, ¶ 29, 127 N.M. 272, 980 P.2d 
55 (noting “[o]ur conclusion that the NMPUC has exceeded its statutory authority does not rely on any 
preconceptions or predictions about what policy choices Congress or the Legislature will make in response to 
the nationwide trend toward deregulation of the electric power industry” and citing City of Albuquerque, supra.).  

594  See, e.g., Case No. 20-00222-UT, Order Granting Joint Motion to Take Administrative Notice of Climate 
Change, its Causes and its Likely Consequences (NMPRC 6/21/2021).   
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Commission adopt the proposed conditions of approval as clarified during the hearing, specifically 

in the Hearing Examiner’s colloquy on the subject with NMGC witness Tom Bullard.595 

5. FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Hearing Examiner recommends that the Commission FIND and CONCLUDE as 

follows: 

1. The discussion and all findings and conclusions contained in this Recommended 

Decision are hereby incorporated by reference as findings of fact and conclusions of law of the 

Commission. 

2. NMGC is a public utility as defined by NMSA 1978, §  62-3-3(G) and is subject to 

the jurisdiction of the Commission under the Public Utility Act. 

3. The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to and subject matter of this case. 

4. Reasonable, proper, and adequate notice of this case was provided as required by law. 

5. The Commission should not approve NMGC’s Application.  The proposed LNG 

Facility does not provide a net public benefit and it does not promote the public interest. 

6. Any finding not expressly mentioned here but stated in the body of this decision is 

embraced by the Commission.  Similarly, and fact rejected in the body of this decision not 

expressly identified hereunder is rejected by the Commission. 

6. DECRETAL PARAGRAPHS  

The Hearing Examiner recommends that the Commission ORDER as follows: 

A. The findings, conclusions, decisions, rulings, and determinations in this Recom-

mended Decision are adopted, approved, and ordered by the Commission. 

 
595 See Tr. (Vol. 2) 357-66 (Bullard).  See NMGC Br. at 34-35; Staff Exh. 1 (Rilkoff Dir.) at 22-25.   
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B. NMGC’s Application is disapproved. 

C. Any conclusion or recommendation included in this Recommended Decision not 

specifically stated herein is adopted by the Commission as if it were and the full legal consequence 

of those conclusions or orders is imposed.  

D. NMGC’s responses to Bench Bequest Nos. 1-6 are admitted into evidence of record 

in this case consistent with 1.2.2.35(A) and 35(K) NMAC. 

E. Consistent with 1.2.2.35(D) NMAC, the Commission has taken administrative notice 

of all Commission orders, rules, decisions, and other relevant materials in all Commission 

proceedings cited in this Order. 

F. Any matter not specifically ruled on during the hearing or in this Recommended 

Decision is resolved consistent with this decision. 

G. The Certificate of Service attached hereto, as amended, shall be the official service 

list in this case. Accordingly, effective immediately and subject to subsequent amendment, service 

of pleadings and other documents shall be made upon all persons whose email addresses are listed 

on the Certificate of Service. 

H. Copies of this Recommended Decision will be provided to the official service list per 

the Commission’s electronic filing and service rules. 

ISSUED under the Seal of the Commission at Santa Fe, New Mexico this 21st day 

of February 2024. 

NEW MEXICO PUBLIC REGULATION COMMISSION 

    
Anthony F. Medeiros 
Chief Hearing Examiner 
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Recommended Decision 
Case No. 22-00309-UT 

BEFORE THE NEW MEXICO PUBLIC REGULATION COMMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF NEW MEXICO GAS ) 
COMPANY INC.’S APPLICATION FOR THE ) 
ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC ) 
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO ) 
CONSTRUCT A LIQUIFIED NATURAL GAS ) 
FACILITY. ) Case No. 22-00309-UT 
 ) 
NEW MEXICO GAS COMPANY, INC., ) 
 ) 
 APPLICANT. ) 

PARTY WITNESSES AND EXHIBITS ADMITTED INTO EVIDENCE 

New Mexico Gas Company’s Application was supported by testimony from the following 
witnesses: 

