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2016 Integrated Resource Plan.

DISPOSITION: 2016 IRP ACKNOWLEDGED WITH MODIFICATIONS AND
EXCEPTION

This order memorializes our decision made at the August 8, 2017 Public Meeting
concerning Portland General Electric Company’s (PGE) 2016 Integrated Resource Plan
(IRP). We acknowledge all but one of the action items proposed in PGE’s revised action
plan, with modifications to several others. Appendix A to this order lists the
acknowledged action items and modifications.

We do not acknowledge PGE’s action item to issue a request for proposals (RFP) for
175 average megawatts (MWa) of new renewable energy resources. We agree to allow
PGE the opportunity to file a revised action plan regarding renewable resource
procurement and present that to the Commission.

I INTRODUCTION

This IRP review played host to a complex and dynamic conversation about PGE’s
resource strategy during a time of significant change in electricity market conditions,
environmental and energy policy, and customer engagement. In various ways, this
conversation stretched the boundaries of our accustomed IRP process. We appreciate the
robust engagement of PGE, Staff, intervenors, and interested members of the public,
which gave us a broad context for considering PGE’s IRP. Over the course of this
process, PGE conducted supplemental analysis, updated inputs with more current data,
and made several adjustments to its plan, including reducing its projected capacity need
and committing to pursuing bilateral negotiations with existing regional generation
IesSources.
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The purpose of the IRP process is to provide the utility with the input and opinion of
stakeholders and the Commission based on the reasonableness of the plan presented by
the utility in its JRP filing. Our acknowledgment decision provides PGE with guidance
to consider in making resource investment decisions that, ultimately, rest firmly with the
company.’

We take seriously our role in informing PGE’s direction, but also reinforce that we do not
control PGE’s resource decisions and that risks associated with such actions must be
properly balanced between shareholders and customers. Our commitment is to provide
well-considered feedback on the resource strategy reflected in the IRP and give fair
regulatory treatment to resource decisions that the company ultimately makes.

In this time of significant change and uncertainty within the electric utility industry and
markets we expect utility resource plans to reflect actions that manage risk and
uncertainty, balance the interests of present and future customers, and allow for course
corrections as industry evolution comes into greater focus. The major action items that
emerged from PGE’s IRP process, and that we acknowledge here, are consistent with that
philosophy. For example, rather than committing to a new, large natural gas resource to
meet its capacity need, PGE’s revised capacity action item commits it to first fully
consider lower-cost, lower-risk opportunities through short- to medium-term contracts
with the existing regional infrastructure. At the same time, PGE will seck to reduce its
long-term capacity need by engaging its customers to achieve high levels of energy
efficiency and demand response.

PGE did not persuade us, however, that its action item to pursue an RFP for 175 MWa of
new renewable energy resources by 2020 was a least-cost, least-risk action to achieve the
50 percent renewable energy target that Oregon’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)
requires the company to achieve by 2040.2 We recognize that incrementally adding
renewable energy resources over time may be a reasonable operational and cost-risk
mitigating strategy to achieve this major system transformation. We also believe that
near-term action to address long-term renewable energy obligations may be appropriate,
provided that more attention is paid to balancing short- and long-term tradeoffs and to
mitigating long-term risks. Based on the information and analysis provided in this
docket, we conclude that PGE did not sufficiently demonstrate that the long-term cost

! See In the Matter of the Investigation into Least-Cost Planning for Resource Acguisitions by Energy
Utilities in Oregon, Docket No. UM 180, Order No. 89-507 at 6 (Apr 20, 1989) (explaining, “The
Commission does not intend to usurp the role of utility decision-maker. Utility management will retain full
responsibility for making decisions and for accepting the consequences of the decisions. Thus, the utilities
will retain their autonomy while having the benefit of the information and opinion contributed by the public
and the Commission * * *.”),

2 ORS 469A.005 through 469A.210 (establishing stair-step RPS requirements for PGE of 20 percent in
2020, 27 percent in 2023, 35 percent in 2030, 45 percent in 2035, and 50 percent in 2040).
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PGE states that the timing of its proposed near-term acquisition is intended to capture the
maximum value of the Production Tax Credit (PTC),” which is available for resources
that satisfy safe harbor requirements by year-end 2016 and comply with the assumed
construction period. PGE estimates that this acquisition will allow it to hold its minimum
REC bank level through 2040. PGE concludes that, under all of the futures it explored to
quantify risk, near-term RPS procurement capturing the full value of the PTC is lower
cost than adopting a delayed or “just in time” approach that would address the RPS need
closer to when a REC shortfall is projected to occur.

In its initial IRP filing, PGE established 2025 as the last year it could fully comply with
the RPS using existing resources and its accumulated REC bank without additional RPS-
qualifying additions. PGE extended this projection in its April 2017 update by four years
to 2029 to incorporate the addition of RECs from contracts with PURPA qualifying
facilities executed through December 2016 and a reduced RPS obligation from use of the
lower load forecast in docket UE 319.

D. Selection of Preferred Portfolio

PGE identifies “Efficient Capacity 2021 as the best cost/risk portfolio of energy
resources under the assumptions used in its IRP analysis. This portfolio includes
deployment of energy efficiency, demand response, conservation voltage reduction, and
dispatchable standby generation. It also includes the addition of 515 MW of renewable
energy resources {(modeled as Pacific Northwest Wind), 370 MW of generic capacity
(modeled as a simple-cycle natural gas-fired frame combustion turbine (frame CT)}, and
389 MW of efficient capacity (modeled as a combined-cycle natural gas-fired
combustion turbine (CCCT)).

In developing its IRP, PGE first designed 21 portfolios testing combinations of energy
resources including “generic capacity,” “efficient capacity,” wind, solar, biomass,
geothermal, and demand-side actions. PGE modeled “generic capacity” as the cost and
heat rate characteristics of a frame CT, and “efficient capacity” as a CCCT. PGE
explains these generic resources are intended to represent any resource that can provide
similar cost and performance characteristics.

