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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

In the Matter of
PACIFICORP, dba PACIFIC POWER

2023 Integrated Resource Plan

OF OREGON

LC 82

PacifiCorp’s Reply Comments

INTRODUCTION

PacitiCorp d/b/a PacifiCorp Power submits this reply to the seven public comments

received on PacifiCorp’s 2023 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) and 2023 Clean Energy Plan

(CEP), to help organize the various party positions and inform the Commission’s delibera-

tions. After considering the issues, the Commission should acknowledge, either in full or in

part, PacifiCorp’s 2023 IRP and CEP as originally submitted, and address any remaining is-

sues in the ongoing 2025 CEP and IRP stakeholder processes.
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Appendix A — Summary of PacifiCorp Responses and Replies to Staff’s Initial and Subsequent Public Comments

Staff Recommendations

ments 2b and 2c,
the IRP’s preferred
portfolio, or the
IRP’s long-term
plan.

its reasonableness at the time of filing
but rather as if it were a continuously
updated snapshot of resource plan-
ning, with post-submission changes in
external circumstances constituting a
basis for additional processes and non-
acknowledgment. The Commission
should recognize that these docu-
ments, while perhaps not valid into
perpetuity, were considered reasonable
given the circumstances at the time of
their submission. This approach re-
spects the inherent constraints of IRP
or CEP projections, which rely on set
planning assumptions and methodolo-
gies, or a “freeze,” to facilitate the
lengthy process of modeling, compu-
ting, and detailed post-modeling anal-
ysis, all following an extensive period
of public engagement. The Company
asserts that changes in external cir-
cumstances after submission do not

No Recomsntqaeflf dation PacifiCorp Response Additional Party Comments PacifiCorp Reply
(February 7, 2024) (February 14, 2024) (February 14, 2024) (February 20, 2024)
1 Do not Disagree - Staff’s recommendation is | Various parties support Staft’s Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
acknowledge the based on the flawed premise that an initial recommendation. its initial response.
IRP action plan ele- | IRP and CEP should be judged not on
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justify non-acknowledgment or addi-
tional processes. Staff concerns about
post-submission changes in external
circumstances will be addressed in the
2025 IRP and CEP and through associ-
ated public engagement. In the alter-
native, the Commission should par-
tially acknowledge the 2023 IRP and
CEP as submitted, or schedule a work-
shop to investigate additional issues in
the 2025 IRP and CEP.

Direct PacifiCorp Disagree - See PacifiCorp’s response | Various parties support Staftf’s Disagree. PacifiCorp restates

to seek acknowl- to Staff Recommendation 1. Further- | initial recommendation. its initial response.
edgement of a re- more, Staff’s recommended additional

vised Preferred process will further exhaust the lim-

Portfolio and Ac- ited resources of the Commission,

tion Plan in the stakeholders, and the Company, di-

planned April 2024 | verting attention from the develop-

IRP Update. ment of the 2025 IRP and CEP to an

additional, onerous, and unnecessary
acknowledgment process for the 2023
IRP Update. As explained in Section
2A of the brief, the IRP Update serves
a fundamentally different purpose than
the IRP itself, and the Company is not
requesting acknowledgement of the
IRP Update as contemplated in OAR
860-027-0440. Staff concerns about
post-submission changes in external
circumstances will be addressed in the
2025 IRP and CEP and through associ-
ated public engagement. In the
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alternative, the Commission should
partially acknowledge the 2023 IRP
and CEP as submitted, or schedule a
workshop to investigate additional is-
sues in the 2025 IRP and CEP.

Do not Disagree - See PacifiCorp’s response | Various parties support Staff’s Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
acknowledge the to Staff Recommendation 1. Further- | initial recommendation. its initial response.

