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e PGE shall update the Preferred Portfolio accordingly and provide a brief
narrative explanation of the key planning insights derived from this exercise.

Other Issues

The section below outlines a limited set of issues Staff or other participants raised for
Commission direction.

Avoided Cost — Energy Efficiency

Discussion of the Customer Action Item highlighted a near-term need to update the EE
avoided cost methodology in order to effectuate Staff's expectations for better EE
planning and procurement. Energy Advocates pointed out the need to reevaluate prior
practices in determining cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency in the light of HB 2021.
PGE noted, and Staff agrees, deficiencies in the avoided cost calculation methodology
in the current EE Avoided Cost Methodology docket (Docket No. UM 1893) which has
not kept up with Oregon’s decarbonization policies. Staff’'s draft recommendations
called for PGE to propose an update to the current methods in this IRP/CEP review
docket as a transparent launching point for an effort to update the methods in the
appropriate docket. Several participants including CRITFC, CUB, Energy Advocates,
NWEC have expressed support for this recommendation. CUB notes additionally, the
need to thoroughly vet EE investments “in order to provide customers much-needed
relief from inevitable rate increases due to costs of investments in CEP compliance and
wildfire mitigation, to name a few.”"?

In response, PGE expressed that since Staff will be proposing interim methodology
guidance for the workbook template in Docket No. UM 1893 (to be used for the

March 1, 2024 filing) and updating the methodology for future cycles, it will no longer be
necessary for PGE to elaborate on alternative avoided cost methods within LC 80. PGE
expects to collaboratively engage in the UM 1893 process and is currently waiting for
follow up from Staff regarding proposed interim changes. Staff is comfortable with PGE
providing a proposal in Docket No. UM 1893 and looks forward to the Company’s
response in its comments on this Staff Report.

Staff Recommendation 4. Direct PGE to work with Staff to propose a new method for
calculating avoided costs in Docket No. UM 1893. The avoided cost proposal should
resolve the shortcomings identified by PGE and Staff, including but not limited to the
shift from one avoided capacity value to annual values, the impact of constraints
observed in the model, and the need to procure clean electricity not captured by
forward market prices.

9 LC 80 — CUB’s Comments on Staff's Round 2 Comments and Recommendations, p.3.
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Cost Containment

Section 10 of HB 2021 lays out a process for a proceeding in which the Commission
may identify costs that contribute to compliance with HB 2021 and determine whether
the rate impact of HB 2021 compliance has exceeded six percent of revenue
requirement so as to provide a narrowly tailored, limited-duration exemption from
compliance.?® AWEC raises this provision and recommends that the Commission
condition acknowledgement of PGE’s plan on its ability to provide reliable cost
estimates in the light of the cost cap provision.

While review of an electric company’s CEP is not a proceeding under Section 10, Staff
agrees that cost containment is an important aspect of planning and implementing HB
2021 that has not been explored in detail. Discussion in this first IRP/CEP focused on
more fundamental questions of whether and how the Company could outline a credible
path to compliance under current planning conditions. However, Staff believes that the
topics explored in this IRP/CEP review adequately lay the groundwork for cost
containment in near-term actions, like any IRP process. Further, the decarbonization
planning insights offer more clarity for consideration of expected longer-term cost
drivers and risks. Staff considers this a major accomplishment for the initial post-HB
2021 planning process and believes that it would be premature to recommend that the
Commission condition acknowledgement on further cost analysis in the near-term. To
do so would require PGE to make too many assertions about the cost categories and
other methods that may or may not be used to make a determination under ORS
469A.445 in advance of a Section 10 proceeding or any separate Commission direction.

