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AVISTA CORP.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
JURISDICTION: Washington DATE PREPARED: 09/06/2007
CASE NO: UE-070804 & UG-070805 WITNESS: Heather Cummins
REQUESTER: Public Counsel RESPONDER: Linda Gervais ,
TYPE: Data Request DEPT: State and Federal Regulation
REQUESTNO.: PC-160 TELEPHONE: (509) 495-4975
'REQUEST:

Please provide all comments submitted by Avista, or on its behalf, regarding smart meters or
time-of-use pricing in WUTC Docket No. UE-060649.

RESPONSE:

Please see the attached comments provided by the Company in WUTC Docket No. UE-060649.
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[Avista Corporation Letterhead]

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
<records@wutc.wa,gov>

August 14, 2007

Carol Washburn, Executive Secretary

Washington Utilities and Transportahon Commission
P.0O. Box 47250

1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive S.W.

Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Re:  Standards for Interconnection to Electric Utility Delivery Systems, WAC
480-108, Docket UE-060649

&

Re:  Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act Standards, Docket UE-060649
PURPA Section 111(d) Standards:
(11) — Net Metering
(12) — Fuel Sources _
(13) - Fossil Fuel Generation Efficiency
(14) — Smart Metering (Time-based Metering and Communications)

Dear Ms. Washburn:

On July 9, 2007, the Washington Utilities and Transportation ‘Commission
(Commission) issued a Notice of Oppot“tunit)' to File Written Comments (Notice) on the
proposed rule amendments governing the interconnection of customer-owned generating
facilities to investor-owned electric utility delivery systems. On July 10, 2007, the
Commission issued a second Notice in-this Docket regarding whether néw regulatlons are
needed to govern the four PURPA Standards listed above. Avista Corporation (Avista) is
providing the following comments in response to these Notices.

General Comments of Avista Corporation
Dogckel No, UE-060649
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In general, Avista supports the proposed amendments to the interconnection rules
as developed by the Commission. Additionally, after review of PacifiCorp’s comments,
Avista generally supports PacifiCorp’s comments filed in this Docket in response to the
first Notice issued on Jiily9, 2007.

Avista also supports: the Commission’s determination not to adopt any new
regulations addressing the four PURPA Standatds. Furthermore, Avista supports the
Commission’s drafted Interpretive and Policy Statement in response to thie second Notice
issued on July 10, 2007, in this Docket.

'Avista appreciates the opportunity to present their viewpoints and to participate in
the stakeholder’s review on these issues in the Commission’s drafted amended rules and
the drafted Interpretive and Policy Statement. Please direct any questions regarding these
comments to the undersigned.

Sincerely,

James McDougall
Regulatory Analyst
Avista Corporation
(509) 495-2547

ce: Dick Byers — via e-mail dbyers@wute, wa.gov

s
s

{Feneral Co.mm:eht,s,.of Avista Corporation.
Docket No. UE-060649 20f 16
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
<records@wute.wa.gov>

May 25,2007

Carol Washburn, Executive Seeretary

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250

1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive S.W.

Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Re:  Public Utility Regulatory Policies Aet Standards
Standards for Intercoriniection to Eleciric Utility Delivery Systents
Docket UE-060649
Joint Comments of Puget Sound Energy, Inc. and Avista Corporation

Dear Ms. Washburn:

On April 30, 2007, the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
(Commission) issued a Notice of Opportunity to File Written Comments (Notice) on the
draft amended rules governing the interconnection of customer-owned generating
facilities to investor-owned electric utility delivery systems. Avista Corporation and
Puget Sound Energy, Inc. provide the following joint comments in response to the
Notice.

General Comments

In general, both Avista Corporation and Puget Sound Energy, Inc. support. the
draft interconnection rile as developed by the Commission. Additionally, after review of
PacifiCorp’s comments, both Avista Corporation and Puget Sound Engtgy, Inc. generally
support PacifiCorp’s comments filed in this docket in responseto the Notice.

Joint‘Comments of Puget Sound Energy; Inc..and Avista-Corporation
Docket No. UB-060649

3 of
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Avista Corporation and Puget Sound Energy offer the following changes to the language |
provided in the draft rule language {changes to draft textare tindérlined for addltlons and
striken-through for deietwns)

WAC 480-108-0201)(D(iD)

(1ii) Power guality. Imstallations mast be iA compliance
with all applicable standards .mcludlng, without
limitation, the most current version of IEEE Standard 519—
3992 Harmonic Limits, and IEEE Standard 141 Flickexr as
" measured at the PCC. o

WAC 480-108-010

“Network distribution system (spot)” means electrical
service from a distribution system consisting of two or
more primary ¢ircuits from one or more substations or
transmission supply points arranged such that they
collectively feed secondary circuits serving one or more
electrical conpany customers not served from the grid.