LC 82 CEP and di- | more, Staff’s reccommended additional
rect PacifiCorp to process will further exhaust the lim-
revise and resubmit | ited resources of the Commission,

the CEP with its stakeholders, and the Company, di-
April 2024 IRP Up- | verting attention from the develop-
date. ment of the 2025 IRP and CEP to an
additional, onerous, and unnecessary
acknowledgment process for a resub-
mitted CEP. This is in addition to the
minimum 4-6 months it would take to
incorporate results from the 2023 IRP
Update into the 2023 CEP. Staff’s con-
cerns about post-submission changes
in external circumstances will be ad-
dressed in the 2025 IRP and CEP and
through associated public engagement.
In the alternative, the Commission
should partially acknowledge the 2023
IRP and CEP as submitted, or sched-
ule a workshop to investigate addi-
tional issues in the 2025 IRP and CEP.

LC 82—PacifiCorp Reply Comments




Do not
acknowledge Ac-
tion Plan items 1h
and 2a.

Disagree - See PacifiCorp’s response
to Staff Recommendation 1.

Various parties support Staff’s
initial recommendation.

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response.

Direct PacifiCorp

to develop pro-
posals for the use of
CBIs in scoring in
the SSR RFP, in the
design of the CBRE
pilot, and in scoring
for the next all-
source RFP.

Disagree - Staff’s recommendations
are outside the scope of the 2023 IRP
and CEP, prohibited by Commission
regulations, unreasonable, or other-
wise seek to apply the Commission’s
competitive bidding requirements to
an RFP that is not subject to those reg-
ulations.

Adopt Recommendation 5 and
direct PacifiCorp to develop pro-
posals for the use of CBIs in fu-
ture procurements and in the
Community Based Renewable
Energy Pilot. (Energy Advo-
cates)

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response. While
CBIs may be an important
component of evaluating
CBRE projects and support-
ing potential socialization of
costs, the company has not
finalized the CBRE frame-
work for the pilot program.
Thus is it hard to know how
CBIs might or might not be
useful. Incorporating CBI’s
into the scoring of the SSR
RFP, along with Staff’s other
suggestions, would make the
RFP administratively bur-
densome and could not be ef-
fectively completed given
the current state of Commis-
sion guidance.

Direct PacifiCorp
to provide baseline
metrics prior to fil-
ing its next
IRP/CEP Update. If

Disagree - PacifiCorp developed base-
line metrics to understand the current
state within its service regions to as-
sess the progress of CBIs in the Ore-
gon 2023 Clean Energy Plan filing.

Adopt Recommendation 6 and
direct the Company to provide
baseline metrics or a detailed
status update prior to its next

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response.
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PacifiCorp cannot
complete this effort
by this timeline,
PacifiCorp should
provide a detailed
status update and
explanation of how
it will ensure that
remaining issues
are resolved as soon
as practicable.

PacifiCorp has identified six CBIs and
14 proposed metrics for the Com-
pany’s Clean Energy Plan.

PacifiCorp noted these other metrics
in the CEP filing:

e ENS reliability metrics for the
portfolios analyzed in the CEP.

e Oregon-allocated CO2 emis-
sions and Emissions Reduc-
tions, for its CEP.

e Metric for percent renewa-
bles/non-emitting resource
mix.

e Deterministic cost and stochas-
tic risk metrics for each portfo-
lio related to PVRR and
PVRR(d).

PacifiCorp considers its CBIs and
metrics as interim, meaning they will
adapt over time. The continued devel-
opment and refinement of Pacifi-
Corp’s CBIs will leverage continued
stakeholder engagement and input.
Resiliency metrics are also under de-
velopment. Stakeholder input will be
critical to formalizing the CBIs and
metrics.

IRP/CEP Update. (Energy Advo-
cates)
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Direct PacifiCorp
to proceed with the
CBRE Grant Pilot,
contingent on the
Company seeking

Agree - PacifiCorp will proceed with
the CBRE Grant Pilot, contingent on
the Company seeking feedback from
the Community Benefits and Impacts
Advisory Group (CBIAG) in Q1 2024.

