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UM 2143 Investigationinto Resource Adequacy in the State
Updated Process proposal for continuation of UM 2143:

Thisdocument describes the Oregon Public Utility Commission Staff’s (Staff) updated straw rules
proposal inthe UM 2143 Resource Adequacy (RA) investigation, announces asecond comment period
on Staff’s straw RA rules proposal, and outlines a proposed schedule to bring this docket into aformal
rulemaking.

Background

On September 23, 2022, Staff releasedits first straw rules proposal and a timeline to move the RA
investigationinto aformal rulemaking. Asmall erratawasfiled on October5, 2022, that largely keptthe
original proposal and timeline unchanged. The first straw rules proposal outlined a compliance process
for RAfilings thatleveraged investor-owned utilities’ (IOU) Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) filings and
electricservice suppliers’ (ESS) HB 2021 filings, setforth athree-year binding forward showingforload
and transmission adequacy for entities that are not part of a Western Resource Adequacy Program
(WRAP), filled in the planning gap between the WRAP’s seven-month forward showing and the two to
fouryear horizon of the IRP action plan, and provided alternative compliance options for ESSs.

Staff held a stakeholder workshop to discuss the straw rules proposal and elicit feedback. While the
responses were generally positive about the structure and timing of the filings, there were many items
that stakeholders thought should be refined orchanged. In particular, stakeholders noted that further
detailisneeded onaloadand transmission forward showing, problems arise from three-year binding
showings with abiennial filing cadence, overlaps exist with the AR 651 Direct Access rulemaking, and
furtherdetail isneeded onthe exact RA metrics to be used.

A Commissioners’ technical workshop on resource adequacy was held on January 10, 2022, where
speakers from Western Electric Coordinating Council presented on the state of RA in the west, the
Western PowerPool (WPP) presented on the state of the WRAP tariff filingat FERCand some key
program designs, the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NWPCC) presented its own work on
resource adequacy and evolving thinking around RA planning metrics, and Staff presented its initial
thinking on the scope and goals of the RA investigation to the Commission. Arepeated theme
throughout the workshop was the value of regional planning when it comes to resource adequacy and
the urgency with which resource adequacy should be addressed in the western US, evenif the Pacific
Northwest has avoided many of the worst capacity shortfallsinrecentyears.

OnJanuary 18, 2023, Staff indicated thatit would releasean updated straw proposal on or before
February 17, 2023, then opena comment period and hold a stakeholder workshop in March.

On February 10, 2023, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) officially approved the WRAP
tariff. This meansthat entities currently committed to the WRAP will begin with the non-binding phase
of the WRAP implementation and begin the binding forward showingin 2025.

A summary of Staff's updated straw proposal
Staff’s updated straw proposal isintended to respond to stakeholder feedback while still addressing the

seamsissue created by the different planning horizons of the WRAP and the IRP. Much like the
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presenters atthe January 10, 2022, technical workshop, Staff continues to believe that

resource adequacy is best addressed atthe regional level when it comesto within-year operation. Staff
still believes thatthe IRPisan important long-term exercisefor resource adequacy investment. In
additionto maintainingthe IRP RAfiling requirements initially proposed, the updated straw proposal is
structured to incentivize regional RA program participation while still laying the groundwork fora
workable state RA program for regulated entities that do not participate in a regional RA program.

Staff identified three key objectives when crafting this updated proposal. Below isasummary of Staff’s
objectives and the changes Staff made tofurtherthese objectives:

e Objective 1: Create more useful timelines and metrics thataddress the seamsissuesin PUC
practices and the region
o Clarify thatthe Staff proposal is contemplating requirements in two seams areas:
broader visibility into RA planning forall LREs and a shorter-term RA compliance process
that variesinrequirements depending on whetherthe LREis a WRAP participant.
=  Forvisibility, requireafour-yearinformational showingforall entities.
= Forcompliance, require atwo-yearbinding forward showing for non-WRAP
members for generation and transmission and require submission of a binding
WRAP forward showing for WRAP members.
o Loweredthe RAstandardin the secondyear of the forward showing.
e Objective 2: Alignwith regional program and metrics, and incentivize regional participation
o Usealevent-dayin10yearstandard.
o Alignthe methods used forthe binding transmission forward showing in astate RA
program with the WRAP.
o Solicitfeedback from stakeholders about requiring WRAP participation.
e Objective 3:Improve clarity on Staff’s previous straw proposal
o Clarify commission direction to non-complaint entities
o Clarify methods usedforESSload forecasting
o Clarify the scope of the proposed RA rulesin UM 2143 by noting that the Provider of
Last Resortissue will be handled in AR 651.