Avista Corporation and Puget Sound Energy appreciate the opportunity to present
their viewpoints on these issues in the Commission’s draft amended rule. Pleage direct
any questions regarding these comments to the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Avista Corporation Puget Sound Energy, Inc.

James McDougall Tom DeBoer

Regulatory Analyst Director - Rates & Regulatory Affairs

| (509) 495—2547 (425) 462-3495
james. 1eall@avistacorpicg tom.deboer(@pse.com

Joint Comments of Avista Corporation and’ Puget Sound Energy, Inc.
Docket No. UE-D60649 _ 4 of 16
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
<tecords@wutc. wa.goy>

February 28, 2007

Carol Washburn, Executive Secretary

Washington Utilities.and Transportdtion Commission
P.O. Box 47250

1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive S.W.

Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Re:  Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act Standards
Standards for Interconnection to Electric Utility Delivery Systems
Docket UE-060649

Dear Ms. Washbumn:

On January 25, 2007, the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
(Commission) issued a Notice of Opportunity to File Written Comments (Notice) on the
draft amended rules governing the interconnection ‘of customér-owned generating
facilities to investor-owned electric utility delivery systems. Avista Corporation and

- Puget Sound Energy, Inc. provide the following joint comments in response to the
Natice. ' '

General Comments.

In general, both Avista Corporation and Puget Sound Energy, Inc. support the
draft interconnection rule as developed by the Commission. Additionally, after review of
PacifiCorp’s comments, both Avista Corporation and Pugét Sound Energy, Inc. generally
- support PacifiCorp’s comments filed in this docket in response to the Notice:

Specific Comments

Avista Corporation and Puget Sound Energy offer the following changes to the language
provided in the draft rule language.

Joint Comments of Avista Corporation and Puget Sound Energy, [nc.
‘Docket No, UE-060649
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WAC480-108-U10 Definitions.
WUTC draft amended language: . , ]
“Certificate of completion” means the form described in WAC 480-108-050 that
must be completed by the applicant or interconnection customer and the electrical
inspector having jurisdiction over the installation of he facilities indicating
<completion-of installation and inspection of the interconnection.

Avista and PSE proposed language:
“Certificate of completion” means the form described in WAC 480-108-050 that
must be.completed by the applicant or intercontiection customer and the electrical
inspector having jurisdiction over the installation-of the facilities indicating
completion of installation and inspection of the intetconnection. The certificate of
completion as provided in WAC 480-108-050 requires review and written
breapproval by the electrical company before the applicant’s or interconnection
customer’s generating facility can be connected or operated in parallel with fhe
electrical company’s electric system,

WAC 480-108-020 Technical standards for interconnection.

(2) Specific interconnection requirements

WUTC draft amended language: ,
(d) Nominal voltage and phase configuration of the applicant’s generating facility
must be compatible with the electrical company’s system at the point of common
coupling.

Avista and PSE proposed language: :
(d) Nominal voltage and phase configuration of the-applicant’s generating facility
require review: and written preapproval by the electrical company for compatibili
must-be-compatible with the electrical company’s system at thie point of common
coupling. :

WAC 480-108-020 Technical standards forinterconnection.

(2) Specific interconnection requirements

WUTC draft amended fanguage: :
(¢) The applicant must provide evidence that its generating facility will never result in
reverse current flow through the electrical company’s network protectors.

Joint Comments of Avista Corporation-and Puget Sound Energy, Inc.
‘Docket No. UE-060649 6 of 16
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Avista and PSE proposed language
() The applicant must provide: ewdence that its gene: atmg facility will never result in
reverse curreiit ﬂow through the electrical company’s gy stem at the point of commion

coupling w8

WAC 480-108-020 Technical stnndﬂrds for interconnection.

(2) Specific interconnection requirements

WUTC draft amended language:
(g) Interconnection to grid. netwoj dlstnbuuon systems is not allowed.

Avista and PSE proposed language: |
(g) Interconnéction to grid network distribution systems is prohibited unless allowed
by the electrical company not-allowed.

WAC 480-108-030 Application for interconnection.

