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March 28, 2024 

Via Electronic Filing 

Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
Attention: Filing Center 
P.O. Box 1088 
Salem, OR 97308-1088 

RE: UM 2274 – Portland General Electric Company, 2023 All-Source Request for 
Proposals 

Dear Filing Center: 

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced docket is Portland General Electric Company’s (PGE) 
Benchmark bid sealing of RPF bid scores consistent with Oregon Administrative Rule 860-089-
0350(1)-(3). PGE has provided the following files in Attachment A: 

Allsource2023RFP_ rev5 – pricing model that provides calculation of the price scores for each 
bid. 

Bid Summary_Min Requirements – contains review of bid qualifications per the minimum 
requirements (excluding permitting, which is a separate workbook). 

2023 RFP Permitting Review – contains assessment of project permitting in compliance with the 
minimum requirements. 

All files included in Attachment A contain highly protected information under Modified 
Protective Order 24-083, which will be uploaded to Huddle.  

Also enclosed as Attachment B is independent evaluator Bates White’s final report, Analysis of 
the Portland General Electric Benchmark Bids. This file contains highly protected information 
under Modified Protective Order 24-083, the highly confidential version will be uploaded to 
Huddle. 
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Please direct any questions regarding this filing to Jacob Goodspeed at (503) 464-7806. Please 
direct all formal correspondence and requests to the following email address 
pge.opuc.filings@pgn.com. 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance. 
 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 Erin E. Apperson 
 Managing Corporate Counsel 
 
EEA: bp 
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contain quotes for O&M service agreements that would help mitigate operating cost and 
performance risk.  
 
Because most costs will be contractually contained, we focus here on evaluating the offers as 
proscribed in the RFP.  This involves a two-step process.  First, bids are screened for meeting the 
minimum requirements.  Second, the costs and benefits of each bid are evaluated.  We 
independently reviewed the bids to see if they met the minimum qualifications in the RFP and 
evaluated the levelized cost of each bid in PGE’s models as well as an in-house levelized cost 
model. We also reviewed the benefits of each bid as calculated by PGE to ensure they were 
reasonable and created in line with RFP rules.  Finally, we examined some key risks of the 
transactions and conducted scoring sensitivities to examine the potential impact of these risks on 
the costs of the bid.     
 

1.2. Summary of Conclusions 

 
Our ultimate conclusion is that the benchmark offers are acceptable.  We base this conclusion on 
several considerations.   
 

• PGE’s evaluation scoring was done per RFP requirements.  We reviewed the PGE 
scoring model and associated cost/benefit calculations.  While we noted some issues, 
corrections were made, the inputs matched what was presented in the bids and the models 
appeared to correctly calculate the levelized costs of the bids. 
 

• From what we could observe, and based on our questions to PGE evaluators, the benefits 
of each bid appeared to be calculated in accordance with the RFP rules.  Energy values 
were fairly consistent across bids and flexibility values matched those in the RFP rules.  
Capacity values were more difficult to verify as they depend on the output of a more 
complex modelling process, but they, too, appeared to be within reason based on a 
comparison of bid capacity contributions to similar resources in PGE’s 2023 Integrated 
Resource Plan (IRP).   
 

• Some offers were eliminated for not meeting the minimum requirements in the RFP.  We 
agreed with these eliminations.  While we note some areas of concern for select 
remaining offers we believe it was appropriate to continue with evaluating the offers.  
 

• Our examination of key risks for company-owner options shows that risks surrounding 
the use or monetization of the ITC have the most negative affect on bids, though a 
combination of factors such as low performance or O&M cost overruns can also 
negatively affect utility-ownership models.  
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2. BATES WHITE’S ACTIONS TO REVIEW AND VALIDATE THE 
BENCHMARKS 

 
This report is intended to fulfill our duties under Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs).  Most 
notably section 860-089-0450.(7).  This reads 
 

“The IE must review the reasonableness of any score submitted by the electric company 
for a benchmark resource. Once the electric company and the IE have both scored and 
evaluated the competing bids and any benchmark resource, the IE and the electric 
company must file their scores with the Commission. The IE and electric company must 
compare results and attempt to reconcile and resolve any scoring differences. If the 
electric company and IE are unable to resolve scoring differences, the IE must explain the 
differences in its closing report to the Commission.”  