The first major change to Staff’s updated straw proposal isto require a binding two-yearforward
showing for WRAP non-participants, and aninformational four-year forward showing for all regulated
entitiestobefiledinIRPsand HB 2021 filings. Thisaccomplishes two things. First, thisaddresses
stakeholder concernsthata binding three-yearforward showing creates regulatory issues by having
overlaps between binding filings made every otheryear. Second, rules with clear expectations foran
informational forward showing with afour-yearhorizon provide consistency in the RA portions of these
periodicfilings and allows stakeholders and Staff to understand the RAimplications when
recommending acknowledgement of an overall IRP or HB 2021 plan.

The second major change isto make clear that Staff’sintentisto align the binding transmission forward
showingwiththe adequacy levels and exceptionsin the WRAP, albeit on Staff’s two-year horizon instead
of the WRAP’s seven-month horizon. As previously mentioned, a WRAP participant would be exempt
froma transmission forward showing. Thisis done to both recognize some of the operationalrealities
of ESSsthat led to the exceptions and transmission requirements inthe WRAP while also incentivizing
WRAP participation through the state RA program’s longer horizon.



Oregon
Public Utility
Commission

February 17, 2023

The third majorchange is to eliminate language regarding a capacity backstop charge in

this filing while making clearthatan ESS can procure capacity froman IOU through a bilateral contract
as a means of compliance. Staff believes thatthe outstandingissue of curtailable and non-curtailable
directaccessload isbestdealtwithinthe AR 651 rulemaking. However, Staff believes that allowinga

bilateral capacity contract between an ESS and 10U would not run afoul of the rules created by AR 651.

Fourth, Staff adds language to clarify the load forecast that should be used by ESSs in their forward
showing. Staff proposesthat ESSs use currentload levels intheirfour-yearforward showing unless an
ESS presents reasonableassumptions to use adifferentload level. Thisis meantto enshrine whichload
levelsto planaround for ESSs that often only have short-term contracts whilestill providing enough
freedomto modify the load levelsif the ESS has reason to believethat currentload levels are not
representative of future loads.

Finally, Staff clarifies three smallerissues from the initial straw proposal. First, Staffintendstorequirea
1in10-year loss of load event-day standard forresource adequacy to align with WRAP; the initial
proposal was unclearwhetherthe Ein LOLE meant “event” or “eventday”. Second, Staff’sinitial
proposal states that the Commission would direct non-compliant entities on how to cure their
deficienciesif adeficiencyisidentified in astate RA program. Stakeholders questioned how prescriptive
this statementshould be interpreted. Inthis updated straw proposal, Staff clarifies that the intent was
to convey thatthe Commission would identify adeficiency and direct an entity tofill it while not
requiring thatan entity pursue asingle, prescriptive path tofill the deficiency. Finally, Staff lowered the
forward showingrequirementforthe second year of the program in response to stakeholderfeedback
that the levelinitially proposed was too high.

As mentionedinthe bulleted list onthe previous page, Staff isinterested in hearing from stakeholders
aboutwhether mandating WRAP participationin lieu of abinding state program would be preferable to
creating a binding state program. Staff opens up thistopicof discussion withthe understandingthatan
entityisallowed to submitits load from only one state intothe WRAP if it so chooses. Ineither
scenario, Staff would still propose including informational filing portions of Staff’s straw proposal.

The table below contains the full updated straw proposal:

Issue Staff Proposal Staff notes
1. Reliability Standard
What is the appropriate Planningreservesetto1lin10 e Stakeholderaskedfor

RA metricforthe state’s LOLEvent-day equivalent/ clarification on whether this

RA standards?

approximation perLRE.