WUTC draft amended language:
(3) Application prioritization. :
All generation interconnection requests pursuant to this chapter will be prioritized by
the electrical company in the same manner as any new load requests. Preference wﬂl
not be given to either request type The electrical company will process the
application and provide 1nterconnechon in a time frame consistent with the average of
other service connections. :

Avista and PSE proposed language: |
(3) Application prioritization.
All generation interconnection requests pursuant to-this chapter will be prioritized by
the electrical company in the same manner as-atiy new load requests. Preference will
not be given to either request type The electrical company will process the
-application and provide interconmection of the same type in a time frame consistent
‘Wwith the average of other service connections.

WAC 480-108-050 Certificate of Completlon

WUTC draft amended language:
All generating facilities must obtain an eiectncal permit and pass electrical mspcctmn

. before they can be connected or Operatcd in parallel with the electrical sompany's
electric system. The mterconnecﬁon customer must. provxde to the eleetrical company

Joint Comments of Avmta Corporation and Puget Sound Energy, Inc. .
Docket Ko, UE-060649: 7 of 16
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tten certi _ , ty has beemvinstalled and inspected in
comphance with the loca] bulldmg and/or electrical codes.

Avista and PSE proposed language

electnc system The mtercomlectlonxc ustorter: must prov1de to the elecmcal conipany
written certification that the generating facility has been installed andinspected in
- compllance w1ﬂ1 the local bulldmg and/or electncal codes 'I he. certxﬁcate of

WAC 480-108-070 Interconnection of Facilities Greater than 300 kW,

WUTC draft amended language:
(1) No later than August 31, 2007, each electrical company over which the
commission has jurisdiction must file interconnection service tariffs for facilities
larger than 300 kW. Interconnection service, for purposes of this section, includes
only the terms and conditions that govern physical interconnection to the electrical
company’s delivéry system and does not include sale of power by the interconnecting
customer or retail service to the mterconnectmg customer.

Avista and PSE proposed language:
(1) No later than October 31, 2007, Auwgust-31-2007, each electrical company over
which the commission has jurisdiction must file interconnection service tarif¥s for
facilities larger than 300 KW. Interconmection setvice, for purposes of this section,
includes only the terms and conditions that govern physieal interconnection to the
electrical company’s delivery system and does not include sale of power by the
interconnecting customer or retail service to the interconniecting customer.

Joint Comments-of Avista Corporation-and Puget Sound Energy, Inc. .
Docket No. %—066649 . : 8 of 16
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Avista: Corporation and Puget Sound:] inergy appreciate the opportunity to present
their viewpoints on these issues in the Comiitission’s draft amended rule. Please difect
any questions regardmg these comments-to the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Avista Corporation Puget:Sound Energy, Inc.

Jamies McDougall Tom DeBoer

Reguilatory Analyst Director - Rates & Regulatory Affairs
- (509) 495-2547 (425) 462-3495

jameg.medougall@avistacorp.com ‘tom.deboer@pse.com

ce: Dick Byers — via e-mail dbyers@wutc.wa, gov

Joint Comments of Avista-Corporation and Puget. Sound: Energy, Ine.

Dacket N6, UE-060649 9of 16
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August 11, 2006

Catole Washburn, Executive Secretary _
Washington Utiliftes and Transportation Commission
P.O, Box 47250

1300°S. Evergreen Park Drive 8.W.

Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Re:  Awvista Comments on the Public Utility Regulatory Policies.Act Standards,
Docket No. UE- 060649

Dear Ms. Washburn:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the _cohsideration of the
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act Standards in Docket No. UB-060649. Avista’s
cofmments ére responsive to the questions, italicized below, contained in the

Comunission’s June 9, 2006 Notice of Opportunity to File Written Comments.

Avista’s comments herein address the time-based. metering and communications
questions beginning on page 7 of the Commission’s inquiry. Regarding the questions
beginning on page 9 on Interconnection issues, Avista is filing its response separately on

this item as a joint resporident with other Washington utilities.

1) Should the Commission, by rule, adopt PURPA Standard 14 — Time-Based
Metering and Communications ~ to apply uniformly to PSE, Avista Utilities, and
PacifiCorp requiring each utility to offer by February 8, 2007, a iinte-based rate
To each customer class and the necessary time-based metering to individual
customers upon request? WHy, or why not? :

The Commission should not require by rule that, by February 8, 2007, PSE, Avista

Utilities, and PacifiCorp. offer a tithe-based rate to each customer class and the necessary

10 of 16
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tiifie-based meteting to individual customers upon-request. Two: compoherits: of guch a
requirement arepfobleinaﬁc for Avista. First; at best it would be prdhi’bﬁ'iﬁ've_ly @xp.eiisive
to ins’;tajil time-based metering and asSQéiafed' .dat.a-stbrage; and billing system upgrades by
February 8,2007. At worst, it would not be-possilile to acquire and install over 220,000
meters for Avista’s Washington customers and: the necessary computer ‘system upgrades
in a five month périod. Second, the time-based metering “upon. request” -option by
chstomers is not feasible. To the extent that time.-of-use metering is cost-effective, then
all customers Would‘nee_d- to be metered. Méter installation and communication for data
aggregation should be done neighborhood by neighborhood. It would not be economic to
put time-of-use (TOU) meters onto customer premises only upon request_; especially
where it was not part of a wider installation plan in the area. If offered in a rate tariff,
TOU could be by individual election, but from the utility perspective this is an “all or

nothing” proposition.