• John J. Reed, Chairman of the Board of Concentric Energy Advisors, Inc. 
• Michael A. Barclay, Technical Director for The Lisbon Group LLC. 
• Edward Jones, Founder and President of JEI Engineering, Inc. 
• Jimmie L. Blotter, Vice President, Finance and Vice President, Safety and Business 

Support of New Mexico Gas Company, Inc. 
• Daniel P. Yardley, Principal of Yardley Associates Consulting 

 
New Mexico Gas Company (NMGC) presented the following witnesses: 

 
• Tom C. Bullard, Vice President of Engineering, Gas Management and Technical 

Services for New Mexico Gas Company, Inc. 
• John J. Reed, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Concentric Energy Advisors, 

Inc. 
• Michael A. Barclay, Technical Director for The Lisbon Group LLC. 
• Edward Jones, Founder and President of JEI Engineering, Inc. 
• Erik C. Buchanan, Vice President of Finance for New Mexico Gas Company, Inc., 

Adopting Direct Testimony of Jimmie L. Blotter 
 

Coalition for Clean Affordable Energy (CCAE) presented the following witnesses: 

• Kiki Velez, Natural Resources Defense Council’s (NRDC) expert on building 
decarbonization, gas system transition, and alternative fuel issues. 
 

New Energy Economy (NEE) presented the following witnesses: 

• Wilma Subra, M.S., President of consulting firm Subra Company 
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The New Mexico Department of Justice, f/k/a New Mexico Attorney General (NMAG) 
presented the following witnesses: 

• Andrea C. Crane, President of the Columbia Group, Inc. 
• John A. Rosenkranz, Principal of North Side Energy, LLC. 
• Sol Deleon, Principal Associate at Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. 

 

NMPRC Utility Division Staff presented the following witnesses: 

• Ed Rilkoff, Director of the Utility Division of the NMPRC. 
 

Western Resource Advocates (WRA) presented the following witnesses: 

• Aaron J. Gould, Senior Policy Advisor at WRA. 

The following Exhibits were admitted at hearing: 

For NMGC 

 NMGC Exh. 1 Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Tom C. Bullard, December 16, 2022 
    (as Amended) 

 NMGC Exh. 2 Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibits of Tom C. Bullard in Support of 
Application for CCN, November 13, 2023 

 NMGC Exh. 3 Direct Testimony and Exhibits of John J. Reed, December 16, 2022 (as 
Amended) 

 NMGC Exh. 4 Rebuttal Testimony of John J. Reed in Support of Application for 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, November 13, 2023 (as 
Amended) 

 NMGC Exh. 5 Direct Testimony of Michael A Barclay, December 16, 2022 

 NMGC Exh. 6 Rebuttal Testimony of Michael Barclay in Support of Application for 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, November 13, 2023 

 NMGC Exh. 7 Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Edward Jones, December 16, 2022 

 NMGC Exh. 8 Rebuttal Testimony of Edward Jones in Support of Application for 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, November 13, 2023 

 NMGC Exh. 9 Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Jimmie L. Blotter (as Adopted by Erik 
Buchannan and as Amended) December 16, 2022 

 NMGC Exh. 10 Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Daniel P. Yardley December 16, 2023 
(as Amended) 
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 NMGC Exh. 12 Letter dated June 27, 2022, from the Department of Cultural Affairs 
Historic Preservation Division to Brian Cribbin, NMGC | Re: HPD 
Log#117418, liquified natural gas (LNG) peak-shaving facility west of the 
City of Albuquerque, on private lands in Bernalillo County, New Mexico 

For CCAE 

 CCAE Exh. 1 Direct Testimony of Kiki Velez on Behalf of CCAE, October 27, 2023 

 CCAE Exh. 2 Rebuttal Testimony of Kiki Velez on Behalf of CCAE, November 13, 
2023 

 CCAE Exh. 3 NMGC’s Formal Response to Joint Questions from Intervenors and 
Staff Propounded on May 19, 2023 and May 25, 2023 

 CCAE Exh. 4 NMGC’s First Supplemental Response to CCAE’s First Set of 
Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents 

 CCAE Exh. 5 NMGC’s Response to CCAE’s First Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

CCAE Exhibits that have been administratively noticed from Bernalillo County 
Board of County Commissioners 
 