PGE then identified ten portfolios for further analysis. Using a 34-year planning horizon,
PGE evaluated each portfolio under 23 potential futures using combinations of low,
medium, and high scenarios for variables of natural gas prices, carbon prices, and load
growth. PGE scored and ranked each portfolio based on NPVRR 1n the reference case
and based on PGE’s evaluation of risk in “severity,” “vanability,” and “durability”

? 26 USC § 45 (establishing a per-kilowatt-hour tax credit for electricity generated by qualified energy
resources and scld by the taxpayer to an unrelated person during the taxable year).
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caps at the Energy Trust. NWEC cautions that failing to acquire the least-cost resource is
not in the best interest of customers.

b. Resolution

We acknowledge PGE’s action item of acquiring 135 MWa of energy efficiency with the
following modifications:

(D Changes to 2021 capacity need must use the Energy Trust’s most recent
forecast data;

(2) PGE will provide an update on the Energy Trust’s activities and progress
on the large customer funding issue in its IRP update in 2018; and

(3)  PGE will make available the Energy Trust’s energy efficiency forecast
data and provide an explanation of their model in the company’s next IRP.

In making this decision, we highlight two points. First, historically, energy efficiency has
continued to grow and outpace the Energy Trust’s long-term energy efficiency
projections, including PGE IRP targets. We expect the company, between now and the
next IRP or the company’s next sizing of long-term supply resources, to better identify
the steps it must take to convert more aggressive reach goals into real demand-side
resources. We further expect the company to incorporate a stretch goal for efficiency
savings that it can be comfortable with in its resource decisions. In making rate decisions
concerning long-term resources, these higher levels of energy efficiency savings will be
increasingly relevant considerations.

Second, we recognize parties’ concern that caps on funding for large user energy
efficiency may prevent Energy Trust and PGE from acquiring all cost-effective
conservation, the least-cost resource. We continue to encourage PGE to work with all
applicable parties to attempt to resolve the large customer program funding barriers.

2, Acquire 77 MW (winfter) and 69 MW (summer) of Demand Response

PGE proposes to expand its demand response resources, targeting an aggregate capacity
addition of 77 MW (winter) and 69 MW (summer) through 2020. PGE states it plans to
implement a diverse set of programs that target residential, commercial, and industrial
customers. To establish these demand response targets, PGE used a demand response
potential study developed by The Brattle Group in 2015.

. Comments

Staff, CUB, NWEC, and ODOE comment that these targets are too conservative. They
believe that even more of PGE’s capacity needs can be met with demand response assets,
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with the beneficial effect of further reducing the need for long-term investments in large,
new generation.

Staff raises concern that PGE is “stuck” in a demand response pilot cycle and that the
company does not vet consider demand response to be a full-scale resource. Staff
recommends that we acknowledge this action item but make clear that PGE’s proposed
targets are minimum acquisition amounts. Staff offers a series of actions that it believes
will help PGE enhance its demand response planning, accelerate the pilot-to-resource
cycle, and drive market maturity.

b. Resolution

We acknowledge PGE’s action item of acquiring 77 MW (winter) and 69 MW (summer}
of demand response with the following modifications:

(1) Through 2020, acquire at least 77 MW (winter) and 69 MW (summer) of
new demand response resource as a floor, while working to reach the
demand response high case targets of 162 MW (summer) and 191 MW
(winter);

(2) hire a third party to conduct a study for demand response specific to
PGE’s service territory with results in time to inform PGE’s subsequent
IRP;

(3) work with Staff to establish, manage, and support a “Demand Response
Review Committee” to assist in the development and success of PGE’s
demand response activities including review of PGE’s proposals for
demand response programs; and

€)) within nine months (of August 8, 2017), present multiple viable demand
response test bed sites to the Demand Response Review Committee, and
by July 1, 2019, establish a demand response test bed.

As with our decision regarding energy efficiency, we highlight the importance of these
demand-side resources as a means to reduce the need for additional supply-side
resources. We view the time between now and PGE’s next [IRP—and before we are
asked to acknowledge any significant long-term supply-side capacity addition—to be a
critical opportunity for PGE to more aggressively develop demand response as a resource
to address its capacity needs.

3. Deploy I MWa of Conservation Voltage Reduction

PGE proposes to pursue programmatic conservation voltage reduction deployment,
targeting minimum energy savings of 1 MWa through 2020. Conservation voltage
reduction is a means of lowering consumer power demand by operating distribution
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PGE emphasizes that, in addition to reducing RPS compliance costs, new renewable
resources would provide immediate benefits to existing customers. From an operational
level, new resources would add capacity and energy to PGE’s system. More broadly,
PGE highlights, bringing new physical resources on line instead of using banked RECs
achieves more carbon emission reductions, as supported by customers commenting m this
docket and consistent with Oregon state policy.

PGE clarifies that renewable resources other than Pacific Northwest wind, both physical
and REC-based, would be considered in the RFP. PGE expects that issuing an RFP while
the PTC and the Investment Tax Credit (ITC) for solar resources are still at high value
will drive down the price of all resources bidding into the RI'P for selection.

Finally, PGE responds to questions of whether this type of action item is properly within
the scope of the IRP process. PGE concludes that nothing in Guideline 4, which
describes the components of the IRP, limits the identification of need or the construction
and evaluation of portfolios to considerations solely within the two- to four-year Action
Plan window. PGE interprets Guideline 1.d, which requires that the Action Plan “[b]e
consistent with the long-run public interest as expressed in Oregon and federal energy
policies,” to instruct it to plan within the IRP for any needs that arise due to state policies
such as the RPS. PGE cautions that overly focusing on near-term need is inconsistent
with the JRP’s intended function as a long-term planning instrument.

a. Comments
() Parties Supporting Early Procurement

NIPPC, NWEC, ODOE, RNW, Sierra Club, and many members of the public comment
generally in support of early procurement of RPS resources. NWEC, RNW, and Sierra
Club encourage PGE to pursue even greater amounts of renewable energy resources than
the proposed 175 MWa to more fully capture the potential NPVRR savings.

These parties find PGE’s economic analysis substantiates the findings in its IRP. They
suggest that many unique risks and uncertainties favor early action to procure significant
amounts of renewable resources—including missed opportunities to secure high quality
renewable sites and the practical and operational considerations in meeting the
company’s steadily increasing RPS obligation. Like PGE, they emphasize that renewable
resources provide immediate capacity and energy value to the utility’s system—and add
that the RFP process may uncover renewable resources of even higher capacity value.

They highlight that their members, and many members of the public and elected officials
from communities that PGE serves, commented strongly in support of carbon emission
reduction and the expedited transition to greater reliance on renewable energy.

11
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must plan to harmonize these operational and regulatory needs in a least-cost and least-
risk manner. Using renewable resources to meet near-term capacity and energy needs
can allow PGE to gradually gain experience with higher levels of variable resources, and
can also reduce the likelihood that RPS requirements will force resource additions at
times not otherwise needed to serve load.