Adopt Recommendation 7
amended as follows: “Direct
PacifiCorp to proceed with the
CBRE Grant Pilot, contingent on
the Company seeking feedback

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response and will
seek additional stakeholder
feedback before finalizing
the CBRE pilot.

feedback from the from the CBIAG and from en-

CBIAG in Q1 ergy justice advocates in Q1

2024. 2024.” (Energy Advocates)

Direct PacifiCorp Agree - PacifiCorp currently works Adopt Recommendation 8 with | Partially Agree. PacifiCorp
to work collabora- | collaboratively with staff, stakehold- | the following amendment: “If is committed to continued
tively with Staff, ers, peer utilities, and the CBIAGs in a | PacifiCorp cannot complete this | improvement in Tribal and

stakeholders, peer
utilities, and the
CBIAGs in a dedi-
cated working
group to develop
clear, actionable
improvements to
community and

stakeholder engage-

ment in subsequent
IRP/CEPs by De-
cember 31, 2024. If
PacifiCorp cannot
complete this effort
by this timeline,
PacifiCorp should
provide a detailed
status update and
explanation of how
it will ensure that

dedicated working group and plans to
continue to do so. The dedicated
working group will develop clear, ac-
tionable improvements to community
and stakeholder engagement in subse-
quent IRP/CEPs by December 31,
2024. If PacifiCorp cannot complete
this effort by this timeline, PacifiCorp
will provide a detailed status update
and explanation of how it will ensure
that remaining issues are resolved as
soon as practicable, inclusive of the
perspectives of peer utilities and the
utilities’ CBIAGs.

effort by this timeline, Pacifi-
Corp should provide a detailed
status update and explanation of
how it will ensure that remaining
issues are resolved as soon as
practicable, inclusive of the per-
spectives of peer utilities, energy
Jjustice advocates, and the utili-
ties’ CBIAGs.” (The Energy Ad-
vocates).

Strongly supports staff recom-
mendation 8 that expects Pacifi-
Corp to improve Tribal and com-
munity collaboration in future
IRPs/CEPs. In doing so Pacifi-
Corp should follow several addi-
tional principles: early and fre-
quent communication; appropri-
ate representation; understanding

community collaboration in
future IRPs/CEPs.
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remaining issues
are resolved as soon
as practicable, in-
clusive of the per-
spectives of peer
utilities and the util-
ities” CBIAGs.

of and respect for Tribal pro-
cesses; consensus-seeking ap-
proach; utility transparency and
accountability. (CRITFC)

The SSR RFP in-
corporates into pro-
ject selection crite-
ria appropriate ele-
ments of the current
Resiliency Analysis
Framework and the
CBRE Pilot be de-
signed to promote
resiliency related
factors.

Disagree - See PacifiCorp’s response
to Staff Recommendation 5.

No additional requests.

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response.

10

Direct PacifiCorp
to fix any con-
firmed analytical
errors in the calcu-
lation or application
of granularity ad-
justments.

Disagree - See PacifiCorp’s response
to Staff Recommendation 1.

. .
i e
Lewlati ) Lieati c
i j - Pacifi-

Corp is ordered, in the 2023 IRP
Update and in future IRPs, to
produce accurate and complete
workpapers detailing granularity
adjustments made to specific re-
sources. Additionally, in the
2023 IRP Update, any net reve-
nues used to calculate the

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response, and notes
that it is committed to work-
ing with stakeholders to im-
prove its modeling processes
in future IRP and CEP cy-
cles.
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granularity adjustment should be
calculated based on the re-
source's total fuel costs, since
this reflects the full economic
cost borne by PacifiCorp cus-
tomers. Starting in the 2025 IRP,
PacifiCorp must fully describe
its granularity adjustment meth-
odology within its IRP filing.
(The Energy Advocates)

Supports Staff’s recommenda-
tion 10, which addresses need to
correct calculations, confirmed
analytical errors, or implementa-
tion of PLEXOS granularity ad-
justments. Supports LOLP anal-
ysis in PLEXOS LT proposed
buildout. (Renewable North-
west)

Address IRA storage project tax
credits. (Swan Lake/Goldendale)

11

Direct PacifiCorp
to update Action
Plan Item 1g to re-
flect actual events
since the IRP/CEP
was filed in May
2023.

Disagree - See PacifiCorp’s response
to Staff Recommendation 1.

Various parties support Staff’s
initial recommendation.

