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I. By the Commission

A. Statement

1. On October 31, 2012, Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc. (Tri-State) filed its 2012 Annual Progress Report (2012 APR) to its 2010 Integrated Resource Plan/Electric Resource Plan, consistent with the guidelines established in Docket No. 09I-041E and in accordance with the Commission’s Electric Resource Planning (ERP) Rules, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3-3600, et seq.  

2. On February 15, 2013, Western Resource Advocates (WRA) filed a request to the Commission regarding the 2012 APR.  Specifically, WRA asks the Commission to review the Tri-State planning process further and to issue a decision expressing whether Tri-State’s resource planning process is fulfilling its promises.  

3. Tri-State filed a response to WRA’s request on March 12, 2013. 
4. Now being duly advised in the matter, we deny WRA’s request for further Commission review of Tri-State’s resource planning process.  However, we encourage WRA and Tri-State to continue discussions on these issues before Tri-State makes its next ERP filing in 2014.

B. Background

5. Tri-State filed its Integrated Resource Plan/Electric Resource Plan on November 30, 2010, consistent with the agreement reached by Tri-State and WRA on a resource planning process to be used in Colorado.
  This process generally includes: the solicitation of public input, including input from non-members; a presentation by Tri-State to the Commission at an open meeting to explain the plan; an expectation that the Commission will issue an order expressing its opinions about the plan, without approving or disapproving the plan; and the filing of annual progress reports until Tri-State files a new quadrennial plan.  

6. In the instant proceeding, Docket No. 10M-879E, the Commission accepted 
Tri-State’s quadrennial plan per the agreement reached in Docket No. 09I-041E, solicited comments on the plan, and held an informational meeting where Tri-State presented its plan to the Commissioners.  The Commission issued Decision No. C11-0721 on July 5, 2011 setting forth its comments on Tri-State’s resource plan and closing this docket.

C. 2012 Annual Progress Report

7. In the 2012 APR, Tri-State highlights two significant changes to its generation resource portfolio. First, Tri-State acquired Thermo Cogeneration Partnership, the owner of the 272 MW Fort Lupton Combined Cycle Power Plant. This acquisition provides Tri-State with additional combined cycle capacity in 2019 at the conclusion of the facility’s existing power purchase agreements. Second, Tri-State entered into a power purchase agreement for 67.2 MW of generation from the Colorado Highlands Wind project. This project, scheduled to come online in 2012, will provide for Tri-State’s renewable energy needs in support of its member systems’ Renewable Energy Standard requirements. 
8. In addition to these generation changes, Tri-State updated its forecasts of electric demand, energy and fuel prices, and capital costs for potential generation resources. These updated data are used in modeling runs presented in the 2012 APR.   

9. Tri-State explains that prior to filing its 2012 APR, it held a meeting on July 27, 2012 to provide an opportunity for public input.  The public was also encouraged to submit written comments through Tri-State’s resource planning website, and several written comments were received. 

D. WRA’s Request

10. In its February 15, 2013 request to the Commission, WRA raises concerns about a potential conflict between Tri-State’s resource plan and actual resource decisions, citing an April 27, 2012 affidavit in federal court which states: “Tri-State anticipates receiving the majority of the energy from Holcomb 2 because it needs additional generating capacity to meet existing and projected future needs of its members.”  
11. WRA asserts that this statement regarding the Holcomb 2 coal-fired generation project is not consistent with the 2012 APR, which shows no coal capacity need for at least 20 years.  WRA further asserts that Tri-State did not respond to its request to reconcile the resource plan with this statement.  

12. WRA also lists several questions that it claims Tri-State did not answer regarding environmental regulations; compressed air energy storage and solar augmentation of fossil capacity; load growth; coal prices; and Demand-Side Management (DSM). 

13. In light of the upcoming Tri-State resource plan filing requirement in 2014, WRA requests that the Commission review the Tri-State planning process, schedule a meeting with 
Tri-State, and issue a decision addressing the issues raised.

E. Tri-State Response to WRA Request

14. In its March 12, 2013 response to WRA’s request, Tri-State asserts that there is no basis for WRA’s request because its resource planning process and resource acquisition decisions are fully consistent with the requirements and spirit of Commission Decision No. C10-0101 in Docket No. 09I-041E issued February 4, 2010. 

15. With respect to Holcomb 2, Tri-State explains that it is continuing “to keep its options open” and that the plant would not be available for an indeterminate number of years.  According to Tri-State, it is prudent to explore the acquisition of the Holcomb 2 resource for possible inclusion in a future resource plan.

16. Tri-State does not respond to the other issues raised by WRA in its request.

F. Discussion and Findings

17. We note that WRA’s request does not allege any violation of its agreement it reached with Tri-State in Docket No. 09I-041E or any violation of Decision Nos. C10-0101 or 
C11-0721.  In addition, WRA’s concerns are not within the scope of the issues Tri-State raises in the 2012 APR.  

18. Further, many of WRA’s questions as set forth in its February 15, 2013 request are similar to issues it raised when Tri-State initially submitted its plan in this proceeding.  For example, the Holcomb 2 and DSM issues were among the concerns WRA raised in response to Tri-State’s 2010 plan filing.  We conclude that these questions do not warrant a re-opening of this proceeding for further review of Tri-State’s plan.  

19. However, we agree with WRA that a continued dialog between Tri-State and outside participants is important.  We also find that WRA should raise its issues in the context of a full resource plan proceeding rather than in response to an annual progress report filing.  

20. Therefore, we encourage WRA and Tri-State to continue to work together to address resource planning issues as Tri-State prepares its next resource plan filing in 2014.  As we stated in Decision No. C11-0721, the stipulated guidelines established in Docket 
No. 09I-041E for Tri-State’s resource plan review have been successful in facilitating information exchange and discussion between Tri-State, the Commission, and other participants such as WRA.  It is important for this open dialog to continue. 

II. ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. The February 15, 2013 request by Western Resource Advocates for the Commission to review the Tri-State Generation Transmission Association, Inc., planning process is denied, consistent with the discussion above.

2. The 20-day period provided for in § 40-6-114, C.R.S., within which to file applications for rehearing, reargument, or reconsideration begins on the first day following the effective date of this Order.

3. This Order is effective upon its Mailed Date.

B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING
March 21, 2013.
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Doug Dean, 
Director
	THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO


JOSHUA B. EPEL
________________________________


JAMES K. TARPEY
________________________________



PAMELA J. PATTON
________________________________

Commissioners




� The Commission’s ERP Rules require Tri-State to file a report on schedule defined by Rule 3603.  That schedule would require Tri-State to file its next quadrennial ERP report on October 31, 2015.  However, given that Tri-State submitted its latest ERP report on November 30, 2010, a four-year cycle would require its next ERP report to be filed in 2014.


� The agreement is set forth in a letter filed jointly by Tri-State and WRA on December 8, 2009 in Docket No. 09I-041E.  Attached to the letter is “Tri-State’s Colorado Resource Planning Process” that outlines the procedures Tri-State agreed to use
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