Adding to this increased complexity are competing factors affecting the timing of
resource acquisition. On one hand, the unique attributes of renewable resources may
favor earlier action than would be required for traditional resource investments.
Significant tax incentives available today, but rapidly diminishing in value, may make
renewable resources less costly today than in the future. Moreover, because the value of
renewable resources is location-dependent, particularly for wind resources, sites with
favorable resource regimes, transmission access, and permitting conditions may become
increasingly constrained and drive up future resource costs.

On the other hand, delaying resource additions can minimize near-term rate impacts,
avoid overcommitting to resources if future utility load is smaller than expected, and
maintain optionality in future resource selection to take advantage of new market
opportunities and technological advances. Cost-competitive renewable and flexible
capacity resource choices may emerge that are more diverse and scalable, potentially
allowing utilities to consider smaller resources with fewer long-term risks than larger
resources. These evolving conditions create a greater need for PGE to consider the
tradeoffs between long-term cost savings and the risk-mitigation benefits of retaining
optionality.

Our IRP guidelines and policies continue to provide the necessary framework to address
these new challenges. The focus remains on determining a utility resource need, and then
- evaluating potential utility actions to meet that need in a least-cost and least-risk manner.
In reviewing an Action Plan, we will continue to look to see how individual action items
fit into a comprehensive integrated strategy for meeting customer needs and whether the
risks are appropriately shared between ratepayers and shareholders.

How utilities characterize need and assess risk and uncertainty within their IRPs and how
we integrate that analysis into our review, however, must evolve. Traditional resource
strategies, and the Commission’s past treatment of such strategies, may have less
relevance as utilities undergo system transformation in a time of evolving regulatory
change, rapid technological advancements, increasing customer options, and market
uncertainty. In this time of transition, we challenge utilities and stakeholders not to view
our IRP guidelines as pre-established checklists but rather to proactively adapt their
assessment of risk and uncertainty as industry evolution comes into greater focus.

14
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PGE met this challenge in planning for its capacity needs. As discussed above, PGE
responded to concerns about the risks and uncertainties of acquiring a new, large natural
gas resource by further exploring short- and medium-term contracts with existing
hydropower resources and other generators in the region. PGE fell short of this
challenge, however, with regard to its renewable resource action item as its analysis did
not evolve to respond to Staff and intervenors’ concerns with the balance of near- and
long-term tradeoffs and the assessment of long-term risks. In justifying such near-term
action, PGE’s strategy should have considered, among other things, how renewable
resources could contribute most cost-competitively to near-term capacity and energy
needs, the role PURPA qualifying facility additions will play in RPS compliance, and the
proper sizing of resource investments to balance near-term opportunities to minimize
future compliance costs with preservation of optionality through retaining RPS headroom
to fill with future technological advances and opportunities.

Without a clear demonstration of how the projected long-term economic benefits were
balanced with short-term impacts and long-term risks, we are unable to conclude that
acting now, in the manner that PGE proposes, to take advantage of the economic
opportunity is a least-cost and least-risk approach to meeting PGE’s RPS need.

PGE primarily justified the size, timing, and expected technology characteristics of its
proposed acquisition on the basis of projected long-term RPS compliance savings. In
estimating these savings, PGE relied more heavily than usual on long-term analysis.
PGE used a 34-year NPVRR, rather than the traditional 20-year peniod, and compared a
near-term resource investment to a future resource investment. Further, when Staff and
intervenors raised concern with the equity of short-term rate impacts and long-term
benefits, PGE fell back on traditional IRP principles of discount rate and NVPRR rather
than considering other approaches to balance these considerations. The absence of a
clear imperative to act in the near-term made engagement on these issues critical to our
decision.

In addition, PGE’s sizing of the 175 MWa resource addition was not well explained and
justified, except on the basis that projected NPVRR benefits increased with the size of the
resource, up to a point. PGE did not adjust the sizing even in light of a high number of
new PURPA qualifying facility contracts and requests for contracts (though PGE did
extend its expected REC shortfall date by four years). Nor did PGE include smaller wind
resources in the proposed portfolios it analyzed, or explain how the RFP would be able to
select a smaller resource (if cost-competitive) to retain headroom to capture future
technological advancements, customer choice options, and changes in load growth.
Throughout, PGE’s renewable energy proposal looked like a wind benchmark resource
sized to meet 20 percent of its incremental need to reach the 50 percent RPS requirement
in 2040. A greater showing of how the proposed resource action aligns with current

15
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capacity needs, how PGE can mitigate short-term rate impacts, and how long-term
optionality can be maintained, was lacking in PGE’s analysis.

Although we do not acknowledge the action item as proposed, we recognize that expiring
tax incentives, particularly the PTC, represent a time-limited opportunity that could
benefit PGE’s customers. Since the company must act soon to realize the full value of
these incentives, we encourage PGE to work with Staff and other parties to prepare and
submit for our consideration a revised Action Plan for renewable resource acquisition that
addresses the concerns noted in this order.

5. Pursue Bilateral Negotiations; Issue All-Source RFP for Any
Remaining Capacity Needs

In its initial IRP filing, PGE projected an 819 MW capacity need in 2021, after taking
into account its proposed demand- and supply-side action items and accounting for
imports and executed PURPA qualifying facility contracts for facilities not yet online.
PGE proposed to issue one or more RFPs to acquire up to 850 MW of capacity, and
consider a mix of annual and seasonal resources. PGE noted that it may also enter into
short- and medium-term contracts to maintain resource adequacy during any gap between
when capacity 1s first needed and the time it takes for resources to be acquired through an
RFP. In reply comments filed in March 2017, PGE clarified that it assumed the loss of
two expiring hydro contracts in this projection.

As the IRP process continued, PGE updated its capacity projections and adjusted its
procurement strategy. PGE successfully renewed one expiring contract (the Wells
hydroelectric project) and reports it is negotiating renewal of the other (Portland hydro
projects). PGE states it is systematically pursuing bilateral negotiations with other
generation resources in the region, particularly existing hydro capacity. PGE estimates
that volumes of 100 to 400 MW are available from multiple sellers, generally for five to
15 years. PGE explains that, with hydro resources typically unwilling to bid into
competitive solicitations, it plans to submit any executed contracts for our review along
with a request for waiver of our Competitive Bidding Guidelines.!® PGE states it will not
move forward with the RFP if it obtains sufficient capacity through bilateral negotiations.
Still, it requests acknowledgement of the proposed RFP to ensure it is positioned to act
quickly should it be unable to contract sufficient capacity.