Small Scale Renewable Resources

PGE is required to meet 10 percent of its aggregate electrical capacity with small-scale
renewable energy resources (SSRs) by 2030.2" Staff expressed concerns about the
level of detail regarding PGE’s SSR compliance position and actions needed to ensure
that the Company could meet the standard. Upon request, PGE roughly identified a 400
MW SSR shortfall but did not prioritize a discussion with Staff about its strategy to fill
this shortfall.?? Since its initial IRP/CEP filing, the Company also indicated that it may be
beneficial to consider regulatory changes that would ensure net metering can be used
to comply with SSR standard.?3

20 ORS 469A.445.

21 ORS 469A.210.

22 PGE Response to Staff IR No. 197.

23 See PGE 2023 IRP/CEP, p. 16, which states, “For example, this may require changes to the regulatory
framework including net-energy metering and inclusion of net energy metering as a resource needed to
accelerate small scale renewable adoption.”
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Given the limited time to understand and address compliance shortfalls, Staff developed
a draft recommendation to direct PGE to conduct an SSR compliance analysis for
submission with its next IRP Update. Staff requested that the analysis include data that
would help the Commission consider the trade-offs of regulatory changes to ensure net
metering resources could be included. Staff also suggested that the Company include
any relevant detail about how those regulatory changes may occur.

Energy Advocates express support for Staff's recommendation and notes the
importance of Staff’'s recommendation in the light of PGE’s stakeholder discussions
about proposed changes to its current net metering policy, which could potentially
decrease the amount of customer-sited solar on its system by 2030.

PGE agrees that the next IRP should include SSR analysis in a more explicit way but
questions the requested content of the analysis. PGE correctly notes that more clarity
about the role of net metering in SSR compliance will be available by that time.

Staff remains frustrated by the Company’s lack of simple, clear information about its
SSR compliance position and the steps that it plans to take to fill any compliance gaps.
Staff understands that the Company may need to conduct more sophisticated IRP
analysis to provide the requested information, but is confused why the Company would
consider Staff’s request for relevant resource planning information out of scope,
unhelpful, or duplicative of the backward-looking compliance verification processes
outlined in the OAR 860-091-0040.24 Staff is also unsure why the Company cannot
commit to provide better information in its IRP Update, even if it is not based on the
complete analysis it plans to provide in the next IRP/CEP.

That said, Staff believes that the discussion about net metering resources’ role in PGE’s
resource future (and PacifiCorp’s) has evolved since Staff developed its draft
recommendation. The role of net metering in SSR compliance will likely be broached at
a policy level before PGE’s IRP/CEP Update. Therefore, Staff has removed these
pieces from its recommendation. Staff still seeks simple, clear information about PGE’s
SSR compliance position and the actions that it will take to fill any potential gaps. Staff
has revised its recommendation.

Staff Recommendation 5. Direct PGE in the next IRP/CEP Update to include an SSR
compliance analysis. The SSR analysis should state the projected SSR compliance
position, broken out by relevant resource types, and outline the actions the Company
plans to take to fill any identified SSR shortfalls.

24 Staff assumes that the backward-looking compliance verification process in OAR 860-091-0040 is the
portion of Commission Order No. 21-464 that PGE refers to in its Round 2 comments.
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Community Engagement

Staff and stakeholders appreciate PGE’s continued efforts to engage with various
community groups within this planning process and other related processes, for
instance, PGE’s Distribution System Plan. The Company is taking bold steps into
uncharted territory for utility planning. Because PGE is at the beginning of the journey,
PGE should be commended for its efforts and reminded that participants will be
grappling with these issues together for a long time to ensure an appropriate planning
approach is developed.

Staff and stakeholder comments focused on meaningful inclusion of community
feedback in PGE’s IRP/CEP and transparent communication regarding impacts of such
feedback on its plan. Staff's recommendation regarding community engagement
prioritizes the creation of a collaborative venue to address these concerns and expects
PGE to create opportunities for effective community engagement in future and
codevelop metrics or actions that appropriately capture different impacts on and,
benefits to communities. PGE expresses support for this effort.