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response.
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12

Acknowledge Ac-
tion Item 4a to ac-
quire cost-effective
energy efficiency
and demand re-
sponse resources.

Agree - The Company agrees with
Staff’s recommendation to
acknowledge action items 4a to ac-
quire cost-effective energy efficiency
and demand response resources.

Various parties support Staff’s
initial recommendation.

Agree. PacifiCorp restates its
initial response.

13

Acknowledge up-
dated avoided costs
from the 2023 IRP
planning and direct
PacifiCorp to work
with Staff and
Stakeholders to up-
date avoided costs
for use in UM 1893
considering HB
2021 constraints.

Agree - The Company supports the
use of the most recent data available
whenever possible and will provide
energy efficiency avoided cost input
data in UM 1893 as directed. The
Company would note that incorporat-
ing 2023 IRP and CEP results into en-
ergy efficiency avoided cost inputs is
not straight forward and will work
with Staff and Stakeholders to reflect
HB 2021 constraints.

PURPA resources should be pri-
oritized if PacifiCorp cannot
move forward with aggressive
procurement needs. (NewSun)

Disagree. There has not been
discussion of prioritizing the
procurement of PURPA re-
sources to-date, yet Pacifi-
Corp believe these types of
topics are better in Docket
UM 2000. The Company
would request that, in the
event the Commission par-
tially acknowledges the 2023
IRP, it specifically address
the required update to
PURPA avoided costs under
OAR 860-029-0085(1).

Staff Expectations

General Staff Expectation

(February 7, 2024)

PacitiCorp Response
(February 14, 2024)

Additional Party Comments
(February 14, 2024)

PacifiCorp Reply
(February 20, 2024)
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General CBI Expectations N/A Elevate Staft’s CBI expectations | Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
as requirements for 2023 IRP. its initial response to Staff
and CEP update/revision. (The Recommendation 1.
Energy Advocates).

CBRE Activities Expecta- N/A Report regularly to the CBIAG Disagree. PacifiCorp is un-

tion and energy justice advocates on | clear why a separate and re-
development including concrete | dundant stakeholder engage-
and proactive activities Pacifi- ment process would be re-
Corp takes to reduce barriers, ac- | quired, when the CBIAG is
celerate deployment, and expand | already defined by statute,
CBRE potential. (The Energy and why energy justice advo-
Advocates) cates could not continue to

participate in these existing

Engage the CBIAG and energy processes.
Justice advocates on potential
program designs that can scale
quickly to meet community and
system needs. (The Energy Ad-
vocates)

Community Engagement N/A Staff expects PacifiCorp’s Disagree. PacifiCorp is un-

Expectations

CBIAG, energy-justice-advocate
outreach, and CBI activities to
better capture and document En-
vironmental Justice community
priorities. (The Energy Advo-
cates)

Staft encourages PacifiCorp to
report on its Tribal engagement

clear why a separate and re-
dundant stakeholder engage-
ment process would be re-
quired, when the CBIAG is
already defined by statute,
and why energy justice advo-
cates could not continue to
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strategy by December 31 of each
year to the CBIAG and energy
Jjustice advocates. (The Energy
Advocates)

participate in these existing
processes.

Resiliency Expectation N/A At a CBIAG meeting before the | Disagree. PacifiCorp is un-
next CEP and prior to any CBRE | clear why a separate and re-
Grant Pilot project selection, and | dundant stakeholder engage-
at a Clean Energy Plan Engage- | ment process would be re-
ment Series or other venue quired, when the CBIAG is
where PacifiCorp seeks partici- | already defined by statute,
pation of energy justice advo- and why energy justice advo-
cates, provide details for how a | cates could not continue to
completed Resiliency Analysis participate in these existing
Framework will be used to im- processes.
pact project selection. (The En-
ergy Advocates)