PGE proposes the following revised set of action items to procure needed capacity:

Acknowledge a capacity need of 561 MW, 240 MW of which must be
dispatchable, in 2021. Procure capacity via bilateral negotiations and filing of

18 PGE filed an Application for Waiver of the Competitive Bidding Guidelines on August 25, 2017. This
matter is docketed as UM 1892.

16
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waiver of Competitive Bidding Guidelines. Issue all-source RFP for any capacity
needs (including dispatchable capacity) that may remain unfilled after completing
bilateral negotiation process

a Comments

Staff and intervenors comment that PGE did not properly consider short- to medium-term
resources and recommend that PGE pursue bilateral negotiations to secure existing
capacity resources, especially hydro generation, ahead of any capacity RFP. They
question whether PGE properly compared different resource options and suggest that
PGE’s use of proxy resources is too generic to accomplish the intended purpose of the
IRP. Although they generally agree that PGE’s analysis demonstrates some mid-term
capacity need, they question whether PGE truly needs the all-source RFP it proposes.

Staff recommends the following sequential approach to meet customers’ capacity needs:

(1) Complete bilateral negotiations and report to Commission;

(2) complete market study;

3) re-run models and develop new preferred portfolio using data from
bilateral contracts, market study, and any other analyses; and

(4) issue an RFP for specific short- to medium-term resources.

PGE responds with specific concerns about the last three conditions. Regarding a market
study, PGE explains that the current bilateral negotiations are essentially a market study.
To developing a new preferred portfolio, PGE explains this would be a very time-
consuming undertaking and not a matter of simply updating inputs. Finally, to a limited
REFP, PGE responds that current bilateral negotiations already encompass the bulk of the
short- to medium-term availability. PGE states that requiring it to follow these extensive
negotiations with the recommended limited RFP would be repetitive and cost valuable
time. PGE cautions that, with all these intermediary steps, if it were to ultimately find
itself capacity short and needing the all-source RFP, it would be left with an abbreviated
timeline, which could limit its procurement options.

b. Resolution

We acknowledge PGE’s capacity need of 561 MW, 240 MW of which must be
dispatchable, in 2021. With regard to procuring resources to meet this capacity need, we
acknowledge the following modified sequential approach:

(1) Complete bilateral negotiations, with periodic updates to Staff as to status
of negotiations and progress toward completing negotiations of key terms
and conditions;

17
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(2) concurrently, work with Staff and stakeholders to scope and launch a
regional market study of potentially available resources to be run in
parallel with the company’s efforts to complete the bilateral negotiations;
and

(3)  report to the Commission, within four months (of August 8, 2017), the
results of the bilateral negotiations and the need for: (a) completing the
market study; (b) re-running models and developing a new preferred
portfolio using data from the bilateral contracts, the market study, and any
other new analyses; and (c) issuing an initial RFP for specific short- to
mediurn-term resources before proceeding with an all-source RFP.

We agree with parties that short- to medium-term contracts provide optionality in the face
of tremendous uncertainty in the energy market and could help PGE avoid committing
customer dollars to irreversible, long-term resource decisions that may not be the least-
cost path. We adopt this measured approach in an effort to balance the time required to
complete bilateral negotiations (PGE estimates three to four months), Staff and
intervenors’ concerns about fully exploring the market and developing the in-depth
perspective that was lacking at the beginning of this IRP, and PGE’s interest in being
positioned to act quickly to procure capacity if negotiations fall short.

We will evaluate the continued need for the market study, new preferred portfolio, and
limited RFP when PGE presents its report on the results of the bilateral negotiations.

6. Acquire 16 MW of Dispatchable Standby Generation

PGE proposes to pursue expansion of dispatchable standby generation by 16 MW to meet
standby capacity needs (non-spin). Through its dispatchable standby generation program,
PGE contracts for the use of customers’ standby generators when the local region has a
need for critical power. PGE proposes to also pursue actions, such as customer site
development and contract negotiations, to achieve additional annual standby targets, if
needed beyond 2020. We adopt Staff’s recommendation to acknowledge this action item.

7. Submit Storage Proposal in Accordance with House Bill 2193

PGE proposes to submit, in accordance with 2015 House Bill 2193, one or more
proposals to the Commission by January 1, 2018, for developing a project that includes
one or more energy storage systems that have the capacity to store at least five megawatt-
hours of energy. We adopt Staff’s recommendation to acknowledge this action item.

18
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C. Impact on PURPA Avoided Cost Prices

In its final reply comments, PGE requests that we provide clear guidance on how our
determinations in this docket impact its avoided cost prices. In its report for the
August 8, 2017 Public Meeting, Staff offered a position on how it would interpret the
175 MWa renewable energy resource and its impact on PGE’s renewable deficiency
period, were it acknowledged.

Staff clarified orally at the August 8, 2017 Public Meeting that it is not requesting a
decision at this time from the Commission. The Coalition and NIPPC commented that
our typical practice is to have a utility update its avoided cost pricing within 30 days of
our IRP decision, and then use that separate process for any price changes. They
cautioned against changing policy on an ad hoc basis in a utility-specific proceeding.

We find it premature to make a decision around PURPA avoided cost pricing and reserve
our decision for our review of PGE’s update that follows this IRP decision. We
recognize the avoided cost process is linked to the IRP process, but we believe it should
remain separate. '3

V. PGE’s 2013 IRP

We acknowledged PGE’s last IRP in Order No. 14-415, with certain revisions and
additional requirements.'® In our prior order, we required PGE to hold several workshops
and conduct certain studies and research to inform its next IRP. We agree with Staff that
PGE has adequately complied with these requests and directives.

Staff recommends we direct PGE to carry forward certain studies. We agree these
studies continue to be relevant and useful. We direct PGE to complete the following in
developing its next IRP:

. Continue to evaluate non-physical compliance with Oregon’s RPS
. Continue activities to test and assess the technical and economic viability
of converting the Boardman generating facility to a biomass facility

In 1ts continued evaluation of non-physical compliance with the RPS, we direct PGE to
demonstrate it has followed industry best practices for incorporating unbundled REC

1® PGE filed updated avoided cost prices on August 18, 2017. We addressed this filing at our

September 12, 2017 Public Meeting, where we adopted a 2021 deficiency period for nonrenewable avoided
cost prices and a 2025 deficiency period for renewable avoided cost prices. In the Matter of Portland
General Electric Comparny, Application to Update Schedule 201 Qualifying Facility Information, Docket
No. UM 1728, Order No. 17-347 (Sep 14, 2017) (directing PGE to file a revised schedule for Staff
compliance review).