CRITFC provides additional remarks on the significance of engagement and partnership
with tribal communities. They point out the importance of recognizing the sovereignty of
tribal governments and their authority to govern activities occurring within the
reservation boundaries. They express that consideration of diverse interests of tribal
communities, and open and transparent communication is key to a successful tribal -
utility interaction. Staff agrees that these are elements of a successful partnership
between tribal communities and utilities and expects PGE to incorporate these
principles in its ongoing and future collaboration with tribal communities. Staff expects
this topic to be included in working group discussions.

Staff Recommendation 6. Direct PGE to work collaboratively with Staff, stakeholders,
peer utilities, and the CBIAGs in a dedicated working group to develop clear,
actionable improvements to community and stakeholder engagement in subsequent
IRP/CEPs by December 31, 2024. If PGE cannot complete this effort by this timeline,
PGE should provide a detailed status update by the same date and explain how it will
ensure that remaining issues are resolved as soon as practicable.

Community Benefits

PGE made a sincere first attempt to develop Community Benefit Indicators and utilize
them meaningfully in its IRP/CEP. Staff and several stakeholders, including CUB,
Energy Advocates, NewSun, and RNW, have identified opportunity to improve CBls so
that they include clear information on health, environmental, economic, reliability and
resilience impacts and/or benefits of PGE’s plan on communities. The need to prioritize
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and develop meaningful CBls that capture different impacts and benefits resonate in the
comments by almost every participant in this docket.

CRITFC recommends that PGE develop “tribal-specific portfolio CBls that account for
the co-benefits of efficiency and the effect of projects on treaty resources and healthy
fisheries”. Staff appreciates and agrees that accounting for these community benefits
should be a priority in utility planning of a clean energy future.

Staff recommended the Commission adopt a timeline on the development of improved
CBls for the next IRP/CEP. This will retain momentum and prioritization for this
important modeling improvement.

Energy Advocates recommend adding a new sentence to this recommendation: “The
Commission direct PGE to specify how each of its action plan items advances progress
on identified CBIs”. Staff believes it is a priority to better tie portfolio analysis and the
resulting resource strategy to CBls. Because the number and content of future CBls is
unknown, Staff wishes to take this matter up after the CBls have been identified. In
considering this requirement, Staff will weigh the relevance of this information and the
time it will take to develop and evaluate it.

PGE supports Staff's recommendation and adds that, “PGE’s approach to CBls will aim
to articulate how community benefits vary between portfolios, what community benefits
are associated with PGE's Action Plan, and how RFP design and scoring can
encourage additional and more specific benefits.” Staff appreciates this commitment
and looks forward to engaging in the CBI development effort. Staff notes that it’s
expectations for CBls in Attachment 2 are designed to document discussions that
occurred in the IRP/CEP review process. The Company should expect Staff to bring
these perspectives to conversations next year for exploration but should not consider
them directives or expectations for the outcome of the process.

Staff Recommendation 7. Direct PGE to conclude its process to develop informational
and portfolio CBIs and provide baseline metrics prior to filing its next IRP/CEP Update.
If PGE cannot complete this effort by this timeline, PGE should provide a detailed
status update and explanation of how it will ensure that remaining issues are resolved
as soon as practicable.

Federal Incentives

Federal incentives resulting from the passage of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs
Act (IIJA), passed in 2021 and the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) passed in 2022 will
have important implications for both supply side generation and transmission resources
and demand side programs, and adoption of distributed energy resources. PGE has
partially accounted for these incentives in the current plan but has indicated that future
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plans will include a more robust analysis of federal, state and local incentives and
funding options.

Staff's recommendation reflects CUB’s recommendation in its Opening Comments that
PGE provide timely updates about its analyses and strategies to utilizing available
federal funds and how they plan to ensure that 40 percent of benefits flow to
disadvantaged communities (resulting from the Justice40 initiative of the Federal
government).

CUB, Energy Advocates and PGE have expressed support for Staffs Recommendation.