Federal Incentives Expec- N/A PacifiCorp provides brief update | Disagree. While the Com-

tations

at every IRP public input meet-
ing, CEP Engagement Series
meeting, and every CBIAG
meeting leading up to the 2025
IRP that details the Company’s
activities to apply for federal in-
centives and detailing any fund-
ing secured. (The Energy Advo-
cates)

pany can provide general sta-
tus updates on its efforts to
secure federal funding in the
appropriate venue, it is un-
reasonable to require this for
every IRP, CEP, and CBIAG
meeting leading up to the
2025 IRP, because those are
planning activities, and not
procurement efforts.
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Coal-to-Gas Conversion
Expectation

N/A

PacifiCorp should provide analy-
sis around risk of regret for coal
to gas conversions in its 2023
IRP Update. This analysis should
include realistic expectations on
current pipeline capacity and the
costs necessary to upgrade or
build new pipelines to accommo-
date planned gas conversions.
Regarding PacifiCorp's plan to
convert gas units to operate on
hydrogen, the 2023 IRP Update
should include analysis detailing
when gas conversions or new
gas can be converted to hydro-
gen, at what cost, and whether
available pipelines can accom-
modate pure hydrogen or hydro-
gen blending. (The Energy Ad-
vocates)

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response to Staff
Recommendation 1.

Jim Bridger Coal Strategy
Expectation

N/A

In the 2023 IRP Update, Pacifi-
Corp should: Utilize coal prices
for Jim Bridger that are reflec-
tive of actual costs from the
2023 Long-Term Fuel Supply
eontraet Plan. (The Energy Ad-
vocates)

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates
its initial response to Staff
Recommendation 1.

Reliability Expectations

Supports Staft’s expectation that
the Company change its capacity

Partially Agree. For the
2025 IRP, PacifiCorp is
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valuation to an ELCC or ELCC-
adjacent methodology that has
weather-correlated stochastic
modeling. (Renewable North-
west)

planning to significantly en-
hance its modeling of
weather-correlated variables
and to consider ELCC-based
capacity estimates from the
Western Resource Adequacy
Program (WRAP).

Candidate Resource Cost

N/A

As part of the 2023 IRP Update
and future IRP processes, Pacifi-
Corp should update its renewa-
ble cost assumptions based on
mere the most recently available
information. Renewable cost as-
sumptions should not include
cost escalators that are not
clearly supported by third party
data, such as cost data from the
National Renewable Energy La-
boratory (“NREL”) Annual
Technology Baseline (“ATB”)
forecast. (The Energy Advo-
cates)

Recommends elevating this ex-
pectation to a recommendation,
which would require the 2023

IRP Update and future IRP pro-
cesses to use the latest NREL

ATB dataset. With specific rec-
ommendations for Natrium and

Partially Agree. PacifiCorp
supports the use of third-
party cost estimates where
reasonable and intends to uti-
lize National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory (“NREL”)
Annual Technology Baseline
(“ATB”) forecasts more
widely in its 2025 IRP, but
not in the 2023 IRP Update.

Recent extraordinary infla-
tion, manufacturing, and tar-
iff issues resulted in signifi-
cant cost increases, such that
the NREL ATB forecast at
the time the 2023 IRP was
developed was significantly
lower than pricing offered to
PacifiCorp during its negoti-
ations as part of its 2020 All-
Source Request For Pro-
posals. This was discussed in
PacitiCorp’s October 13,
2022 public input meeting.
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non-emitting peakers. (Renewa-
ble Northwest)

While PacifiCorp supports
lower-cost renewable re-
sources for customers, it is
inappropriate to set
unachievable expectations
for project cost, particularly
in the action plan window.

Additional Recommendations

Party Comments
(February 14, 2024)

PacifiCorp Response
(February 20, 2024)

Recreate CEP Figure 11 for (a) coal and (b)
Oregon allocated GHG emissions comparing
past IRP forecasts to actuals. This includes
the charts from page 39 of Staff Comments.
(CUB)

Disagree. The 2023 IRP is the first IRP that included consideration for Oregon-specific
GHG outcomes and HB 2021 goals. Actual GHG emissions are reported to the OR DEQ
who collect and publish the emissions data, which is third-party verified and made
available to the public here: https://www.oregon.gov/deq/ghgp/Pages/ GHG-Emis-

S101nS.4aspX.