9 In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, 2013 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. L.C 56,
Order No. 14-415 (Dec 2, 2014).
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market projections into its least-cost, least-risk RPS compliance strategy. With respect to
its Boardman activities, we direct PGE to include analysis of the value of continuing

customer investment in this study and to explore opportunities to partner with third
parties to share costs.

V. ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The Integrated Resource Plan filed by Portland General Electric Company
is acknowledged with modifications and exception consistent with the
terms of this order and the attached Appendix A.

2. PGE is directed to provide us with a status update, within 60 days of our
August 8, 2017 decision, reporting on its development of a revised Action
Plan for renewable energy resource acquisition.

Made, entered, and effective OCT 0 92017
,%MJ\A /%d’t/(a/ i d+éflA€/q /7 7 ?)/02””\
Lisa D. Hardie Stephen M. Bloom
Chair Commissioner
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Appendix A
Acknowledged Action Items with Modifications

Action Item — Acquire 135 MWa of cost-effective energy efficiency.
Modifications:

(1) Changes to 2021 capacity need must use the Energy Trust’s most recent forecast data;

(2) PGE will provide an update on the Energy Trust’s activities and progress on the large
customer funding issue in its IRP update in 2018; and

(3) PGE will make available the Energy Trust’s energy efficiency forecast data and provide
an explanation of their model in the company’s next IRP.

Action Item — Acquire 77 MW (winter) and 69 MW (summer) demand response.
Modifications:

(1) Through 2020, acquire at least 77 MW (winter) and 69 MW (summer) of new demand
response resource as a floor, while working to reach the demand response high case
targets of 162 MW (summer) and 191 MW (winter);

(2) hire a third party to conduct a study for demand response specific to PGE’s service
territory with results in time to inform PGE’s subsequent IRP;

(3) work with Staff to establish, manage, and support a “Demand Response Review
Committee™ to assist in the development and success of PGE’s demand response
activities including review of PGE’s proposals for demand response programs; and

(4) within nine months (of August 8, 2017), present multiple viable demand response test
bed sites to the Demand Response Review Committee, and by July 1, 2019, establish a
demand response test bed.

Action Item — Deploy 1 MWa of conservation voltage reduction through 2020.

Action Item — Acknowledge capacity needs of 561 MW, 240 MW of which must be
dispatchable, in 2021. Procure capacity via bilateral negotiations and filing of waiver of
Competitive Bidding Guidelines. Issue all-source RFP for any capacity needs (including
dispatchable capacity) that may remain unfilled after completing bilateral negotiations.

Modifications:

(1) Complete bilateral negotiations, with periodic updates to Staff as to status of negotiations
and progress toward completing negotiations of key terms and conditions;

(2) concurrently, work with Staff and stakeholders to scope and launch a regional market
study of potentially available resources to be run in parallel with the company’s efforts to
complete the bilateral negotiations; and

APPENDIX A
PAGE 1 of 2
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DISCUSSION:

Issue

Whether the Commission should acknowledge PGE’s 2016 Integrafed Resource Plan (IRP),
acknowledge specific portions of the IRP with or without certain conditions, or decline to
acknowledge-ihe iRP. _

Annﬁcable‘R_ule or Law

The Commission adopfed least-cost planning as the preferred approach te utility resource
planning in 18827 1n 2007, the Commission updated s existing least-cost planning principles
and established a comprehensive set of “IRP Guidelines® to govern the IRP process. The IRP
Guidelines found in Order Nos. 07-G02 (comrected by 07-047) and 12-013 clarify the procedural
steps and substantive analysis reguired of Oregon’s regulated utilities in order for the
Commission to consider acknowledgement of a utility's resource plan.?

The IRP Guidefines and Commission rules require a uiility to file an [RP with a planning horizon
of at least 20 years within two years of is previous IRP acknowledgment order, or as oifherwise .
directed by the Commission.® Further, the IRP must also include an "Action Plan® with resource
activities that the ufility intends to take over the next iwo to four years.* The utility’s IRP should
satisfy the IRP. Guidelines and Commission rules for its determination of fuiure leng-term
resource{ieads, iis analysis of the expected costs and associated risks of the alfernatives
reviewed tomseet its future resource needs, and its near-ierm Action Plan to achieve the IRP
goal of selecting the “porifolio of resources with the best combination of expected costs and
associated risks and uncertainties for the utility and its customers.™ This is often referred to as
the “least cost/least risk portfolio.” '

The Commission reviews the utility’s plan for adherence to the procedural and subsiantive IRP
Guidelines and generally acknowledges the overall plan if it is reasonable based on the
information available at the time.® However, the Commission explains: “We may aiso dacline to
acknowiedge specific aciion items If we question whether the uiifity's proposed resource
decision presents the least cost and risk option for its customers.” .

Also applicable to review of PGE’s 2016 IRP is whether it compiies with all of the Commission
requirements in its previousty acknowledged IRP. For example, PGE’s 2013 IRP (LG 56) was

T Order No, 82-507.
2 Order Mos. 07-002 and 07-047. Additional refinaments to the process have been adopied: See Order No. 08-332

{IRP Guideline & was later refined to specify how utilities should treat carbon dioxide (C02) risk in their (RP analysis);
Order No. 12-013 (guideline added directing ufilifies {o evaluate their need and supply of flexible capacity in iIRP
fillings).

s Orde)r No. 07-002 {Guidelines 1{c) and 3{2)} and OAR 8606-027-0400,

4 Qrder No, 14~415 at 3.

5 Qrder No. 07-002 at 1-2.

S/d. af 1 ‘
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Given the high level of public inferest, the Commission held a special public comment hearing
on May 15, 2017, in downtown Portland for the general public to provide comments about
PGE’s 2016 IRP directly to Commissioners. More than two hundred people atiended this
meeting in Portland, with about 85 attendees speaking at the meeting. The sentiment at the
public meeting generally did not support PGE’s [RP as it was currently wriften.®

Cn June 23, 2017, PGE filed its final reply comments.

A second commissioner workshop was held on July 11, 2017. Staff files this Staff report in
advance of the August 8,-2017 Regular Public Meeting on PGE's 2016 [RP.

Framework for Decision-ma king

IRP Pu pose and Prntiples

Since 1988, the Commission has utilized Jeast-cost planning as the preferred approach to uiility
resource planning.’® The Commission’s integrated resource planning process remains a vital
tool for engagement in a collaborative dialog with utilities over their planned resource
investments and.straiegic direction. Staff agrees with PGE that the four underlying elements of
the Commission’s JRP planning have withstood the test of time." The Commission’s four
substanitve slements of |'least-cost plan are:

1. :Allresources-must be evaluated on a consistent and comparable basis.