Staff Recommendation 8. Direct PGE to include a report on federal incentive
implementation and its key impacts on the Company’s Action Plan and 2030 resource
strateqy with its next IRP/CEP Update.

QF Assumptions

The Renewable Energy Coalition (REC) raised an issue in its Round 1 comments that
Staff unfortunately failed to respond to in its Round 2 comments. Staff regrets this
oversight. In comments REC recommended 1) not acknowledging PGE’s 2023 IRP
assumptions regarding existing QFs and Schedule 202 QFs; and 2) directing PGE to
assume that a reasonable number of QFs will renew or otherwise enter new contracts
with PGE at the end of their current contracts (such as 100%), and that fewer than all
Schedule 202 QFs will develop (such as 50%). In REC’s Round 2 comments, they
provide a summary of Staff and Commission statements on this issue in previous
dockets and utility IRPs and request that Staff draft a:

[Plainstakingly clear recommendation for PGE, similar to those already
issued for Idaho Power and PacifiCorp, that directs PGE to assume that a
reasonable, non-zero number of QFs will renew or otherwise enter new
contracts with PGE at the end of their current contracts (such as 100% or
nearly 100%), and that a reasonable and realistic number of Schedule 202
QFs will develop (fewer than 100% but more than 0%, such as 50%).2°

Staff first notes that Commission guidance on this issue will be adopted in UM 2000
prior to PGE’s next IRP/CEP.%¢ As evidenced by REC’s Round 2 comments, this issue
has come up repeatedly in IRPs with implications for load/resource planning but also
capacity valuation for QF avoided cost prices. Staff believes that a dedicated
investigation into this issue alongside other PURPA issues which may be interrelated
will result in the best-informed recommendation for long-term use. However, Staff

25 REC’s Round 2 Comments, p. 6.
26 See Docket No. UM 2000, Staff's scoping proposal, February 24, 2023.
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believes that the Company has not acted consistently with previous Commission orders
requiring a utility to utilize a reasonable forecast for QF related planning assumptions. In
particular, Staff notes the language in Commission Order No. 21-184 which states that
modeling renewals of wind QFs in Idaho Power’s IRP should include some percentage,
“rather than taking an all or nothing approach.” Staff understands and appreciates the
difficulty faced by PGE in identifying a reasonable renewal rate due to lack of historical
data and the uniqueness of the different utilities in the state.

However, Staff reiterates that an all or nothing forecast virtually guarantees an
overestimation or an underestimation. Because PGE has not provided a workable
alternative Staff supports REC’s recommendation for use as an interim approach in
PGE’s post-IRP avoided cost update. For renewables, Staff recommends that PGE
utilize an approach similar to PacifiCorp’s approach and assume a 75 percent renewal
rate, which has been vetted and approved in other venues. Although this number is
based on a different utility’s data, it provides a reasonable approach based on empirical
evidence with an equal likelihood of under and overestimating the actual renewal rate,
resulting in more accurate avoided cost pricing.

For QF success rates, REC has shown through historical data that PGE’s Schedule 202
success rate assumption is too high.?” However, the data is somewhat sparse and
difficult to rely directly on without further consideration: there have been only a limited
number of contracts executed, only 4 projects were planned and two of them
terminated, however the two projects were being developed by the same entity. Staff
agrees with PGE that Schedule 202 projects will generally have a higher success rate
than smaller Schedule 201 projects. Given that parties generally feel comfortable with a
50 percent success rate for Schedule 201, Staff recommends the use of a 75 percent
success rate for Schedule 202 projects. This interim estimate provides a middle ground
between the limited data that is available, is more reasonable than the current estimate,
and is supported by the proxy Schedule 201 value. It will further provide a more
reasonable estimate for avoided cost pricing while Staff and parties review the issue in
UM 2000.