Ifthe LRE is a participantina binding
regional RA program, the LRE is
required to demonstrate compliance
with the regional program’s
designated planningreserve

was meantto be eventor
event-day. Thisis
consistent with the planning
reserve marginsinthe
WRAP.

Will the standard be
binding?

Yes, the standard will be binding and
follow acompliance processin the
state’s RA program for only entities

Theintenthereisto incentivize
participantstoengageinthe
WRAP while still giving Oregon
stakeholdersanavenue to
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that are not part of the WRAP. Filing
will be informational otherwise.

The forward showinginthe
compliance process for non-WRAP
participants will only be binding for2
years.

For visibility, the standard will be
requiredtobe usedinthe RA analysis
that Staff proposestobeincludedin
the IRP or ESS forward looking
reportingunder HB 2021.

assessresource adequacy
concerns.

Stakeholders brought up the
problems associated with a 2-
yearfiling cadence and a 3-year
binding showing.

Will the binding standard
and informationalfiling
requirements be set by
rule or by reference to
Commission order? How
will the standard be
assessed and updated as
needed?

The standard will be setinrules.

Staff has selected this proposal
because rulesare applied
generally. Inthe eventthatthe
standard needsto be updated,
Staff is supportive of openinga
limited rulemaking.

2. Commission processes

Items containedin
informational filings

e |0Us will incorporate RA analysis
using methods consistent with
the WRAP overa four-year
horizonintotheirlRPsto bring RA
concernsinto planning dockets

e ESSswill filea4-yearresource
plan modeled off the IRP for
acknowledgement, preferably as
part of the forward-looking clean
energy reporting required for
ESSs in HB 2021. Will include:

o 4-yearloadforecastat
currentlevel. Currentlevels
can be substitutedif another
reasonable assumption can
be supported which would
change load while avoiding
any business concerns
surroundingdivulgence.

o 4-yearassessmentof current
transmission rights and future
ability to meettransmission
needs

e Staff’'sgoalisto make
resource adequacy a more
well-defined part of the
planning process and tofill
the gap between WRAP’s 7-
month horizon and the
longer-term IRP that
doesn’thave aclear
methodology.

e Thefour-yearhorizonis
chosento be consistent
withthe WRAP’s horizon.

e Reminderagainthatnon-
WRAP participants will only
be subject to two binding
years.
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o Summary of currentresource
characteristics and future
acquisitionstomeetRA
concerns

What should the
informational filing
frequency be?

With the IRP for IOUs

o RAinformationalupdate filed
with IRP updates as well

Every otheryear for ESSs as part

of HB 2021 filings

Reminder here that Staffis
proposing that WRAP
participants will be makingonly
informational filings regardless
of timing.

What will the compliance
processlooklike?

For IOUs and ESSs, compliance
docketopened on April 1 every
otheryear if not part of WRAP.
Informational RA assessment
using WRAP techniques filedas a
chapterin IRP for WRAP
participants.

WRAP ESSs make informational
onlyfilingin HB 2021 filing using
WRAP analysis methods.

The goal isto integrate WRAP
techniquesinto the IRP planning
horizonratherthan to make a
separate, binding RA process for
WRAP participants.

Staff envisions asix-month
turnaround between filingand
acknowledgement foranRA
docket.

What are the
consequences of anon-
compliantRA docket?

The Commission will identify
deficiencies and direct the LRE to
cure them.
= Partiesthatdo not cure
deficiencies may be
subjecttoa fine

Stakeholders raised concerns
aboutwhethertheintentwas
for the Commissiontodirect
how to cure the deficiency or
justto identify adeficiency that
needstobe cured. Theintentis
the latter.
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3. Compliance and Visibility Standards

What standards doesa
WRAP Non-Participant
needto meetto show

compliance inthe state
RA program?

Planning reserve settoa lin
10 LOLEvent
equivalent/approximation per
LRE, established by rule.