CCAE Exh.   Bernalillo County Commission Administrative Resolution Number 

2023-110 

For NEE 

 NEE Exh. 1 Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Wilma Subra, M.S. on Behalf of 
NEE, October 27, 2023 

 NEE Exh. 2 NMGC’s Response to NEE’s First Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

 NEE Exh. 3 NMGC’s Response to NEE’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories and 
Requests for Production of Documents, specifically 4- (1, 6-7, 9, 20-21, 
23, 25-26)  

 NEE Exh. 4 NMGC’s Response to NEE’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories and 
Requests for Production of Documents, specifically 4- (13) 

 NEE Exh. 5 NMGC’s Response to AG’s Second Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

 NEE Exh. 6 NMGC’s Response to NEE’s Third Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

 NEE Exh. 7 NMGC’s Response to New Energy Economy’s Second Set of 
Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents,  
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 NEE Exh. 8 NMGC’s Response to NEE’s Fifth Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

 NEE Exh. 9 Staff’s Objections and Responses to NEE’s First Set of Interrogatories 
and Requests for Production to PRC Staff 

 NEE Exh. 10 Rio Rancho New Mexico Official Website – History 

 NEE Exh. 11 Earthquake Scenario and probabilistic ground-shaking hazard maps for 
the Albuquerque-Belen-Santa Fe, New Mexico, corridor, New Mexico 
Bureau of Geology & Mineral Resources, New Mexico Mining & 
Technology   

 NEE Exh. 12 United States Seismic Zones Map NRC-070, Submitted: 5/8/2015 

 NEE Exh. 13 Failure Investigation Report – Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Peak 
Shaving Plant, Plymouth Washington | US Department of 
Transportation 

NEE Exhibits that have been administratively noticed from Bernalillo County Board 
of County Commissioners 
 
NEE Exh.   Bernalillo County Commission Administrative Resolution Number 

2023-110 

For NMAG 

 NMAG Exh. 1 Direct Testimony of Andrea C. Crane on Behalf of NMAG, October 27, 
2023 (Amended) 

 NMAG Exh. 2 Direct Testimony of John A. Rosenkranz on Behalf of NMAG, October 
27, 2023 (Amended)  

 NMAG Exh. 3 Direct Testimony of Dr. Sol Deleon on Behalf of NMAG (Amended) 

 NMAG Exh. 4 NMGC’s Formal Response to Joint Questions from Intervenors and 
Staff Propounded on May 19, 2023 and May 25, 2023 

 NMAG Exh. 5 NMGC’s Response to AG’s First Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 1-(01) 

 NMAG Exh. 6 NMGC’s Response to AG’s First Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 1-(02) 

 NMAG Exh. 7 NMGC’s Response to AG’s Third Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

 NMAG Exh. 8 NMGC’s Response to WRA’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories and 
Requests for Production of Documents 
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 NMAG Exh. 9 NMGC’s Response to CCAE’s First Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

 NMAG Exh. 10 NMGC’s Response to AG’s Second Set of Interrogatories and Requests 
for Production of Documents 

 NMAG Exh. 11 NMGC’s Response to Attorney General’s Second Set of Interrogatories 
and Requests for Production of Documents 

For Staff 

 STAFF Exh. 1 Prepared Direct Testimony of Ed Rilkoff, New Mexico Public 
Regulation Commission Utility Division Staff, October 27, 2023 
(Amended) 

For WRA 

 WRA Exh. 1 Direct Testimony of Aaron J. Gould on Behalf of WRA, October 27, 
2023 (as Amended) 

 WRA Exh. 2 Rebuttal Testimony of Aaron J. Gould on Behalf of WRA, November 
13, 2023 (as Amended) 

 WRA Exh. 9 Case No. 21-00095-UT – Winter Weather Event - NMGC’s Response to 
Third Bench Request 

 WRA Exh. 10 Case No. 21-00095-UT - NMGC’s Response to Bench Request Issued 
May 3, 2023 

 WRA Exh. 12 Print-out of Keystone Gas Storage Company, L.L.C. Critical Notices, 
Force Majeure  

WRA Exhibits that have been administratively noticed from Case No. 16-00097-UT 

WRA Exh.  Recommended Decision issued Nov. 14, 2016 

   Final Order Adopting Recommended Decision issued Dec. 21, 2016 
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