NewSun also points out that PGE did not provide draft avoided cost information with its
IRP as required by OAR 860-029-0080(3). PGE and NewSun hold different
interpretations of what is considered draft avoided cost information. At this point in the
investigation, Staff believes that focusing on direction for the final avoided cost
information filed 30 days after IRP acknowledgment is most practical. Staff understands
NewSun’s concerns and believes it may be necessary to reexamine the appropriate
relationship between IRP review dockets and review of PURPA avoided cost inputs
after changes to avoided cost methods are evaluated in Docket No. UM 2000.

27 REC Round 1 Comments, p. 6-8.
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Staff Recommendation 9. The Commission should decline to acknowledge PGE’s
avoided cost pricing inputs and direct PGE to recalculate its IRP inputs using an
assumption of 75 percent for QF renewals and the QF success rate for Schedule 202

projects.

Conclusion

PGE’s first CEP and 2023 IRP demonstrates an innovative approach to resource
planning and exposes the challenges associated with such planning in reaching the
fast-approaching emissions reduction goals set by HB 2021. Staff appreciates that,
despite the challenges, the Company has made substantial progress in the right
direction towards meeting these goals. Staff reiterates the importance of the role of
participants who, despite having limited resources, engaged in this process and
provided a thorough review of PGE’s plans and offered invaluable insights. Staff is truly
grateful for that. Staff believes that PGE has made a good start and is confident that
continuing the collaborative effort as observed in this process will only lead to better
outcomes for the Company’s planning in the future.

PROPOSED COMMISSION MOTION:

Acknowledge Portland General Electric’'s (PGE or Company) 2023 Integrated Resource
Plan (IRP) subject to the conditions set forth in Attachment 1, decline to acknowledge
the Clean Energy Plan (CEP) and direct the Company to revise and resubmit certain
elements of the CEP by the next IRP Update, and direct the Company to take additional
actions as provided in Attachment 1.

LC 80

APPENDIX A
Page 25 of 33



ORDER NO. 24-096

ATTACHMENT 1. SUMMARY OF STAFF’'S RECOMMENDATIONS

IRP Acknowledgement:

Staff recommends acknowledgement of the IRP subject to the conditions identified
below.

Staff Recommendation 1. Acknowledge PGE’s CBRE Action ltem subject to the
condition that PGE pursue the broader range of procurement actions that it identified in
comments in this docket.

Staff Recommendation 2. Acknowledge PGE’s Enerqy and Capacity Action ltems
subject to the following condition: Before issuing its next utility-scale RFP, PGE will file a
proposal for a Long Lead Time Resource RFI developed via a stakeholder process in
LC 80 and facilitate a stakeholder discussion (workshop) on the findings of the RFl and
allow sufficient time for stakeholder review of its RFI before proposing its next steps.

CEP Acknowledgement:

Staff Recommendation 3. Decline to acknowledge PGE’s expected reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions in the Clean Enerqy Plan as credible based on the
preferred portfolio and direct the Company to make the following revisions and
resubmit the revised plan before its IRP/CEP Update in 2025:
e PGE shall conduct hourly production cost simulation of its preferred
portfolio under the Reference Case in a manner that separately tracks hourly
purchases and hourly sales. PGE will use this analysis to revise its GHG
emissions forecast and to revise its submission to DEQ.
o PGE shall update the Preferred Portfolio accordingly and provide a brief
narrative explanation of the key planning insights derived from this exercise.

Other Issues:

Staff Recommendation 4. Direct PGE to work with Staff to propose a new method for
calculating avoided costs in Docket No. UM 1893. The avoided cost proposal should
resolve the shortcomings identified by PGE and Staff, including but not limited to the
shift from one avoided capacity value to annual values, the impact of constraints
observed in the model, and the need to procure clean electricity not captured by forward
market prices.