 
 
Bates White relied on a multi-part investigation in order to review and validate the Benchmark 
submissions.  First, we reviewed the full contents of the submissions.  Second, we assessed each 
bid and bid variant against the minimum qualification requirements in the RFP.  Third, we 
reviewed eliminations proposed by PGE’s evaluation team to ensure we agreed on their actions.  
Fourth, we reviewed PGE’s cost/benefit scoring to ensure that all inputs were correct, models 
functioned properly, and that all analysis was done in line with the RFP rules.  
 
Finally, we examined the impact of changes in key inputs upon bid scores.  This was meant to 
fulfill, in part, our obligations under OAR 860-089-0450.(6)., which charges the IE with 
evaluating the “unique risks and advantages associated with any company owned-resources.”  
As noted earlier, each offer here is done under a PPA or BTA with an established developer.  
Therefore the projects are either entirely pay for performance (in the case of the PPAs) or have 
protection from capital cost overruns (in the case of the BTA).  Despite this, are still some risks 
to the utility-owned options related to items such as tax credit utilization and operating cost 
control which we evaluate herein.   
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3. ASSESSMENT OF THE BENCHMARKS 

3.1. Bid Variants  

While the benchmark team submitted eight total projects, each project contained a number of 
different variants.  Most projects provided a suite of size options, either in the main generating 
unit or in the paired BESS unit.  Others varied the Commercial Operation Date (COD).  A total 
of 37 variants were provided.  The table on the following page shows all bid variants received.  
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how the project would obtain interconnection studies in time to support the project COD.    

• Transmission – Bids had to provide an achievable plan to supply transmission service.  
The key requirement for bids was to provide for eligible firm transmission service for at 
least 75% of the resource interconnection limit.1 Eligible products include long-term 
firm, conditional firm bridge number of hours and conditional firm reassessment.  
Conditional Firm Bridge system conditions products were also deemed conforming in 
this solicitation.    

• COD – Projects had to be online by December 31, 2027.  An exception was made for 
“long lead time” projects, which had to be online by the end of 2029. 

• Labor- bids must use union labor. 

• Equipment – bid that contemplate PGE ownership must use PGE preferred vendors. 

• Financing – Bidders must provide an acceptable plan to obtain project financing. 

• Technology – Proposed technology must be commercially proven and deployed at a large 
scale. 

• Entity – Must be authorized to sell power under applicable laws. 

• Offtake – PGE must be the offtaker for all output from the resource and the resource must 
include all RECs.   

• Size – Solar resources must be larger than 3 MW and other facilities must be larger than 
10 MW.  

• Site Control – Bidders must demonstrate site control for the resource location and gen-tie 
path. 

• Permitting – Bids must meet the permitting requirements in the RFP.  Bidders were 
allowed to provide an explanation explaining why a given permit was not applicable to 
their project or could be obtained at a later date than specified in the permitting 
requirements.   

• Delivery – Bids must deliver to appropriate PGE delivery points.  

• Term – PPA bids needed to be a minimum of 15 years and a minimum of 30 years.  

• Service Agreements - Bids that involved utility ownership had to include quoted vendor 
costs for a long term service agreement (LTSA) for a minimum of five years,  

  

 

 
1 Bids for dispatchable resources had to have long-term firm rights for 100% of the resource interconnection limit.  
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3.4. Price Score  

3.4.1. Price Scores - Cost 

All bids which passed the minimum requirements screen were then scored.  Unlike in past RFPs 
this RFP does not feature a non-price score.  Bids are scored entirely based upon their associated 
costs and benefits and bids are ranked based upon their cost/benefit ratio.  Bids were evaluated in 
two separate categories, renewable (which included hybrid offers) and dispatchable.   