Provide a sensitivity that calculates Oregon-
allocated GHG emissions under the assump-
tion of no carbon prices operationalized in
dispatch. This sensitivity should still be
based on the Preferred Portfolio, which con-

siders a carbon price in investment decisions.

(CUB)

Agree. This can be included in the 2025 IRP/CEP.

Propose a PacifiCorp specific carbon price
that layers atop the medium carbon price the

Disagree. There is no basis in Oregon statutes or Commission regulations to support
this proposal, and no correlation between planning and wildfire costs, without
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Company’s annual cost from wildfires as de-
scribed by CUB. (CUB)

considering a range of additional impacts from non-utility operations including transpor-
tation, manufacturing, and other societal activities.

In the next IRP, PacifiCorp should demon-
strate that simultaneous compliance with all
state-level policies is feasible with the Pre-
ferred Portfolio and with the Preferred Port-
folio variants tested in the IRP. (CUB)

Partially agree. While PacifiCorp is investigating approaches to demonstrate simulta-
neous compliance with relevant state policies in the IRP Preferred Portfolio for future
IRPs, those efforts cannot be guaranteed.

To improve an understanding of tradeoffs in
the IRP Update and/or as part of the revised
CEP, the Company should report Oregon-al-
located costs and GHG emissions for the top
performing IRP portfolios (inclusive of Ore-
gon’s SSR requirement) under various allo-
cation pathways. (CUB)

Partially agree. In PacifiCorp’s 2023 CEP, the Company already reported the Oregon-
allocated costs and GHG emissions for all portfolios developed for Oregon that included
the Oregon SSR requirement. PacifiCorp will continue to do so for future CEP filings.
To the extent that PacifiCorp extends its IRP and CEP modeling approach to include the
SSR requirement in more portfolios, those portfolio results could also be reported for
Oregon-specific outcomes.

Direct PacifiCorp’s to include a GHG ac-
counting chapter in future CEPs that: sum-
marizes how covered electricity generation is
identified because RECs are not retired on
behalf of customers; there are no delivery or
use claims; and explain how we report to
emissions to DEQ. (The Energy Advocates)

Disagree. The OPUC clarified that RECs do not need to be retired to demonstrate com-
pliance with HB 2021, as “the statute is rooted in emission reductions under DEQ’s
emission tracking framework” (Commission Order No. 24-002, resolution for Issue
I(a)(1)). Consistent with this conclusion, PacifiCorp must report annual Oregon green-
house gas emissions in compliance with the Oregon DEQ’s greenhouse gas reporting
rules. And as directed by the OPUC, PacifiCorp forecasts emissions in its CEP associ-
ated with serving Oregon customers for each year, based on IRP portfolios and DEQ-
approved emissions factors. PacifiCorp’s CEP includes discussion of the DEQ’s ap-
proved methodology. Additional information can be found on the DEQ website:
https://www.oregon.gov/deq/ghgp/Pages/ GHG-Reporting.aspx#18e6fc88-58e6-4fc7-
b440-b84d6979c6b4.
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PacifiCorp’s IRP and CEP are “not techni-
cally and economically feasible” based on
suspension of the 2022AS RFP. (NewSun)

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates its initial response to Staff Recommendation 1. It is un-
clear how post-submission changes in planning assumptions, like suspension of the
2022AS RFP, are relevant for documents that were filed prior to these events.

PacifiCorp’s CEP has not demonstrated con-
tinual progress, because of suspension of
2022AS RFP. (NewSun)

Disagree. PacifiCorp restates its initial response to Staff Recommendation 1. It is un-
clear how post-submission changes in planning assumptions, like suspension of the
2022AS RFP, are relevant for documents that were filed prior to these events.

No RFI necessary for long-lead time re-
sources, instead require PacifiCorp to issue
an RFP, possibly jointly, with PGE. (Swan
Lake/Goldendale)

Disagree. Long-lead time resources are already included as proxy resources in the IRP
for selection in the preferred portfolio. Additionally, long-lead time resources are eligi-
ble to participate in the All-Source RFP process.
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