2. Uncerdainty must be considered.

3. The primary goalis least cost to the utility and ifs ratepayers, consistent with the long-
m public interest. '

" 4. The plan must be consistent with Oregon’s energy policy. 2

Additicnally, identifying the energy or capacity need o safely and reliably provide electricity
service to customers is a fundamental prefiminary step to the planning process. Resource
planning is the determination of what particular resource, or mix of rescurces, can best meet
that energy or capacity need at least cost and least risk to the utility's custorners. Four basic
steps are to: (1) Determine the resource need, (2) Develop multiple resource portfolios,

(3) Develep muttiple future scenarios, (4) Select the portfolio with the best combination of costs
and risk to' meet projected customer load.

S See Sickenger, Ted. “"Ratepayers and activists insist PGE 1eject natural gas,” Oregonian, May 17, 2017,
hitpiwww.oregontive.com/business/index.ssti2017/05/regulators and pge gef an earfhiml

" Order No. 07-002, p. 1

" PGE Final Reply Commernts, filzd June, 23, 2017, p.6.

2 Order No. 07-002, p.2 )
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Compliance with IRP Guidelines

Elements of PGE’s 2016 {RP do not comply with the IRP Guidelines.

Although PGE's 2016 1RP and Action Pian generally follow the Commission’s IRP guideiines,
the |RP suffers from several important infirmities. In pa_rtic:u]ar, Staff found that PGE’s proposed

2016 IRP did not:

1. Consider and evaluate all known resources for meefing load. For example, this is
evidenced by bilateral negotiations launched in Q1 2017 at the request of the
Commissioners, stakeholders, and Staff, subsequent to the filing of the IRP. (See
Guideline 1.2}

2. Compare different resource in-service dates, durations and technologies in its pdrtfo[io
risk modeling. Instead, PGE used generic proxy resocurces in its modeliing.”® (See
Guideline 1.a)

3. Select a portfolio of resources with the best combination of expected costs and
associated risks and uncertaintfes. This Guideline reflects a fundamental principle of
resource planning in Oregon. PGE did not select a portfolio of resources with the best
combination of expected costs and associated risks. Rather, PGE’s use of generic
proxy resources resulted in an Action Plan item that relies on an all-source RFP. As a
result, the Company may end up with any rumber of resourcas o he combined oufside
of the IRP process which will form the portfolio of resources to meet the |RP’s stated
needs. in short, the Company is substituting the RFP process for the IRP process (See
Guideline 1.c).

Intervening parties in LC 86 also found that aspects of PGE's filed IRP did not meet the
Commission guidelines. These crifiquas range from not evaluating and comparing specific
resources in the IRP to not properly considering risk and uncertainiy. However, the adoption of
Staff's recommended modifications for this IRP and certain Action Plan items wilt serve to
remedy the compliance deficiencies.

Compliance with Commission Requirements in LG 56, Order No. 14-415

PGE’s 2016 IRP is in compliance with Order No. 14-415,

In addition to the IRP guidelines, Order No.14-415 contained additional action items for PGE to
complete as part of its 2016 [RP.®

in sum, Order No. 14-415 required PGE to:

15 Please sae PGE IRP Reply Comments March 31, 2017, pags 72, on the use of proxy resource capacitiss instead
of contracts of various duration and for not modeling hydra resources.
1 Qrder No. 14-415, Appendix &, 1-2.
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of electricity demand with clean and renewabie resources by 2035 alf suggest the
Comypany's clean and renewable obligations, relative to the current RPS
legislation, are much more likely to increase than decrease in the future.”

Political forecasts or forecasts of future legisiative outcomes become crucially imporiant when
ptanning fo commit today for major resources not needed until far info the future. This
underscores ithe importance of basing major resource decisions on near term needs; where the
factors that could impact a decision are at least more limited, and more subject to an
assessment of risk. An IRP process where future political and legislative factors become
important subjecis of investigation and essential analysis is by its nature steeped in uncertainty,
rather than risk, A :

PGE argues that the IRP process should not be so rigid as to eliminate the capturing of near-

term opporfunities that are not reiated fo need. However, taking action foday in the midst of

. unceriainty, could preclude fulure economic opportunity that is real and quantifiable. PGE
states that:

"Staff and ICNU raise concerns grounded in speculation about the coninued
evolution of the utility industry, the effects of which are unknown and/or
unguartifiable in advance. These include: distributed resouree planning; material
changes to the RPS law; the development of new unforeseen technologies; and
the fundamental restrucluring of BPA. Potential industry changes are not unigue
fo this IRP. The indusiry will continue fo evolve and long-term planning will need
to proceed in the face of unquantifiable uncertainties. Consistent with the IRF
Guldelines and Commission precedent, it is reasonable and prudent io continue
to make planning decisions based on the best available information and to be
ready to take advantage of additional opportunities to reduce costs in the future
should such opportunities arise,”®*

PGE's “best available information” in the case of RPS Early Aciion is not useful fo determining
economic cpportunity, because it is entirely dependent upen the highly uncertain conditions of
the distant future. Investing today in a resource that is not needed will probably disptace future,
nearterm need based economic opportunities that we cannot Know today, but as PGE neies
are kely to occur. In PGE’s effort fo capture an uncertain opporiunity today, some future, befter
understood opportunity would be foreclosed.

Because the Early RPS RFP Acticn is so uncertain given the 2029 time frame, it cannot be
sufficlently analyzed as to risk. As the need becomes closer to the present, the uncerainty
about certain risk events begins fe lift and tisk can be guantitatively analyzed and the best {east
cost, least risk ections will become more dlear. Past Commission decisions since the
promulgation of the IRP guidelines are consistent with this view.® In sum, making a significant
rescurce procurement decision outside of the context of near-term need artificially limits the real

%8 PGE's Final Reply Comments at 15.
% PGE Final Reply Comments 14-15.
85 Ses Attachment B.
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data and infermation necessary to make an informed decision and results in g significant
uncertainly regarding the least cost, least risk action for ratepayers.

o FEarly RPS RFP Action Violates Infergenerational Equity Principles

Commission approval of PGE's Action Plan that contains the currently designed Early RPS RFP
Action has significant implications for ratepayer intergenerational equity. The ratemaking
principle of intergenerational equity explains that the period of cost recovery of an investment
should correspond to the fime it is in use and serving the customers paying for it; said another
way, benefits from the new resource investment should acerue o the same sef of ratepayers
that are assigned the cost of the new resource. In the context of Early RPS RFP Action, this
principle is violated because current ratepayers will be assigned the cost of the new resource
invesiments but the primary benefits (REC compliance)} will accrue to fuiure ratepayers.

