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I. By the Commission

A. Statement

1. On November 30, 2010, Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc. (Tri-State or Company) filed its Integrated Resource Plan/Electric Resource Plan (IRP/ERP), consistent with the guidelines established in Docket No. 09I-041E.  

2. Now being duly advised in the matter we provide the following comments on Tri‑State’s IRP/ERP.

B. Background

3. In Docket No. 09I-041E, we investigated the resource planning rules for Tri-State.  Our Electric Resource Planning Rules found at 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3600 through 3618, Rules Regulating Electric Utilities, that were in effect at that time included only a reporting requirement for cooperative generation and transmission associations.  The rules did not require an application for approval of the resource plan like rate-regulated utilities are required to file.  That investigatory process resulted in Tri-State and Western Resource Advocates (WRA) stipulating to a revised resource planning procedure.  In Decision No. C10-0101, Docket No. 09I-041E, issued February 4, 2010, we accepted the stipulated procedure and closed the investigatory docket without pursuing further rulemaking. 

4. The primary changes to Tri-State’s ERP/IRP process as a result of Docket No. 09I-041E include: 1) solicitation of additional public input, including input from non‑members; and 2) a Tri-State presentation to the Commission at an open meeting to explain the plan, with an expectation that the Commission will issue an order expressing its opinions about the plan.  The Tri-State letter committing to the new plan process includes the following statement that outlines the anticipated actions before the Commission:

After filing, Tri-State will appear before the Commission in an Open Meeting to fully explain the planning process and the Resource Plan. In order to preserve Tri‑State’s positions regarding jurisdiction, this Open Meeting would not be a hearing and the Commission would not enter an order approving the Resource Plan.  However, in our view, the Commission’s current rules permit the Commission to solicit public comment, to request additional information, to ask follow-up questions and to express any opinions it may have with regard to the Resource Plan.

C. IRP/ERP Filing and Comments

5. As stated above, Tri-State filed its IRP/ERP on November 30, 2010.  We held a Commissioners’ Information Meeting on January 18, 2011, at which Tri-State made a presentation and answered initial Commission questions on the IRP/ERP.  

6. In its IRP/ERP Tri-State provides a detailed procedural history, indicating the  thorough public participation process that it used to communicate with the public, and how the public comments were addressed in the plan.  The resulting IRP/ERP is largely a selection of resource portfolios that are plausible under the wide range of input parameters developed through the process.

7. Tri-State states that, under its base forecast, no new generation is needed through 2019, though other factors may drive the need for additional generation, such as renewable portfolio standard requirements, carbon emissions limitations, or fuel/carbon cost changes.

8. The IRP/ERP does not identify a preferred base-load resource portfolio that Tri‑State intends to pursue in 2019, but Tri-State explains “…the planning models consistently indicate that the preferred resources for the planning period will be a combination of additional wind generation, demand-side resources and combined-cycle natural gas generation.”
    

9. By Decision No. C11-0109, dated January 31, 2011, we solicited comments on Tri-State’s IRP/ERP.  Comments were timely filed by the following entities:

Sierra Club

 

Joint comments of WRA, Environment Colorado, Environmental Defense Fund, Interwest, and Powder River Basin Resource Council 
 

High Country Citizens Alliance

 

Clean Energy Action

 

Scott Allegrucci/Great Plains Alliance for Clean Energy

10. Several commentors raise questions about the plan.  They also identify suggested areas where the Commission should inquire further into Tri-State’s plan and the procedures used in its development.  

The commentors affirm that Tri-State followed the process approved in Docket No. 09I-041E and that the process was meaningful and productive.  The commentors also raise issues for the Commission to further investigate.  They generally commend the increased 

11. 2011 budget increase for demand-side management (DSM), but believe DSM could play a larger role, consistent with the findings in the Nexant study commissioned by Tri-State.  These commentors contend that Tri-State should make long-term financial and planning commitments to DSM as a resource.  In addition, several commentors expressed concerns that Tri-State will pursue a new coal-fired generation plant in Holcomb, Kansas as part of its business plan, regardless of the fact that the resource plan establishes that other resources are more cost effective.  They also raise several areas where Tri-State, in their opinion, did not adequately answer concerns raised about the plan.
12. In Decision No. C11‑0341, issued March 31, 2011, we requested a written response from Tri-State that set forth its perspective on the comments.  On May 2, 2011, Tri‑State provided its responsive comments.  Tri-State also filed a notice of e-filing technical difficulty as we requested, as it had technical difficulties in filing the responsive comments on April 29, 2011.  We grant Tri-State’s request to accept comments on May 2, 2011 due to technical difficulty.  

13. In response, Tri-State generally asserts that its IRP/ERP meets the terms of the settlement in Docket No. 09I-041E and that it provides a meaningful analysis of the issues addressed in the comments.  Though the Company did not respond to every detail raised in the comments, Tri-State provides further explanation on the substantive issues.

D. Discussion

14. We agree with commentors and Tri-State that the new process was meaningful and productive.  We commend Tri-State in its efforts to work with the public.  Tri-State has put forth considerable effort to work with non-members, including environmental groups, and we appreciate Tri-State’s efforts to be open and responsive to Commission review.  We find that Tri‑State’s IRP/ERP provides a wide range of plausible resource portfolios and gives thoughtful consideration to the many variables at issue in its resource analysis.  Thus, we find that Tri-State has implemented the objectives of Docket No. 09I-041E in a satisfactory manner.
15. We agree with commentors that Tri-State’s IRP/ERP shows a significant improvement in DSM funding for 2011, and we encourage Tri-State to pursue longer term financial and planning commitments to DSM.

16. We also share commentor concerns that the Holcomb plant does not appear to be entirely consistent with the overall resource portfolios that can be drawn from the plan.  However, we recognize that since Tri-State does not indicate a resource need within the resource acquisition period defined in the plan, it is premature to draw any firm conclusions as to baseload resource development.  Under the new procedures Tri-State has demonstrated its commitment to being open and up-front about its resource planning process, and we expect that Tri-State will keep us advised regarding significant resource commitments.

17. We are pleased with the outcome of the new resource planning procedures applicable to Tri-State and expect Tri-State to conduct its future resource planning activities with the same level of openness by keeping us informed through annual updates, subsequent four-year resource plan filings, or – if necessary – amended plan filings.

II. ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. The request of Tri-State Generation and Association, Inc. to accept its response comments after our requested deadline is granted.

2. The above discussion sets forth the Commission’s comments regarding the Integrated Resource Plan/Electric Resource Plan filed on November 30, 2010 by Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc.

3. This Docket is closed.

4. This Order is effective upon its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
May 18, 2011.
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� Tri-State’s December 8, 2009 letter in Docket No. 09I-041E, Page 2 .


� IRP/ERP page 23





6

_1219490348.doc
[image: image1.png]Lo




[image: image2.png]





 