Recent and past analyses of TOU by Avista show it is likely not cost-effective for Avista
- to implement TOU rates for all customer classes. The potential savings created by

custorners shifting their daytime demand into the night does not outweigh the cost of

meter installation, software upgrades, and associated operational costs. TOU, however,
could be cost-effective. for our large industrial customers. These customers consume
large quantities of power and already have sophisticated TOU-ready meters, making them

potentially “low-hanging fruit.”

11 of 16
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A h1gh-leve1 study recemly performed by Avista shows:the value of Avista’s on-peak/off—
peak differential, corbined thh avoided capacity charges, to-be under 1.5 ceuts per
kilowatt hour. This value needs to be compared to the cost of metering, software, and
customer classes, which represent over 50% of our customer: usage. An approximate cost
estimate of meter installation is $.40 million, Additionally, the Company’s preliminary
cost estimate for associated data. storagc and billing system updates is $22 million. If the
metering and billing costs are amortized over twenty years, then the Company would
need to have a shifting of 7% percent of its load, 446 million kwh or 51 aMW, for this to
bé cost-effective. We would expect that with a 1.5-cent cost differential this would not
be cost—effective. As mentioned earlier, however, there may be an opportunity for large
industrial customers to provide load reduction through TOU programs with significantly
less cost than through a total Company approach. The Company is examining this as part

of its 2007 Integrated Resource Plan.

2) Should the Commission exaimine and determine whether to adopt the Time-Based
Metering and Communications Standard on a generic basis (i.e., applying the
same requirements o all wiilities), or should it consider the standard within
separate proce‘edings specific to the circumstances of each utility?

The Commissien should examine and determine whether to adopt time-based metering.

and communication. on a generic basis for the policy and principles. underlying the

consideration of TOU adoption. However, the Commission should consider the specific

application of implementation of TOU in geparate proceedings.

12 of 16
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For the overall policy aSpects' in congidering TOU adoption, isshes' common to all
stakeholders. will likely be discussed. | Participation and perspectives of each utility
should help inform others. Yet, there will likely be issues unique fo each utility for
implementation.  The details for i‘mﬁlémentatim may involve different metering
'équip:ment and archite&ural- design of data colléstion. .The power supply cost profiles
(e.g, the value of on-peak versus off-peak costs) may also be different. If thie
Commission adopts TOU pricing, the same type of rate schedule should not be required

of all utilities and for all rate classes.

3) Should the Commission rejecy, reiterate or modify its policy enunciated in Cause
U-78-05 that time-of-day rates are appropriate so long as they are cost-effective?

"The Commission Decision and Order in Cause No. U-78-05 at page 7 states:

“Basically, this standard says that rates to classes of electric customers shall be on
a time-of-day basis unless it is determined that time-of-day ratemaking is not cost-
effective to the utility and its customers. We agree with this standard, and believe
it should be adopted. '

“Amendments were offered, such as utilizing cost-justified metering only and
1,000 KW loads or greater only, but we believe that the limitations thus proposed
are included within the language of the standard as it presently exists. Basically,
time-of-day ratemeking is acceptable omly if costjustified. Other parties
proposed to reject the PURPA standard because there is allegedly no showing that
it is presently cost-justified at all within Washington State. Allusion was made to
meteting costs and present high load factors; and rejécting the standard was
suggested:for a specific class such as residential because metering is not shown to
be cost effective as to that class.

“Again, the proposals to reject the standard are based upon a judgment that under
existinig circumstances; time-of-day metering and rates may be not .cost justified.
We believe that the standard itself is flexible enough to accommodate to present
circumstances as well as any future circumstances and believe it more appropriate
to adopt the standard, with its flexibility, than to reject or amend the standard
under present facts but thus to be without a stated policy in the event of future
changes in load or genetation pattetiss.

13 of 16
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“Finally, it is-urged that high

inefficient use-of peowet and resouress.

v load factors limit achievable savings-and that a
hamper reservoir refills: or otherwise lead to
We believe that those factots ate factors
which we and the utilifies may properly consider under that standard in terms of
the cost-benefit analysis as “other costs associated” with the usé of time-of-day

shifting of loads off peak

- rates.”