To evaluate PGE’s price scores we took two steps.  First, we reviewed the full price score model 
as provided by PGE.  The model calculates a cost-benefit ratio for each offer, with the costs 
being the real levelized dollar per MWh cost of the bids – this includes contract prices (the PPA 
or APA cost), transmission and integration costs, operating costs (for BTA bids) and the value of 
tax incentives (again for BTA bids).  Output for renewable resources came from the bids while 
BESS output came from the energy value model, which optimized margins given energy prices 
and operating constraints.  

Second, to validate the model outputs we independently modeled each offer in a simplified 
levelized cost model.  This provided an independent check on PGE’s levelized cost calculation. 
We were able to identify some errors in data input and highlighted these to PGE evaluators, who 
provided corrections.  We were also able to verify the general preference ranking of offers.  

The chart below shows the final levelized costs for the base offers on a nominal $/MWh basis.   
 
 

Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



  CONFIDENTIAL 

21 

 

4. RISKS 

 
As part of the OARs we are obligated to “assess the unique risks and benefits” of the benchmark 
offers.  In this section we look at these values.   
 
Generally speaking, the greatest risk in cost-based utility offers is that the utility has either failed 
to include all costs for the project or underestimated the cost of building the project.  Here that 
risk has been mitigated to a great degree because the projects will all be built (and in the case of 
PPA bids, operated) under performance-based contracts just as any offers from a third-party 
bidder would be.   
 
Despite this, there are some risks that are still worth examining here.  In particular we see four 
key risks; (a) overvaluation of ITC credits, (b) ITC normalization, (c) operating and capital 
expenditure risk and (d) underperformance risk. 
 
The first two risks related to the treatment of the Investment Tax Credit generated by the 
projects.  PGE plans to sell the tax credits to a third party.  PGE recognizes that such sale will 
involve some sort of a discount from the credit value (otherwise the purchasing party would 
receive no net value on the transaction).  For this RFP, per Commission direction, PGE is to use 
the transfer discount rate approved in docket UP 424, Order No. 23-459 for the purpose of price 
scoring.5  [Begin Highly Confidential]  [End Highly Confidential] 
 
The second risk relates also to the ITC.  In this case the risk is, if the credits are not sold off, that 
the company has to utilize the ITC itself.  This can reduce the value of the credit because utilities 
generally must normalize, or spread the value of the tax credit out over it’s lifetime.  This can 
also be a risk if the utility has no room in a given year to utilize tax credits.  
 
The third risk is more basic and inherent to the utility ownership model.  That is, O&M and 
ongoing capital spend could be higher than estimated.  Again, there are protections in the form of 
using LTSA quotes from vendors and ultimately regulatory review, but still, this is a greater risk 
than a PPA, where this risk is borne by the supplier. 
 
The final risk is also inherent in the ownership model for utilities.  If a renewable resource 
outputs less power than predicted the cost/MWh increases since the total dollar cost of the asset 
does not change.  For a PPA, which pays per-MWh, this is not a risk.   
 
To test these resources we asked PGE to re-run their models under four cases 1) increasing the 
ITC discount from [Begin Highly Confidential]  [End Highly Confidential] to 15%, 2) 
assuming the utility uses the ITC but must normalize the cost, 3) O&M costs increase 10% from 
estimates and 4) average annual output decreases 10% annually.  
 
The results are in the table below. 

 
5 Order 24-011 p2. 
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To be clear, this is just to demonstrate key risks.  At this point PGE’s scoring is acceptable.  It is 
reasonable to use a P(50) output and cost estimates for O&M and the Commission has 
determined an appropriate discount rate for ITC sales.    
 
This analysis of key risks for company-owner options shows that risks surrounding the use or 
monetization of the ITC have the most negative affect on bids, though a combination of factors 
such as low performance or O&M cost overruns can also negatively affect utility-ownership 
models. 
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