Staff Recommendation 5. Direct PGE in the next IRP/CEP Update to include an SSR
compliance assessment. The SSR analysis should state the projected SSR compliance

APPENDIX A
Page 26 of 33



ORDER NO. 24-096

Docket No. LC 80
December 14, 2023
Page 27

position, broken out by relevant resource types, and outline the actions the Company
plans to take to fill any identified SSR shortfalls.

Staff Recommendation 6. Direct PGE to work collaboratively with Staff, stakeholders,
peer utilities, and the CBIAGs in a dedicated working group to develop clear, actionable
improvements to community and stakeholder engagement in subsequent IRP/CEPs by
December 31, 2024. If PGE cannot complete this effort by this timeline, PGE should
provide a detailed status update by the same date and explain how it will ensure that
remaining issues are resolved as soon as practicable.

Staff Recommendation 7. Direct PGE to conclude its process to develop informational
and portfolio CBls and provide baseline metrics prior to filing its next IRP/CEP Update.
If PGE cannot complete this effort by this timeline, PGE should provide a detailed status
update and explanation of how it will ensure that remaining issues are resolved as soon
as practicable.

Staff Recommendation 8. Direct PGE to include a report on federal incentive
implementation and its key impacts on the Company’s Action Plan and 2030 resource
strateqy with its next IRP/CEP Update.

Staff Recommendation 9. The Commission should decline to acknowledge PGE’s
avoided cost pricing inputs and direct PGE to recalculate its IRP inputs using an
assumption of 75 percent for QF renewals and the QF success rate for Schedule 202

projects.
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ATTACHMENT 2. STAFF EXPECTATIONS FOR FUTURE IRP

Staff Round 2 comments also highlighted a range of opportunities to improve the next
IRP/CEP that PGE should be prepared to address in its plan development process and
the investigation into the Commission’s planning and procurement policies expected in
2024. This is a list of priorities and ideas that Staff gained through its first experience
with IRP/CEP review. Staff believes they are worth documenting at the end of this
process for several reasons. First, to recognize the amount of effort that went into
running concerns to ground and determining that it is acceptable to address the
concerns through improvements in the next IRP. In addition, Staff seeks to promote
continuity going into development of the next IRP/CEP and planning and procurement
investigation. Staff also believes that this documentation will help PGE understand and
consider Staff’s ideas as early in the next planning process as possible. Most
importantly though, Staff presents its expectations in this manner to avoid the
impression that they are comprehensive or rigid requirements for future planning. These
are a starting point for future discussions amid rapidly changing conditions. Staff has
seen Commission direction for future IRPs go stale but consume significant utility and
stakeholder time on implementation. Staff seeks to avoid that here, as well.

If PGE determines that there are negative impacts or insurmountable challenges to
moving forward with one of these concepts, Staff looks forward to engaging in further
discussion during the next IRP/CEP development process or planning/procurement
investigation. It is not necessary to add language to that effect or to note that any of
these ideas will be subject to stakeholder input. That said, Staff appreciates the
extensive feedback and provides updates and other responses below.

Customer Actions
¢ Include all EE identified as optimal in the Preferred Portfolio in the Action Plan,
regardless of funding source. Ensure that other resource actions are informed by
the overall target/optimal EE level.

PGE suggested including the option for “an explanation” in the event the optimal
amount of EE is not included in the Preferred Portfolio. Staff finds that this is inherent in
the nature of the list of expectations and does not need to be added.

CBRE Actions
e Improve the precision of the CBRE potential analysis, which may include a
bottom up, community-driven potential analysis that is validated with AdopDER
analysis.

e Articulate a more comprehensive and proactive CBRE acquisition strategy that
includes leveraging a wide range of existing and proposed procurement
pathways, identifying funding and technical assistance opportunities that can
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ensure lower costs and greater benefits, and continual community, Staff, and
stakeholder engagement.

e Quantify the costs and benefits of offsetting fossil fuel resources with CBREs with
enough precision to support a meaningful discussion of the tradeoffs of CBRE
and non-CBRE resource actions.