Avista believes that the policy enunciated it Cause U-78-05 that time-of-day rates are

appropriate so long as they are cost-effective should be reaffined. The Commission

‘appropriately placed an emphasis on cost-éffectiveness and noted that Hlexibility i§ built

into the now-existing standards.

Z

What fictors should the Commission consider in determining whether time-based
rates and metering are cosi-¢ffective?

The Commission, in détermining whether time-based rates and metering are cost-

effective, should consider the following factors.

A)

G)

H)

- The economic value of the difference between on-peak and off-peak
wholesale costs. This value has two components, cost and volume. The value
should show how much energy must be purchased by utilities for these
periods if customers do riot reduce the need for this power by shifting usage
from on-pealcto off-peak periods.

The economic valie of deferred capacity installation

The economic value, if any, associated with additional information gathered
through TOU metenng systems (e.g., load research data).

The costs of meter installation.

The costs of data storage, billing, and other associated functions to chable
TOU pricing.

Rate equity issues. Some customers have the ﬂex,ib.ility to shift usage into off-
peak hours. Some don’t. This will create a situation in which some customers
may experience lower bills and others higher. The significance of this should
be addressed.

Process. Would movement t6 TOU. rates need to be addressed in a general
rate case or could this be done in a tariff filing?

The time to install and put into opération TOU meters and associated
equipment.
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—(JRH-16)
Page 15 of 17

06064Bc pR_160-Attachment A

6



Dockets UE-070804/UG-070805
Exhibit No. __ (JRH-16)
Page 16 of 17

Awvista Comments re PURPA Standards, Docket No. UB-06064B~ pr 160. Attachment A
August 11, 2006 | e
Page 6

5) If the Commission adopts tlte Timc'Ba&ed Metermg and " Communications
Standard, which, if any; of the 4 listed fypes of time-based rate schedules should
be required? Should the same: type of rate: Sclzedule be reguired-of all uiilities and
Sor-all rate classes?

If ﬂie Commission adopts. a time-based metering-and communications standard, of the
four listed types of time-based rate 'S'Gi‘iédﬂlés;, Avista suggests that onily time of use
pricing be required, based oty costieffectiveness. The second and third catego‘r_i‘es,. eritical
peak pricing and real-time pricing, respectively, sho_uld be considered at a later time
based, in part, on customer response to time of use pricing, if implemented. The fourth
category, credits for consumers with large loads who enter into pfe-established peak load
reduction agreements, has been impleme_nted by Avista on several occasions. In late
2000; the Company instituted a large-customer Euy-baCk program. More recently, on
July 17, 2006, A&i'sta implemented bi-lateral agreements with three cu‘sfom-érs at a time

of near-record femperatures. -

6) What, if any, relationship should there be between a utility’s inlegrated resource
plan and its use of time-based metering, time-qfiuse rates and demand
management programs?

Avista submits that there is a relationship from a planning perspective for the
consideration of time-based metering, time-of-use rates and demand-side-managemerit,
Peak shaving and peak shifting through TOU and other demand-response prograins. are

analyzed in the IRP planning processas a means to defer or avoid higher cost alternatives

such as a peaking natural gas combustion turbine.
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 The IRP process is the appropiiate veritie for TOU evaluaticn, The IRP, by defimiion, fs

an exercise in -eveiluating futare fesource options; including conservation and demand-
side management. The IRP would account not only-for energy savings, but also deferred
capacity acquisition. A TOU 'ev_aluéti-on would be an extension of existing IRP analysis,
and could be completed on a class-by-class basis without-a significant need for new
modeling. Avista’s work plan for its 2007 IRP incorporates a TOU evaluation.
Commission Staff and other IRP participants will be provided an opporinnity to comment -

“on this analysis.

7) Are there other issues t'lie Commission should '-ebn_vider in this ‘Inq_uiry?
Yes. The Company notes that time-of-use metering and pricing has been considered by
utilities periodically. Avista reviews the cost-effectiveness of TOU on an ongomg basw
This is also included in its IRP analyses. However, if the Commission prefers to codify a
requirement for TOU determination and applica‘b‘ility, it may be appropriate to consider

requiring by rule a periodic assessment of TOU pricing through the IRP process.

Thank you for the opportunify to comment on these proposed rules. Please direct any

questions on this matter to me at (509)495-8706.

Sincerely,

Bruce Folsom,
Manager, Regulatory Gompliance
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