RA plan must show two-year
adequacy that meets RA
standard up to the following
load levels for the binding
years using standards
consistent with the load levels
in the informational filings:

o 100% 1 years out

o 90% 2 years out

2-year binding transmission
forward showing consistent
with WRAP standards (75% of
load with exceptions) for load
levels outlined above

Designedtoincentivize WRAP
participation by creatinga
bindingtransmission forward
showingthatisidentical to
WRAP albeitona longer
horizon.

Movingto a 2-yearbinding
forward showingbased on
overlappingtimelineissue
brought up by stakeholders

What is required forall
entities?

File a4-year informational
forward showingin IRP/HB 2021
filings using WRAP techniques and
standards outlined above.

Entities mayfile theirownload
and resource information
confidentially. Afterspeaking
with WPP and stakeholders,
Staff has notbeen made aware
of disclosure concerns from
requiring entities to make these
periodicinformationalfilings.

Do ESSs have an
alternative compliance
option?

Options for ESSs to procure
capacity from third-party as
alternative means of compliance
for non-curtailable loads through
a bilateral contract.

o Anyloadsubjectto backstop
by IOUisdeemedasload
responsible forIOUin state
RA/IRP planning

Staffintendstoresolve items
related to a non-curtailablecap
or a capacity backstop charge in
AR 651.
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What resource capacity °
contributions should be
usedinthe entities’
compliance and
informational filings?

1-4 year outlook should match, to
extent practicable, WPP advisory
forecastforresource capacity
contribution, transmission, PRM,

etc.

o

Itisthe LRE’s burdento
presenthow theiroutlook
sufficiently improves over or
isnegligibly differentthan the
WPP advisory forecastif the
WPP advisoryisnotused. A
LRE that usesitsown
resource contributionsin
place of WPP’s resource
contributions should submita
methodology section withits
filing.

Next Steps

Staffinvites stakeholders to weigh in on any part of Staff’s updated straw proposal. However, Staff
encourages stakeholders to provide comments on the following:

e General sentimenttowards requiring all Oregon entities to participate in the WRAP.
e A proposedstarting date forthe state RA compliance process.
e Feedbackon Staff’s proposed schedule and any potential conflicts.

Staff requests that these comments be filed no later than Monday, March 13, 2023.

Below is Staff’s proposed scheduleto move this docket to a formal rulemaking.

March 13, 2023 Comment
deadline
March 22, 2023 Stakeholder
workshop
May 19, 2023 Draft rule
June 12, 2023 Comment
deadline

June 30, 2023

Stakeholder

workshop

July 21, 2023

posted

Updated draft
rule language

Comments due regarding Staff’s straw proposal.

Workshop to discuss comments on Staff’s straw proposal
with the goal to move towards draftingrule language.
Staff will submit draft rule language to stakeholdersin
language posted UM 2143.
Comments due regarding Staff’s draft rule language.

Stakeholder workshop to work through any possible

disagreements in Staff’s draft rule language.
Updated draft rule language posted to UM 2143 docket

that integrates changes from last comment period and

workshop.



Oregon

February 17, 2023 Public Utility
Commission
August 9, 2023 Comment Final comment period regarding Staff’s draftrules.
deadline
September19, 2023 = RegularPublic Publicmeeting where Staff intends to bring draft rule
Meeting language to Commission and propose that a formal

rulemaking be opened.

Questions
If you have questions on this docket, please contact:

Curtis Dlouhy
Utility Strategy & Integration Division
503-510-3350

Curtis.Dlouhy@puc.oregon.gov

/sl Curtis Dlouhy

To receive meeting notices and agendas for this docket, send an email to puc.hearings@state.or.us,and askto

be added to the servicelistfor Docket No. UM 2143.You will then receive emails with workshop details, when
new documents have been added to the docket, or there is a change to the schedul e.



mailto:Curtis.Dlouhy@puc.oregon.gov
mailto:puc.hearings@state.or.us

	UM 2143 Investigation into Resource Adequacy in the State
	Updated Process proposal for continuation of UM 2143:
	Background
	A summary of Staff’s updated straw proposal
	Next Steps
	Questions
	If you have questions on this docket, please contact:



