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Staff Comments 

 

 
The following are ini�al comments from the Oregon Public U�lity Commission Staff 
(Staff) on Idaho Power Company (Idaho Power, IPC, or Company) Request for Acknowledgment 
of the Final Shortlist (FSL) in IPC’s 2026 All-Source Request for Proposals (Request for 
Acknowledgement).  
 
Idaho Power filed its Request for Acknowledgment on December 4, 2023. The Independent 
Evaluator’s (IE) Closing Report was included as an atachment to the filing.  
 
Staff’s comments generally focus on the alignment of procurement volumes and resource types 
with Integrated Resource Plans (IRPs); IE iden�fied advantages and risks of benchmark bids; 
specific ques�ons about bids that were included or excluded from the FSL; and post FSL contract 
nego�a�ons. 

The Procurement Drivers and Size 
In its Request for Acknowledgement filing, IPC describes that it is seeking acknowledgment of 
the 2026 RFP FSL to meet the energy and capacity needs iden�fied in the acknowledged 
2021 Integrated Resource Plan (2021 IRP).1 However, it goes on to explain that its procurement 
needs are also “defined in the Company’s recent filing of the 2023 Integrated Resource Plan 
(2023 IRP)2 on September 29, 2023” and that its analysis considers the costs and risks 
associated with “different procurement scenarios including the procurement of resources in 
excess of the need iden�fied in the acknowledged 2021 IRP and filed 2023 IRP.”3  
 

 
1 See Idaho Power Request for Acknowledgment, December 4, 2023, Page 1. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 
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Staff is apprecia�ve of the work of both the Company and the IE in the development and review 
of each step of this process. Both Staff and the IE are generally comfortable with the overall 
process that was used to produce and conduct a sensi�vity analysis on the FSL. Staff will not go 
into detail about how the various bids performed throughout the process, as that is provided in 
detail in the IE Closing Report atached to the FSL filing. However, Staff has ques�ons about the 
applica�on of the new Effec�ve Load Carrying Capability (ELCC) approach in the development of 
the ISL, which are addressed further in the Sec�on on the Price and non-Price Scoring, below. 

Regarding the selec�on and atri�on of bids across the steps in the process, Staff has concerns 
and ques�ons about one project that was not included in the ISL (see Bid Eligibility – Non-
Conforming Bids), a number of projects that were removed from the FSL (see Preliminary FSL 
Selec�on Bid Removals), and the ra�onale behind the inclusion of two benchmark projects on 
the FSL, given their performance in the scenario analysis (see Scenarios). 

Benchmark Bid Advantages and Unique Risk 
The IE iden�fied three unique risks of the proposed benchmark bids, in par�cular, risks of 
poten�al cost overruns, fix O&M costs (FOM) and poten�al addi�onal capital costs.  
 
Cost Overruns 
The IE notes that the Hemingway Storage 3 and Boise Bench projects included pricing 
informa�on for BESS equipment based on an expired quote. IPC did not revise its price offer for 
the BESS equipment, which may have since gone up, especially given significant vola�lity of the 
batery-storage market and the lithium carbonate index. This presents a risk that construc�on 
costs provided in the submited proposal could increase.11 
 
While Staff agrees this is a risk, it sees it as a risk faced by all bids, not just benchmark bids. 
However, Staff sees a risk of preferen�al treatment in the contract nego�a�on process in which 
the u�lity may exhibit a higher tolerance for price increase in benchmark bids than third party 
bids. Staff sees an opportunity to mi�gate this risk by retaining IE oversight of contract 
nego�a�ons (see request in Contract Nego�a�ons) 
 
FOM Costs 
The IE describes the es�mated FOM costs for the Hemingway Storage 3 and Boise Bench 
projects as lower than the FOM costs provided in the documents that the IE reviewed from 
reputable sources as well as the 2021 IPC IRP.12,13  These costs include basic services only and 
exclude op�onal costs such as (i) installa�on costs for capacity augmenta�on, (ii) extended 

 
11 LEI Closing Report 2026 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
December 1, 2023, Page 13. 
12 Ibid. 
13 The IE looked at the following sources: (i) Na�onal Renewable Energy Laboratory Annual Technology Baseline 
2022 v3, 2023 Lazard Levelized Cost of Energy+, and the Energy Informa�on Administra�on Annual Energy 
Outlook. 
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warranty (beyond year five), (iii) extended warranty for the Power System Controller, and 
(iv) capacity performance guarantees. While this could introduce a risk of higher final FOM, in 
communica�ons with the IE, Staff understands that BESS FOM were applied the same across 
benchmark and third-party bids. Regarding FOM costs for BTAs, like Jackalope Wind, the 
Company’s explains in response to NIPPC DR 15 “[b]ids that included an asset purchase or 
ownership for Idaho Power incorporated consistent FOM costs as described throughout the 
evalua�on process and corroborated with the independent evaluator. Cost overruns are 
inherently the responsibility of the developer in a build-transfer agreement which limits the risk 
to Idaho Power by not accep�ng ownership un�l mechanical comple�on.”14 Staff understands 
that the treatment of FOM costs was consistent across benchmark and third-party bids and are 
otherwise mi�gated in build-transfer agreements.  
 
Addi�onal Capital Costs 
Capital costs provided in the BESS proposals do not appear to include decommissioning costs, 
which are an integral part of the project’s financial analysis and overall lifecycle considera�ons. 
Capital budgets should reflect decommissioning costs to ensure necessary funds are set aside to 
cover the eventual removal and mi�gate the environmental impact of the facility at the end of 
its useful life. Staff agrees that this is a risk and seeks clarifica�on from the Company as to how 
decommission costs were handled for all bids.  
 
Request 2: In Reply Comments, IPC should clarify how decommissioning costs were evaluated 
for all bids.  

Ini�al Shortlist 
The Ini�al Shortlist (ISL) was the result of (1) bid eligibility screening results, (2) the non-pricing 
and pricing scores and subsequent ranking by technology type, and (3) the “iden�fica�on of the 
lowest cost bids.”15 IPC’s RFP explains that “the highest ranking and rela�vely lowest cost bids 
within each technology category will become the Ini�al Shortlist.”16  

LEI affirmed that IPC’s approach was reasonable, and that the process was executed in a “fair 
and impar�al manner.” LEI noted that while its “independent non-price scoring exhibited a 
slight devia�on from IPC non-pricing scores, this discrepancy did not alter the rank order of the 
highest-ranking bids.”17 
 
Bid Eligibility – Non-Conforming Bids 
IPC iden�fied 64 bids from five companies as non-conforming and provided an opportunity to 
cure the deficiencies. The IE generally supported this assessment on non-conformance with the 

 
14 IPC response to NIPPC DR #15. 
15 Idaho Power Company, 2026 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
June 8, 2023, Page 23. 
16 Idaho Power Company, 2026 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
June 8, 2023, Page 27. 
17 LEI Closing Report 2026 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
December 1, 2023, Page 43. 
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Request 3: Staff recommends [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  [END CONFIDENTIAL] 
projects be included, per the IE recommendations, unless Idaho Power can demonstrate 
additional support and rationale for the project's removal In Reply Comments 

Price and non-Price Scoring 
IPC’s applica�on of price and non-price scoring aligned with the RFP, and non-price scores 
generated by the IE differed only slightly from those of IPC, and not such that they changed the 
order of top-ranking bids. Addi�onally, Staff notes that the IE Closing Report presented 
informa�on sugges�ng that the non-price score reflected contract risk as reflected in contract 
redlines. IPC and the IE confirmed in IPC DR #18 that contract redlines did not impact the non-
price scoring, as directed by the Commission in SMM Condi�on 2, which stated that Idaho 
Power shall amend “its Non-Price Scoring Matrix to remove any scoring penal�es applied to 
bidders that provide redlines to form contracts or other elements of the RFP and its exhibits.”25 

Staff’s comments in this sec�on focus on ques�ons it has about the applica�on of ELCC in ISL 
scoring. 

Capacity value/benefit 
IPC calculated the capacity 
value/benefit using the ELCC 
reliability metric to assess the 
contribu�on to peak of 
resources selected in the ISL. 
However, it is not clear to 
Staff whether the Company’s 
2021 IRP ELCC methodology 
was applied, or its updated 
methodology from its 2023 
IRP. The IE’s May 16, 2023, 
Report indicates that the 
ELCC methodology IPC used 
was the same as the one it 
used in its 2021 IRP.26 As 
shown in Figure 4, the IE Closing Report shows the difference in values used in the 2021 IRP, in 
the 2023 IRP, and in the RFP ISL process. Staff understands this may in part reflect how ELCC is 
intended to be responsive to the exis�ng mix of resources, but because of differences between 
how the 2021 and 2023 IRPs handle ELCC, Staff is seeking addi�onal clarifica�on.  

 
25 See UM 2255, Order No. 23-260, Page 2. 
26 Observa�ons on Idaho Power Company’s Updated Dra� 2026 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity 
and Energy Resources: Second Independent Evaluator Assessment Report, May 16, 2023, Page 21. 

Figure 4: ELCC Results, ISL vs. IRPs from IE Closing Report Figure 27 
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Other key non-project specific assump�ons used in AURORA include load forecasts, supply (new 
entry, re�rements, and transmission capacity), fuel and carbon prices, and planned key 
scenarios.27 As men�oned above, these IRP assump�ons are new to the 2023 IRP and appear to 
staff to be major drivers of resource decisions.  
 
Request 4: In Reply Comments IPC should clarify the ELCC methodology used in the ISL and FSL 
modeling and explain whether ELCC changes in the 2023 IRP are reflected in the RFP 
modeling.  
 
Request 5: In Reply Comments, Staff asks that the Company provide a list of sources for each 
of the Aurora inputs and assumptions, for both the ISL and the FSL, if different, identifying the 
IRP to which they are aligned.  
 

Preliminary Final Shortlist 
IPC used Aurora to conduct a scenario analysis on the ISL, using scenarios developed as part of 
the 2023 IRP process, and adding two addi�onal load scenarios, as requested by Staff. The 
outcome of the scenario analysis was the iden�fica�on of bids that performed well and were 
selected by Aurora under the various futures. These made up the Preliminary Final Shortlist, 
which was what was used to create por�olios and conduct sensi�vity analysis.  

Scenario Analysis 
The Company ran the ISL through ten scenarios used captured various transmission outcomes 
(e.g. online date for B2H and the inclusion of SWIP-N); gas and carbon price scenarios; and large 
load changes. Table 3 below from the IE Closing Report summarizes the scenarios and indicates 
which bids were selected in each scenario. 

 
27 LEI Closing Report 2026 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
December 1, 2023, Page 46. 
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Order 2023,29 these four projects would be included in the transi�on cluster study process that 
Idaho Power is required to implement for all early-stage genera�on projects in the 
interconnec�on queue. The transi�on cluster is a 360-day study star�ng on March 1, 2024; 
therefore, IPC does not an�cipate having results including interconnec�on network upgrade 
costs un�l the end of the first quarter of 2025.” 
 
Staff understands that NIPPC has outstanding ques�ons about the �ming of IPC filings related to 
the advancement of the interconnec�on process and whether that impacted any projects’ 
ability to receive interconnec�on milestones necessary for considera�on. Staff appreciates 
NIPPC’s ques�ons on this issue, looks forward to Idaho Power’s response, and may work with 
the IE to develop addi�onal ques�ons on this topic. 
 
The fi�h project removed was removed because it was not currently in the genera�on 
interconnec�on queue and thus presented significant uncertainty regarding deliverability and 
poten�al network upgrade costs. Although the ini�al scores given by the IE and IPC confirmed 
its low GIA factor ra�ng, the project’s ISL score was high enough for inclusion in the ISL. 
Nonetheless, the IE concurred with IPC's assessment of the uncertain�es associated with the 
project's deliverability and poten�al network upgrade costs.30 
 

Por�olio Sensi�vity Analysis 
Using the “November 2026 B2H w/o SWIP N” as the basis for FSL por�olio sensi�vity modeling, 
IPC performed a por�olio sensi�vity analysis on the Preliminary Final Shortlisted to understand 
the range of NPV por�olio costs over a range of stochas�c shocks and consequently the range 
of difference in por�olios costs. The por�olio sensi�vity analysis used was consistent with the 
stochas�c risk analysis methodology used in IPC’s 2023 IRP as informed by its 2023 IRPAC 
mee�ngs.31 
 
The shortlist por�olio sensi�vity process used the Aurora LTCE model to ul�mately create 
eleven unique por�olios based on the following criteria: 

• Selected resources must meet iden�fied energy and capacity needs once op�mized by 
the Aurora LTCE model; 

• Every final shortlisted bid must be represented in at least one por�olio. To this end, 
building a por�olio generally started with first “force-selec�ng”32 a resource; Aurora 

 
29 FERC approved Order 2023 in July 2023 (Docket No. RM 22-14-000: Order No. 2023). The order ini�ates the “first 
ready, first-served cluster study process,” which replaces the current process whereby interconnec�on requests are 
reviewed individually on a “first-come, first-served” basis. Transmission providers are now required to study yearly 
interconnec�on requests for mul�ple genera�ng facili�es in a group (cluster) and grant interconnec�on requests 
based on projects’ achieved milestones rather than order of submission.  
30 LEI Closing Report 2026 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
December 1, 2023, Pages 53 and 54. 
31 This process is described in more detail in the IE Closing Report Sec�on 8.2. 
32 The 200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS: [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [END CONFIDENTIAL] resource 
was the only physical project not force-selected in the model, mainly because the project is already present in 
seven of the por�olios (selected via Aurora). 
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then iden�fied the op�mal addi�onal resources that would allow the por�olio to 
address all the energy and capacity needs; 

• For each por�olio considered, the Aurora LCTE model was allowed to select from the 
two types of market contract bids included in the Preliminary FSL. 

 
The list of por�olios created for the sensi�vity analysis can be found in Figure 32 of the IE 
Closing Report.33 The IE, a�er further clarifica�on from the Company, provided addi�onal detail 
about how the por�olios were created: 
 
o Por�olio #1: Forced selec�on of project [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. Model op�mizes around forced 
selec�on; can select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027. 

o Por�olio #2: Forced selec�on of project [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  
 [END CONFIDENTIAL]. Model op�mizes around forced selec�on; can 

select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027. 
o Por�olio #3: Forced selec�on of project [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  

 [END CONFIDENTIAL]. Model op�mizes around forced selec�on; can select 
whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027. 

o Por�olio #4: Forced no project selec�ons in 2027 Model op�mizes around no project 
selec�ons in 2027; can select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026. Intended to help 
assess how no resource procurement in 2027 affects por�olio NPV cost. 

o Por�olio #5: Forced selec�on of project [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  
 [END CONFIDENTIAL]. Model op�mizes around forced selec�on; can 

select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027. 
o Por�olio #6: Forced no project selec�ons in 2027 Model op�mizes around no project 

selec�ons in 2027; can select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026, besides [BEGIN 
CONFIDENTIAL]  [END 
CONFIDENTIAL]. Intended to help assess how no resource procurement in 2027 affects 
por�olio NPV cost.  Alterna�ve por�olio to por�olio #4.  

o Por�olio #7: Forced selec�on of project [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  
 [END CONFIDENTIAL]. Model op�mizes around forced 

selec�on; can select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027.  
o Por�olio #8: Forced selec�on of project [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  

 [END CONFIDENTIAL]. Model op�mizes around forced selec�on; can select 
whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027. 

o Por�olio #9: Forced selec�on of project [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  
[END CONFIDENTIAL]. Model op�mizes around forced 

selec�on; can select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027. 
o Por�olio #10: Forced selec�on of two projects in 2027 Model op�mizes around forced 

selec�on; can select whatever other projects are op�mal in 2026/2027. Intended to help 
 

33 LEI Closing Report 2026 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
December 1, 2023, Page 57. 
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The IE noted concern about the poten�al for reduced transparency and efficiency in the process 
when engaging all project owners concurrently and states that “nego�a�ng contracts with all 
project owners simultaneously, rather than following the project ranking order, renders the 
en�re por�olio sensi�vity analysis moot.”36 The IE recommends a more phased approach 
wherein IPC engages project owners star�ng from the highest to the lowest ranked projects, 
proceeding down the list as contract nego�a�ons conclude unsuccessfully. The IE notes this 
method is more focused and efficient while providing flexibility to adapt to changing 
circumstances.  
 
Regarding engagement with all FSL bidders at once, Staff interpreted IPC’s descrip�on of the 
engagement more as no�fica�on and process ini�a�on and understands IPC as priori�zing 
nego�a�on with higher ranking bids before lower ranking bids and does not share the IE’s 
concerns.  
 