Recognizing the importance of this principle in maintaining just and reasonable rates across
generations, the Commission does not generally acknowledge resource acquisifions for
purposes that lie outside near-term needs.® Staff concludes the same treatment is justified for
the Early RPS RFP Action (wind) proposai.

o The Early RPS RFP Action Hedges Against An Uncertain Need and Effeciively
Forgoes Alternative Opportunities That Are Least-Cosf | east-Risk fo Ratepayers

Staff agrees with PGE that its proposed 175 MWa acquisition of renewable resources that
would result from the Early RPS RFP Action would contribute to some of the Company's future
capacity need, but the narrative support found in PGE’s IRP and subsequent comments indicate
the Early RPS RFP Action is proposed for the purpose of satisfying the 2029 RPS regulatory
requirement. As a resulf, Staff finds this Action ltem to be a bundled REC hedge that places
substanfial burdens on ratepayers in several ways.

First, by acquiring the resources today to meet the anticipated 2028 regulatory compliance
requirement, PGE is iocking in RPS compliance af today’s costs which may not be lower than
future costs, Second, by acquiring a physical asset before it is needed and relying on forecasts
to produce the net present-value revenue requirement, PGE assumes that the characteristics of
the wholesale energy and REC markets are predictable and dependable for the next 12 years,
but Staff does not agree with that ihis is a reasonable assumption. The uncertainty for both the
future cost of hundled RECs and the wholesale market value for RECs increase the further out
the forecast goes.

Third, the uncettainty in this proposed Action ftern is not only around cost—but it also implicates
forgone or lost benefits to customers— PGE’s proposed Action item, if pursued today, could
very well eliminate ffure options thai would have provided Jower costs for bundled compliance
due to technological advancements or market forces. Furthermore, committing to resource
acquisition prematurely can also preclude the future acquisifion of advantageous resources

8 Cornmission Order No. 12-082, Docket No, L.C 52, 3/9/12 {proposal fram PacifiCorp that the Commission rejected).
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= The impact of surplus renewable energy from California and how to best plan and
operafe resources around ii;
Regional utility resource and energy surpius/deficiencies in a given year;
Reserve requirements and best balancing intermittent resources within the CAISO EIM.

Therefore, parforming the market study, for a need arising in 2021, prior to issuing an All Source
RPF makss practical sense.

Third, multiple parties stated that the IRP does not adequately consider the use of short- or
medium-term coniracts io meet the Company’s needs. Staff suggested that PGE provide a
porifolio-fike analysis of at least ohe such strategy. Further, at the February 2017 IRP
workshop, each of the Comimissioners asked questions about the lack of shori- to medium-term

resourees in the IRP analysis.

In short, PGE stated thafi it could not fully consider resources of various duration in the [RP and
that it would be more appropriate to do so in the RFP.®® This position direcily contradicis a
finding from the Commission in Order No. 07-002 when it adopted the IRP guidelines:

The Coalition responds that the duration of a resource is imporfant during IRP
evaluation, as resources with shorter lead fimes and tenure provide optionality . .
. Staff Agrees and notes the bencsfits of market purchases demonstrafed in
PacificCorp’s last IRP . . . We conclude that the fead-fime and duration of a
resource is imporfant and should be examined during the IRP process, Such
analysis will help the utility fo determine the value of mainfaining flexibiltty versus
committing fo fong-term resources.”®

PGE admitiedly experienced difficulty analyzing and comparing rescurces of various duration in
the 2016 IRP. Thus, PGE limited the modelling of resourca duration in the IRP to between

25 and 35 years.” Conseguently, the IRP could not have propetly assessed short- fo medium-
duration contracts because they are less than PGE’s modeled durations between 25 and 35
years, Unfortunately, PGE provides little discussion of the comparative risks befween resources

of varjous duration.

PGE'’s lack of consideration of shori- fo medium-term resources throughout the IRP process,
sspecially given the number of comments and the value placed on considering these asseis in
the IRP guidelines, conflicts with the conclusion thal PGE considered all krniown resources in

their analysis.

o AnAll Source RFP for capacity besed on this IRP favors acquisition of new, fong-
duration, thermal resources which fas the consequence of committing ratepayer doflars
fo a 30 year resource.

55 PGE Reply Commenis &t 72,
% QOrder No, D7-002 at 4.
7 PGEIRP &t 212,
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PGE lists several generation fachnolcgies eligible to bid into its planned capacity RFP.%®
Eiigible, dispatchable generation, ltke bicmass, energy storage, and geothermal, are not
competitive according to the IRFP.#® The cnly dispatchable generation technology that couid
hypothetically compete with natural gas on cost is hydro generation. However, as PGE pointed
out in both 2014 and in 2017, hydro resources will not bid into an RFP.1® Thus, while PGE
asserts that its proposed All Source RFP would be open to all eligible resources, in reality, the
All Source RFP process wouid only surface natural gas generation as a possibly competitive
resource,

Further, PGE doas not know exactly when the bilateral negotiations for hydro and thermal
resources will be completed. ¥ There is a likefihood that the RFP would close prior to
resolufion of the bilateral negations,

Based on the concerns regarding PGE's analysis discussed above, new, long-duration
dispatchable generation resources have an implicit advantage given (1) the approach and
available fools usaed to create the IRF and (2) the ease with which data on [ung-duration,
dispatchable generation resources fi inio PGE's IRP approach and tools. To remedy this
deficiency, Staff maintains that any acquisiion of capacity should first consider short- to
medium- term resources.

In sum, without a different procurement approach fo determine the availability, costs, and risks
of hydro resources and a different set of {ools and/or anzalysis for rescurces of short- to medium-
duration, PGE will be unable to explain how selected resources appropriately balance cost and
sk relative fo other resources. (See requiremenis of Guideline 1.c).

Further, it is reasonable to expect that the All Source capacity RFF process wil result in
procurement of a new, long-duration, natural gas facility if other acfions are not taken prior to
this proposed RFP. If Staff was confident thet the information necessary to determine whether
a new, long-duration, natural gas facility was actually least-cost/feast-rigk relative to the known
alternatives available it would not be opposed to such a facility. However, such information is
nat currenily available in the IRP.

o The Commission's IRP guidelines value maintaining flexibiily relative fo commitfing to
fong-ferm resoLrces.