PGE is willing to meet Staff expectations regarding CBRE analysis but points out the
need for the Company to use its resources appropriately to provide specific analytical
expectations as expressed in Staff comments.

Energy and Capacity Actions
e |If PGE issues another RFP before the Commission concludes an investigation

into its planning and procurement policies, Staff expects the Company file a list of
all relevant modeling inputs and assumptions that influence capacity and energy
need, avoided costs, and project capacity, energy, and/or flexibility valuation. The
Company should identify those inputs and assumptions it would anticipate
updating prior to issuing future RFPs and those it assumes would only change as
part of a new IRP filing or IRP Update.

¢ Include a proposal for the use of CBls in scoring the next utility-scale RFP bids.

e Be dynamic with procurement targets and consider how market intelligence from
RFPs might inform demand side resource valuation or procurement strategies for
resources not participating in bidding opportunities.

PGE suggests minor modification regarding expectations around modeling inputs
explaining that there are underlying assumptions in the workings of time series and
other modeling techniques that need not be specified. Staff agrees and clarifies that
Staff may still want to understand the inputs and assumptions that maybe relevant for
Staff and stakeholders’ understanding of the modeling techniques.

GHG Modeling
e |If PGE cannot adapt its modeling framework to conduct hourly dispatch analysis
of the Preferred Portfolio to demonstrate that the Preferred Portfolio can achieve
the Company’s 2030 GHG target under DEQ accounting rules to achieve all of
the requirements of Draft Recommendation 6, Staff still expects PGE to develop
this capability at an appropriate and informative timestep for its next IRP/CEP
using inputs from Staff and stakeholders.
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Staff appreciates the Company’s willingness to continue to improve its emissions
modeling and expects that PGE will develop an appropriate timestep after considering
stakeholder inputs and current best practices. Staff clarifies that it will enter the
discussions with an expectation of at least hourly analysis.

Transmission Modeling
e Provide a comprehensive transmission study showing the options PGE has
explored, including the use of on-system resources, for instance DERs and
CBREs, existing and new regional and inter-regional transmission systems, and
others, in determining the transmission projects that can be realistically and
feasibly selected to meet 2030 emissions targets. Staff expects that a more
rigorous analysis of transmission needs will use power flow models.

e Provide a more detailed analysis of PGE'’s transmission product assumptions
including an analysis to reconcile its transmission assumptions with those
required in WRAP that better quantifies curtailment risk.

e Better explain how proxy transmission capacity levels align with the Company’s
peak needs and overall resource strategy.

PGE agrees that there is a need for more comprehensive benefit cost analysis related
to transmission options and commits to provide that information before the next IRP
Update. Staff appreciates PGE’s commitment to provide a comprehensive transmission
analysis and is open to reviewing the Company’s explanation for why a power flow
analysis was not appropriate in establishing transmission needs.

Portfolio Analysis
e Provide portfolio analysis that allows more direct comparison of tradeoffs of
different resource strategies e.g., more precisely capture the CBIls of portfolios
beyond the inclusion of CBREs i.e., allow comparison of the CBls of the entire
portfolio of actions and allowing GHG emissions to vary across portfolios.

e PGE must address the additional requirements in HB 2021, namely GHG
emissions and community impacts, by either integrating emissions and
community impacts with the cost benefit measures or by using separate
measures for emissions and community impacts in its portfolio scoring.

PGE understands the need for a comprehensive understanding of potential tradeoffs in
resource options, but believes the example stated by Staff is overly prescriptive in terms
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of how that tradeoff analysis should be provided. However, in the light of HB 2021, Staff
and stakeholders need to develop a better understanding of tradeoffs in terms of GHG
emissions and community impacts and benefits of different resource actions. Therefore,
Staff believes that the above expectation is reflective of Staff and stakeholders’
perceptions of capturing specific tradeoffs among portfolios in addition to cost and risk.
This does not preclude alternative methods that PGE may use to produce the outcome
that sheds light on these specific tradeoffs.