Regarding changes made during nego�a�ons, Staff understands that contract nego�a�ons can 
result in changes to bids. However, Staff and stakeholders have issued concerns in other RFP 
dockets with how contract nego�a�ons can be leveraged by the u�lity to 1) provide more 
lenient terms to u�lity owned bids that could result in increased costs and risks to ratepayers, 
and/or 2) to screen out third-party bids through the use contract terms that are generally not 
well received by third-party bidders. As such, decisions made as part of the contract nego�a�on 
process could result in increased costs to ratepayers and an�-compe��ve behavior on the part 
of the u�lity. In UM 2166 and UM 2274, Staff recommended that the u�lity retain the IE to 
oversee and report on contract nego�a�ons to provide transparency to this aspect of 
procurement and protect against ratepayer cost and an�-compe��veness risks. 37  
 
Staff recommends IE oversight of contract nego�a�ons in this procurement effort as well and 
requests the Company review the IE contract for necessary amendments to accommodate 
contract nego�a�on oversight and report to Staff addi�onal costs an�cipated with this 
extension and any poten�al barriers. 
 
Request 7: Staff requests the Company review the IE contract for necessary amendments to 
accommodate contract negotiation oversight and in Reply Comments, report to Staff 
additional costs anticipated with this extension and any potential barriers. 

Alterna�ve Contract Arrangements 
IPC explains that in the nego�a�on process it may consider “alterna�ve contract arrangements 
(for example, Power Purchase Agreements vs. Build-Transfer Agreements), contract term 
lengths (for example, five vs 10 years or 20 vs 25 years), or other varia�ons proposed by the 
shortlisted projects, to come to the most cost-effec�ve and reliable final transac�on.”38 Staff 

 
36 LEI Closing Report 2026 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, 
December 1, 2023, Page 64. 
37 See UM 2166 Order No. 22-315, Page 4 and UM 2274 Staff Report for the January 4, 2023, Special Public 
Mee�ng, Page 43. 
38 See Idaho Power Request for Acknowledgement, December 4, 2023, Page 24. 
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understands that NIPPC has issued discovery on this approach, which is not something Staff has 
seen in past procurement efforts. Staff looks forward to hearing more from Stakeholders about 
their concerns about this aspect of contract nego�a�ons. Staff expects this issue to be included 
among those monitored and reported on in the IE’s oversight of contract nego�a�ons, 
including iden�fica�on impacts to customers and /or compe��veness.  
  
Procurement Size 
The FSL includes more than double the volume of resources the Company noted as its 
‘minimum’ iden�fied need and the Company does not specify in its FSL filing how many of the 
projects on the FSL it intends to pursue. As men�oned at the beginning of these Comments, 
Staff is unclear about the total volume of projects the Company an�cipates selected from this 
FSL and seeks clarifica�on from the Company. In the context of FSL contract nego�a�ons, Staff 
would like to understand whether once IPC secures the needed resources (1,100 MW of 
variable capacity) through nego�a�ons, it will cease remaining contract nego�a�ons, or 
whether, and under what circumstances, might it con�nue to pursue resources beyond the 
iden�fied need. 

Summary of Requests 
Request 1: In Reply Comments the Company should clarify its intended procurement volumes and describe what 
factors it will consider when determining whether to procure more resources than those iden�fied in this RFP. 

Request 2: In Reply Comments, IPC should clarify how decommissioning costs were evaluated for all bids. 

Request 3: Staff recommends [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [END CONFIDENTIAL] projects be included, 
per the IE recommenda�ons, unless Idaho Power can demonstrate addi�onal support and ra�onale for the 
project's removal In Reply Comments 

Request 4: In Reply Comments IPC should clarify the ELCC methodology used in the ISL and FSL modeling and 
explain whether ELCC changes in the 2023 IRP are reflected in the RFP modeling. 

Request 5: In Reply Comments, Staff asks that the Company provide a list of sources for each of the Aurora inputs 
and assump�ons, for both the ISL and the FSL, if different, iden�fying the IRP to which they are aligned. 

Request 6: In Reply Comments, IPC should describe what it learned about the bids based on their selec�on in 
different scenarios and how this learning informs its decisions about bids ul�mately on the FSL. Addi�onally, the 
Company should provide further jus�fica�on or risk considera�ons for the following bids: [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

 
[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 

Request 7: Staff requests the Company review the IE contract for necessary amendments to accommodate contract 
nego�a�on oversight and in Reply Comments, report to Staff addi�onal costs an�cipated with this extension and 
any poten�al barriers. 

This concludes Staff Comments. 
 
/s/ Kim Herb 
U�lity Strategy & Planning Manager 
Oregon Public U�lity Commission 
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