As stated previously, the IRP structure and the past practices of the Commission work together
to place a premium on *just-in-time” decision making. This practice serves ratepayers weil in
that it defers large, rescurce and capital intensive decisions uniit they are necessary to provide
electricity service to customers.™®2 The concept of optionality implies that all available and

% PGE Reply Comments at 8.

% PGE IRP at 212, 313, 752.

10¢ PGE Reply Comments at 12,

101 PGE Final Reply Comments at 29.
2 Order No, §7-002 af 4
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distribution system. This should not howsver negate the responsibiliiy of the IRP team from
also considering supply side storage such as pumped hydro, Staff recognizes that as currentiy
constructed PGE's IRP model may not be able to incorporate storage as & resource because
too ofien a storage resource’s capacity is too small to reach the modeiing threshold. However,
short comings in modeling should not be an excuse 1o not thoroughly consider a new promising
resource, PGE’s draft system evaluation presents a promising pathway to mede] the value of
energy storage resources. As this approach become more refined and the utility has greafer
confidence in its accuracy we suspect the Ufifity and its modeling will view storage as more
valuable therefore a mare viable investment. Staff foresees an update to this pofentiat
eveluafion study as being a key saurce for modeling assumptions for energy storage in the next
IRP. :

IA #1. Energy Storage Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission acknowledge the energy storage'action jtem of
acquiring energy storage to meet HB 2193’s 2020 mandate and direct PGE to incorporate
energy storage as resource options within the next iRP.

ENABLING STUDIES
ES #1. Enabling Studies to inform next IRP
Overview .
PGE proposed the following enabling studies to inform the next IRP:
= Treatment of Market Capacity
= Flexible Capacity and Curtaiiment Metrics
* Customer Insights

PGE also noted in their reply comments issues they would be studying with stakeholders or
launching a study of:

= De-carbonizafion

»  Accessing resources from Maontana

= | pad forecasting improvements

»  Siudy risks associated with Direct Access
Partfes’ Position

[n addition tc the studies identified above, ODCE requested that PGE launch two additional
studies. First, PGE should launch a study to evaluate the costs and benefits of joining the
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Wesiern ISO. ODGE also reguested that PGE faunch a study to evaluate the location-specific
benefits to PGE’s transmission and distribution system through the strategic deployment of
distributed energy resources. NWEC saw the need for a comprehensive market study.
Otherwise, there were no other party comments on this fopic.

PGE’s Posftion ) ,
PGE did not say they were opposed to any of the studies suggested above. They did caution
that a market study would be inferior to an RFF and that it should take place after the RFP is

complete. !

Staff Position and Recommendation _

All of the proposed studies, and those recomimended by Staff, support PGE in developing a
sironger IRP. Staff appreciates ODCE's suggested studies as they are timely and could impact
important near-term decisions by PGE. Staif believes that ODOFE's reference o the Western

ISO is meant to refer to CAISO.

ES #1. Enabling Studies Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission acknowledge PGE conducting alt of the studies
proposed by PGE, ODOE and Staff.

GENERAL IRP RECOMMENDATIONS

G #1, Locad Forecast

Overview

PGE forecasts that about 80 MW of its 2021 capacity need is due te growth in [oad between
2017 and 2021. PGE forecasts that its load will grow faster after 2021, when PGE foreczasts
load growth of 1.2 percent per year from 2022 to 2050. Broken out by sector, PGE forecasis
long-term growth of 0.8 percent per year for residential loads, 0.9 percent per year for
commercial loads, and 2.6 percent per vear for industrial [oads. PGE also considers a “high
growth” scenario of 1.7 percent annual growth and a *low growth” scenario of 0.8 percent
annual growth. in its Reply Comments, PGE revised ifs capacity need down by 71 MW due to
reductions in its load forecast made after filing the IRP.

111 PGE's Final Reply Gomments at 32.
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or pumped storage should be considered as preferred options™# to meet PGE’s generic
capacity requirements,

ICNU
ICNU stated that PGE’s portfolios do not sufficiently consider the use of market fransactions.

NWEC
NWEC stated that the top portfolios are too closely ranked for PGE to select a single preferred

portfolio, that PGE's portfolio rankings inappropriately excluded certain portfolios, and that the
IRP favors "natural gas resources by underrepresenting other resource options.”*#

RNW
RNW stated that PGE "did not satisfactorily address stakeholder concerns regarding porifolio
scoring™ and that PGE’s “risk scoring metrics lead to an inaccurate selection of the preferred

portfolio.”122
PGE's Position

PGE stated that the portfolios it considered in its rankings represent a "wide range” of opfions
and that its use of proxy resources for evaluating portfolios is *consistent with comman industry
practice.”® PGE presented a sensitivity analysis of its scoring system in its Reply Comments
which does not reveal.major changes in the ranking ouicomes, leading PGE to state that “the
conclusions made in the IRP are robust {o the scoring recommendations made by parfies,"2
PGE also staied that the *economic value of shorter-than-life” resource options "cannot be
evaluated in 2 generic way within an IRP" because they are "highly sensitive to contract pricing
and ferms, "%

Staff Position and Recommendation

PGE’s porffolio ranking is ambiguous, likely because PGE’s scoring metrics are flawed.

Multiple pariies, including Sierra Club, NWEC, and RNW, have sxpressed concems with the
scoring metrics that PGE used te rank its portfolios. Siaif agrees with these parties that the
Durability metric in particular is unnecessary, lacks clear quantifative meaning, and unduly
influences the portfolio rankings. Staff, along with Sierra Club and NWEC, recommended
removing the Durability metric. Likewise, Siemra Club and RNW noted that removal of the
Durabifity metric changes the preferred portfolio. PGE acknowledged that the Durahility metric
relies on “arbitrary definiticns” and is "not comparable on a consistent basis with other cost and

12 NIPPC Final Comments at 4.

2 NWEC Final Comments at 2.

22 RNW Finzl Comments at 1.

128 RNW Final Comments af 4.

124 BGE Reply Comments at 73 and 85.
125 PGE Reply Comments at 100.

126 PGE Renly Comments at 75.
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PROPGSED COMNISSION MOTION:

Acknowledge in part and decline fo acknowledge in part Portland General Electric’s (PGE or
Company) 2016 Integrated Resource Plan, Staff recommends certain actions and additional
" requirements for inclusion in an IRP update.

I.C 66 PGE 2016 Integrated Resourze Plan
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