Reliability Analysis
e Evolve the RA planning standard in a manner consistent with a 1 in 10 years
standard or otherwise identified in the investigation into planning and
procurement policies in 2024.

e Incorporate estimated benefits associated with participating in a regional RA
program.

e Incorporate estimated benefits associated with participating in a regional market.

o Consider resource adequacy portfolio effects in designing and evaluating
portfolios. At a minimum, Staff expects PGE to test the annual RA performance
of their draft and final portfolios, to be transparent with Staff and stakeholders in
the event that these tests identify material issues with the assumptions in PGE’s
portfolio optimization model, and to explore alternatives or improvements if
needed.

Staff provides this revised set of expectations based on PGE’s response to Staff’s
Round 2 comments on reliability modeling expectations as well as stakeholder inputs on
this issue.

Small-Scale Renewable Energy
¢ Include quantitative SSR compliance analysis that specifies the Company’s
compliance position and actions that it plans to take to acquire the needed
resources.

¢ Include cost information that support the Company’s strategy to meet the SSR
requirements in a manner that controls costs and drives benefits to communities.
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Community Engagement

Provide detailed documentation of community, stakeholder, and CBIAG input
received in the development of the IRP/CEP and clearly explain whether and
how the input was used to inform the Company’s plan.

Present the CEP in a manner that is accessible, clear, and transparent. There
should be evidence of proactive measures taken to integrate community
feedback into iterations of CEP analysis and subsequent actions. A methodical
approach to demonstrating the influence of community input on the resource
actions and strategies outlined in the CEP is needed to validate the evidence of
environmental justice principles in the planning process.

Community Benefits

Staff is supportive of the Company’s proposal to hold a process to further
develop pCBIs with the help of a third party.

Staff also plans to consider minimum expectations for CBI development and use
in portfolio modeling in the Commission’s re-examination of planning and
procurement policies in 2024.

Among other things, Staff will look for PGE to:
o More precisely capture pCBls and iCBls with improved methods.

o Expand pCBI beyond CBREs in portfolio analysis, including recognizing
the tradeoffs of varying levels of different resource types and locations.
Staff would expect this to show that CBls levels are different in portfolios
with more EE for example.

o Consider the impact of thermal and hydro systems on EJ communities.

o As the Company works to refine its CBls and CBRE analysis in the future,
Staff believes that it will be a priority to work toward a modeling approach
that will be reflective of trackable CBI benefits and allows comparison of
CBRE and non-CBRE actions.

o Better inform CBIs and methods with input from stakeholders and
community.

o Enhance tribal-focused CBis.

o Use CBIs to better reflect the health impacts of EE.
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o Enhance the ability of CBIs to better reflect the resiliency benefits of
actions—CBRE and not CBRE.

PGE expresses commitment to developing CBls with meaningful input from
stakeholders and communities but objects to the level of specificity provided in Staff
expectations regarding specifics of CBI development and suggests omission of the
above list that could potentially capture community benefit or impacts from different
utility actions. Staff provided the above list based on Staff and stakeholders’ analysis of
the current CBls and related analysis in the IRP/CEP. This list reflects stakeholders'
inputs and is relevant documentation of the opinions expressed in this docket. These
are a starting point and should not be considered rigid requirements for the outcome of
PGE’s CBI improvement process.

Federal Incentives
e The Company should take ownership over the successful implementation of
federal incentives and provide updates about the impact on its current strategy
as information becomes available.

RECs
e Staff is committed to working with the Company to identify the appropriate REC
analysis for future IRP/CEPs in the Commission’s investigation into planning and
procurement policies and/or development of PGE’s next IRP/CEP.

e Staff does not plan to discuss REC disclosure, communications, and
transparency policies until after the Commission order in Phase 1 of UM 2273 is
issued.
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