PacifiCorp - Stakeholder Feedback Form
2027 Integrated Resource Plan

PacifiCorp (the Company) requests that stakeholders provide feedback to the Company upon the conclusion of each public input meeting and/or stakeholder conference
calls, as scheduled. PacifiCorp values the input of its active and engaged stakeholder group, and stakeholder feedback is critical to the IRP public input process. PacifiCorp
requests that stakeholders provide comments using this form, which will allow the Company to more easily review and summarize comments by topic and to readily
identify specific recommendations, if any, being provided. Information collected will be used to better inform issues included in the 2027 IRP, including, but not limited
to the process, assumptions, and analysis. In order to maintain open communication and provide the broader Stakeholder community with useful information, the Company
will generally post all appropriate feedback on the IRP website unless you request otherwise, below.

Date of Submittal

*Name: Benedikt Springer Title:

*E-mail: Benedikt.springer@puc.oregon.gov Phone:

*Organization: Oregon Public Utility Commission

Address:
City: State: Zip:
Public Meeting Date comments address: June PIM [] Check here if not related to specific meeting

List additional organization attendees at cited meeting:

*IRP TOpiC(S) and/or Agenda Items: List the specific topics that are being addressed in your comments.

e Total System Costs

e Allocation Studies

e  Supply-Side Resources
e Resource Adequacy

e Integration Proposals

e Load Forecast

e Market Purchases

e Transmission

e HB 2021

(] Check here if you do not want your Stakeholder feedback and accompanying materials posted to the IRP
website.

*Respondent Comment: Please provide your feedback for each IRP topic listed above.

e Inclusion of Total System Costs: Staff wants to bring it to PacifiCorp's attention that under the new Oregon rules
OAR 860-090-0060 (7)(g)(A) and (B) utilities are asked to report comprehensive long-term and near-term cost
estimates for the portfolios that include all costs to ratepayers like depreciation and other sunk costs.
Traditionally, IRP analysis only considered new costs. However, in a world where the necessity of new
investments appears to be a given, it becomes increasingly important to consider pacing and affordability in the
context of other expected costs in the utility’s strategy. For instance, the addition of new large investments may be
more feasible when they coincide with large costs being taken out of rates.

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp is aware of the new Oregon rules and will comply with all requirements in its next

IRP.
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https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/viewSingleRule.action?ruleVrsnRsn=333941

e Allocation Studies: Fundamentally, Staff would like to understand whether Oregon’s clean energy obligations as
represented in modeling constraints (e.g. emissions and energy requirements, state specific resource adequacy)
together with the Company’s allocation assumptions (e.g. no reallocation, 100% situs assignment of new
resources) create substantive system benefits that are not credited to Oregon.

o Resource Attribution Sensitivity: We recommend studying a case in which a portion of existing system
renewables is re-allocated to Oregon (replacing part of Oregon’s future procurement needs). This would
help assess how resource attribution affects Oregon’s long-term costs and compliance position.

= To evaluate these effects fairly and consistently, the scenario should look at total system costs
including depreciation, as well as the effects on other states’ procurement needs and resource
adequacy.
= This scenario would help clarify whether reallocation changes overall system planning outcomes
(resource selection, total costs, etc.) or simply shifts cost responsibility.
PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp appreciates the sensitivity request and would like to work with Oregon parties to
develop the parameters of this study.

o Hourly Internal Energy Transfers Assessment: We recommend analyzing the hourly internal energy
transfers implied by allocated resource ownership to determine whether the current allocation system
accurately reflects the energy value each jurisdiction receives. This would include identifying:

»  Hours in which a state is a net energy exporter or importer
= Whether a states’ allocated resource portfolio materially depends on imports in critical hours
= How well existing allocation approximates physical deliverability under system constraints
= This analysis helps clarify whether one state disproportionally relies on another without being
fairly compensated under current allocation assumptions.
PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp intends to include more state-specific reporting in the 2027 IRP. This could include the
hourly energy balance as well as an assessment of each state’s capacity position on a day-ahead basis.

o State-specific market purchases: As an extension of the previous, we recommend studying the
alignment between each state’s hourly net-short position and its allocated share of market purchases. This
could help understanding:

= whether a different market purchase allocation methodology could support HB2021 compliance

= which states’ resources drive market sales

= New solutions to the problems the Company identified with attributing unspecified market
purchases to Oregon.

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp appreciates this request.

e Supply-Side Resources: The IRP should fairly represent the types of supply side resources reasonably available
to PacifiCorp. The Company's presentation made it sound like the only storage types modeled in the 2027 IRP are
4h and 8h batteries. The Company should continue modeling the same resources as in the last IRP, including
Gravity Batteries, Adiabatic Compressed Air Energy Storage (ACAES), 100-Hour Iron Air Batteries, PHES
(single and double reservoirs) and Pumped Thermal.

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp will model a full range of resource options in the 2027 IRP. The July 15"-16™, 2026

public input meeting included a presentation of PacifiCorp’s draft supply-side resource table, and a draft of the table

has been posted publicly.

o Resource Adequacy Requirements: The Company should implement reasonable constraints that ensure
reliability and compliance with likely resource adequacy requirements. While Staff appreciates removal of
deliverability requirements insofar as this informs energy needs, Staff is concerned that a complete removal of
deliverability requirements undermines resource adequacy planning assumptions and would like the Company to
consider analysis that preserves the ability to consider both planning aspects. In the last IRP, Staff criticized the
Company for assuming that only new resources in PACW could contribute to Oregon's energy and resource
adequacy needs because it led to underutilization of the existing transmission system. For energy, Staff believes
the removal of the deliverability requirement is appropriate because it allows the model to optimize resource
locations and flow given the transmission topology. For resource adequacy, Staff believes the answer needs to be
more nuanced. In previous stakeholder forms, Staff suggested the Company could conduct transmission-
constrained resource adequacy analysis to define a constraint. This is still a good option. Alternatively, the
Company could adopt a constraint that reflects the likely shape of future resource adequacy programs the
Company needs to comply with (Oregon, EDAM, etc.). E.g. the resource adequacy constraint could require to
have firm transmission for x% of peak load. Furthermore, the Company should also consider how market

* Required fields



products will likely be considered in resource adequacy programs. For instance, how will block market products
likely be treated and does that match the treatment in the IRP?

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp agrees with Staff that transmission constraints remain relevant to resource adequacy,

and PacifiCorp is currently considering how best to address this in modeling for the 2027 IRP.

Since announcing its intention to exit binding participation in the Western Resource Adequacy Program, PacifiCorp

has not joined another resource adequacy program. PacifiCorp has entered as a full participant in the California

Independent System Operator’s Extended Day-Ahead Market, which includes a forward showing requirement.

Forward market products (like the block product) are eligible to count towards this forward showing requirement.

o Integration Proposals: It is difficult for Staff and Stakeholder to provide meaningful input to the updated
integration methodologies based on the information provided by the Company in presentations to date. Staff
recommends the Company present examples and provide workbooks that allow investigation. While Staff
understands that one model run for optimization is preferable over manual integration, it is important that the
Company be able to discern for instance reliability vs. state-policy needs and present this in the IRP. The
Company should also explain how the model interacts with the current or future real world allocation protocols.
Questions to discuss at the next input meeting could include:

o

O
O

Does it make sense to continue to allocate market purchases by SG factors when Oregon acquires most of
the variable energy resources?

How are block purchases and potential clean purchases incorporated into this methodology?

Is there a risk that other states/PACE would under-procure if no resource-adequacy policy is represented
for them? If so, how could that be addressed or represented analytically?

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp addressed integration proposals and their relationship to allocation protocols at the July
15%-16™ public input meeting.
¢ Load Forecast:

o

Has the Company validated its finding of reduced EV adoption with other comparable studies?
PacifiCorp Response: Yes, PacifiCorp calibrates its elective vehicle (EV) adoption forecast on an annual
basis using the most recent actuals available combined with national sources, including Bloomberg,
Wood McKenzie, and the US Energy Information Administration’s Annual Energy Outlook. For further
information, refer to docket UM 2056, where PacifiCorp reports on its Oregon transportation
electrification plan.

Has the Company considered joint planning for beneficial electrification or sharing assumptions with gas
utilities?

PacifiCorp Response: Yes, PacifiCorp has been in preliminary discussions with gas utilities, including
Northwest Natural, Avista, and Cascade, about sharing electrification assumptions.

Can the Company elaborate on the drivers of summer and winter peak forecasts?

PacifiCorp Response: Yes, PacifiCorp’s summer and winter peak forecasts are driven primarily by peak
producing weather events. The weather impacts are affected by appliance saturation and efficiency
trends, especially air conditioning in the summer and heating in the winter. Additionally increases in
overall load due to customer growth, economic activity, other appliance efficiency, private generation and
building and vehicle electrification all contribute to changes in Peaks over time.

e Market Purchases: The treatment of market purchases needs some clarification and should be aligned with real
world constraints such as price premium, resource adequacy programs, and emissions.

o

Staff understands that currently the block product is priced at forecasted prices for HLH. Given the
information the Company presented on the divergence between day-ahead and hedged prices, it would be
reasonable for the block product to have an attached price premium. For instance, between 2018 and
2025, hedging Mid-C HLH cost 48% more than the day ahead price in August. Has the Company
considered this?

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp’s market prices are based on the forward price curve, which already includes a price
premium relative to day-ahead prices. In the 2027 IRP, PacifiCorp plans to decrease hourly market prices to account for
the premium that is embedded in the forward price curve. No adjustment would be made to the forecasted prices applied
to block products, as they would be procured on a forward basis.

o

Please clarify which jurisdictions are eligible for participation in block products. We understood that only
UWIC participates, but presumably the addition of a clean block product only makes sense if Oregon is
eligible.
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PacifiCorp Response: In the 2027 IRP, all jurisdictions will be eligible to participate in both the emitting and non-emitting
block product. Because of HB 2021 compliance, participation in the emitting block product may not be the most cost-
effective solution for Oregon, but the emitting block product will remain an option for Oregon in modeling.

o Please consider and explain how likely future resource adequacy programs might affect participation in
various market products, e.g. are block purchases a realistic compliance option?

PacifiCorp Response: Yes, block products are a realistic compliance option in a future resource adequacy program.
PacifiCorp is currently exploring the development of a resource adequacy program that is coordinated with EDAM
requirements with other non-CAISO EDAM participants and expects that block products will be eligible under a future
program. As block products are the most widely traded in the market today, sellers would need to receive greater value
from alternative market products in order to be willing to switch. More flexible market products are possible, and they can
be lower cost if they align risks between the buyer and seller. For example, a toll of a natural gas plant where the buyer
supplies the fuel can allow the plant to cycle offline when it is uneconomic. Flexible market products that place additional
risk on the seller would be expected to come with higher costs.

o Staff understands that the Company’s HB 2021 compliance assumptions have historically relied on the
presence or absence of clean market products. Staff is interested in being able to understand the scale of
the role these play in compliance and suggests the Company consider breaking out the availability of
clean block products, and the additional availability of clean market purchases as separate scenarios. This
would allow the Company quantify the importance of clean markets.

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp appreciates this feedback and will consider how to expand reporting on clean market
products in the 2027 IRP.

e Transmission: How transmission assumptions are funneled into the IRP, and how IRP transmission results affect
outcomes remains a bit vague to Staff.

o As output of the next IRP, can the Company provide a full set of assumptions about all existing
transmission rights and selected transmission with capability, utilization, and cost? While this is contained
in workpapers, a summary presentation would help Staff and Stakeholders better understand the evolving
transmission landscape.

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp plans to include a summary of transmission assumptions in the 2027 IRP.

o Can the Company better explain how GETs are considered in transmission assumptions and selection?

o In the next IRP, the Company should transparently explain how the field of possible transmission options
(considered in transmission studies) was narrowed down to selectable options in the IRP.

PacifiCorp Response: In the 2027 IRP, PacifiCorp will explain how GETs are considered in the development of
transmission assumptions and selection.

e HB 2021 Methodology: The current HB 2021 methodology appears somewhat cumbersome, which may make it
difficult to transparently and clearly understand its impact on resource needs and associated actions. Staff
wonders whether a more streamlined approach might be feasible. Staff still struggles to understand the following
issues:

o Why is the Oregon retail sales = allocated generation constraint necessary? It seems like Oregon's load
and resource adequacy requirements should create sufficient incentive to build. If not, how is that load
being served in the model without this constraint?

PacifiCorp Response: In PLEXOS, any energy produced on the system that can reach Oregon load is allowed to serve
Oregon load, regardless of its emissions or its allocation to a particular state. The 2025 IRP Update system portfolio built
a total of 157 MW of new generation resources by the end of 2030, significantly less than the size of the Oregon energy
need created by HB 2021. This portfolio met PacifiCorp’s reliability standards, which demonstrates that the need to serve
Oregon’s load does not by itself drive the volume of resources required for compliance with HB 2021. Oregon’s resource
adequacy requirements are met largely by new storage resources that are a net consumer of energy, and the emissions
constraints placed on Oregon’s share of gas plants do not alone cause PLEXOS to build substantial new clean resources.
In the absence of the energy constraint, PLEXOS would not see a need to procure significant clean energy resources on
behalf of Oregon.

o Why is the tested emissions constraint only applied to gas dispatch, not market purchases? Combining
this with the first point, it seems the model is not actually optimizing between gas dispatch, market
purchases, and new build. We are worried this methodology does not actually find the best solutions for
meeting HB 2021 because it does not decide between all possible options.

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp set up separate units in PLEXOS to represent Oregon’s share of each gas unit. This
allows PacifiCorp to limit Oregon’s allocation of gas units without affecting optimal dispatch for the remaining states in
PacifiCorp’s system. All hourly market purchases are system-balancing purchases. Including market purchases in the
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Oregon annual emissions constraint would unfairly penalize other states by restricting the ability of the system to purchase
economically.

o Why is Oregon not allocated market purchases and their emissions according to the MSP, but instead only
the emissions of load exceeding generation? In reality (under current MSP), Oregon's emissions will be
determined by allocated market purchases regardless of whether sales and generation are equal. We
suspect that this is why the emissions constraint does not work in the LT model. If the emissions
constraint was applied to Oregon's MSP share of market purchases and gas dispatch, the LT selections
should come close to meeting the constraint.

PacifiCorp Response: Similarly to what is done in actual DEQ GHG reporting, Oregon is allocated system-balancing
market purchases, and the associated emissions, using system generation factors, in 2030. However, what is different than
current DEQ GHG reporting, is in PacifiCorp’s IRP modeling if Oregon load exceeds Oregon-allocated generation, then
Oregon is allocated additional proxy market purchases and associated emissions, using the unspecified rate of 0.428 MT
CO2e/MWh, for each MWh of shortfall. As explained at the June 3-4, 2026, public input meeting, and in the previous
subpart, this assumption is necessary to minimize the extent to which Oregon leans on the rest of the system for energy. In
the absence of this assumption, there would be no driver in PLEXOS that would incentivize the significant build of new
clean generation.

o Is it necessary to rely on inputs from the 2025 IRP to define HB 2021 constraints? It seems like it would
lead to more accurate results if constraints could be defined solely in terms of the optimization problem
without reference to previous results.

PacifiCorp Response: It is not necessary to rely on inputs from the 2025 IRP, and PacifiCorp does not intend to use the
2025 IRP to develop inputs for the 2027 IRP.

o The HB 2021 methodology should be able to assess reliance on the mentioned clean block products and
clean hourly purchases at a premium. How can this be integrated into the optimization?

o It will be important that the final analysis in the 2027 IRP not only show the least cost compliance path,
but also highlight critical dependencies and necessary policy changes.

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp appreciates this feedback and will incorporate it into the 2027 IRP.

Data Support: If applicable, provide any documents, hyper-links, etc. in support of comments. (i.e. gas forecast is too high - this forecast from EIA is more
appropriate). If electronic attachments are provided with your comments, please list those attachment names here.

Recommendations: Provide any additional recommendations if not included above - specificity is greatly appreciated.

Please submit your completed Stakeholder Feedback Form via email to IRP@Pacificorp.com
Thank you for participating.
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