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 7/27/2026
*Name: Zack Waterman Title:
*E-mail: Zack.waterman@sierraclub.org Phone:
*Organization:  Sierra Club
Address:
City: State: Zip:
Public Meeting Date comments address: June and July 2026 [] 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 2027 IRP Modeling — Jurisdictional Approach
e 2027 IRP Modeling — MSP Sensitivities
e Demand Side Management
e Dave Johnston Unit 4

(] 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.
2027 IRP Modeling — Jurisdictional Approach - (June 2026 PIM Slide 30)

Sierra Club appreciates that PacifiCorp’s new modeling proposal is an improvement over the non-optimized Excel
integration. However, Sierra Club remains concerned that the results will be dependent upon the order in which state
requirements are introduced. Sierra Club requests that PacifiCorp consider running and reporting on two unallocated, fully
optimized system portfolios with no situs or jurisdiction-specific resource selection requirements:

(1) System resource adequacy requirements with no state clean-energy policies; and

(2) The same case with SB 1547 and HB 2021 incorporated
These portfolios could be used to compare total system cost, resource additions and retirements, emissions, market
reliance, transmission, and reliability. The difference could measure the impact of Oregon policy before resource/cost
allocation assumptions are applied.

Sequential allocation and “Price Score 2

As Sierra Club understands PacifiCorp’s 2027 IRP modeling proposal, after Step 1 develops a system portfolio that meets
the system resource adequacy standard, PacifiCorp would use Price Score 2 (in Step 1.5) to rank firm-capacity resources
and allocate the highest-scoring resources to UIWC until each jurisdiction meets its RA requirement. PacifiCorp would
lock those UIWC assignments before adding Oregon policy requirements in Step 2. Sierra Club is concerned that price
Score 2 appears to drive the jurisdictional assignment of resources selected in the system portfolio, not the initial decision
to build or retain those resources. But there are many unknowns regarding Price Score 2, including, for instance, the
complete universe of resources eligible for scoring and how different price components (e.g., energy and capacity) are
combined (if at all).

Sierra Club requests that PacifiCorp disclose its complete Price Score 2 methodology, including:

* Required fields



Energy market assumptions
Costs included and excluded
Accreditation values
Avoided-capacity proxy

Time horizon

Discounting

Transmission treatment; and
Resource-by-resource rankings
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Additionally, PacifiCorp should:

1. disclose whether the energy and capacity components are scored separately or combined into a single net-value
metric and provide the component and combined scores for every eligible resource.

2. Explain whether renewable-storage hybrids are scored as bundles or individual resources and demonstrate that
demand-side resources receive comparable credit for avoided energy, capacity, transmission, and market costs;
and

3. Run areverse-order sensitivity in which Oregon policy is included before resources are assigned. This will show
whether the sequence itself changes coal retention, gas allocation, or Oregon’s apparent incremental
procurement need.

Representation of HB 2021

Sierra Club agrees with PacifiCorp that HB 2021 should be represented in both the LT and ST models. Sierra Club
recommends that PacifiCorp consider the following approach:

1. Apply a binding annual emissions constraint in the LT model to Oregon’s full attributed emissions position,
including emitting generation, specified and unspecified market purchases, and other emitting resources. Use
the ST model to test realistic hourly dispatch and report the resulting Oregon emissions; if the ST results
exceed the annual limit, iterate those results back into the LT optimization.

2. Use the 2027 IRP load forecast and endogenous market-purchase results rather than fixed inputs from the
2025 IRP Update.

3. Allow gas dispatch, clean block products, hourly clean purchases, new resources, storage, and demand-side
options to compete within the same optimization.

4. Include interim emissions or procurement milestones to test credible continual progress rather than allowing
the model to defer action to 2030.

PacifiCorp has indicated that it evaluated an annual emissions constraint in the LT model but found that it did not build
enough clean energy to meet Oregon’s needs. Even so, an iterative LT/ST approach remains the clearest way to
understand how Oregon’s policies affect resource selection.

Rather than allocating resources first and applying Oregon’s policy requirements later, this approach allows the portfolio
to evolve in response to those policies, with the ST model testing how the portfolio performs and feeding any compliance
or reliability issues back into the LT model for refinement. This provides a more transparent picture of the resource
additions and operational changes needed to comply with Oregon policy.

Multi-State Cost Allocation Studies (July PIM Slides 17-18)

Reallocation of Existing Gas Plants
It is unclear whether this proposed sensitivity is solely a cost-allocation sensitivity or whether it assumes Oregon acquires
an existing gas plant for resource adequacy or local reliability. Sierra Club requests clarification.

Additionally, Sierra Club recommends that PacifiCorp:

1. Test a range for selected plants: no Oregon allocation, current allocation, and 100% Oregon allocation,
without presuming that any existing gas plant is required for Oregon resource adequacy. In each case, allow
storage, demand-side resources, transmission, market capacity, and other firm resources to compete
endogenously.
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2. If PacifiCorp believes that a particular gas plant is needed for local reliability, flexibility, or transmission
support, it should identify the constraint and provide a locational reliability analysis demonstrating that
alternatives are less cost-effective.

3. Report the effect on total system cost, Oregon compliance, PACE resource adequacy, plant dispatch, new
clean-resource needs, and the 2040 reallocation or retirement cliff.

4. Evaluate the specific plants rather than an unspecified gas portfolio because location, heat rate, flexibility,
remaining book value, transmission access, and sustaining capital will affect the result.

5. Interpret this as an allocation sensitivity (not proof that a plant is economic).

Reallocation of Existing Renewable Resources to Oregon
Sierra Club is supportive of this sensitivity and recommends that PacifiCorp:

1. Test several reallocation levels rather than “some” or “all”

2. Report whether the change actually alters system resource selection and total cost (versus simply shifting cost
responsibility)

3. Report on the resulting emissions and resource adequacy position for PACE states

Oregon Fixed Allocations
Sierra Club recommends that PacifiCorp:
1. Compare fixed for life allocations with dynamic allocations
2. Add a market-purchase sensitivity comparing allocation based on system generation factor versus allocation based
on each state’s hourly net-short position
3. Allow allocation to follow cost causation and physical benefit as much as possible

Total cost, fossil risk, and reporting

As PacifiCorp has explained, the IRP does not capture all revenue requirement components. This can obscure fuel

volatility, fixed costs, capital risk, and stranded-asset exposure associated with continued fossil reliance. To address these

issues, Sierra Club recommends that PacifiCorp:
1. Use a common reporting template for every allocation case, including:

Total system NPVRR and incremental NPVR relative to the baseline

Annual cost streams and jurisdictional revenue requirement

Resource additions, retirements, conversions, and dispatch

Capacity contribution, reliability shortfalls, transmission use

Annual emissions and HB 2021 compliance

Fuel, market-price, outage, capital cost, and load risk

2. For fossil resources, separately report fuel and transportation contracts, fixed O&M, sustaining capital, remaining
rate base, environmental compliance, decommissioning, reclamation, and retirement timing

3. Include high-fuel-price, high-market-price, outage, capital-cost, and low-load costs

4. Carry high-impact results into preferred portfolio discussion and action plan
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Demand Side Management

In previous IRP’s, PAC has made “reliability adjustments” after the initial LT run when the selected portfolio did not fully
satisfy RA needs. These adjustments have generally added a generic firm-capacity resource—often represented as a proxy
CT (non-emitting peaker)—outside the initial economic optimization.

For the 2027 IRP, PAC should develop a parallel reliability-adjustment case that allows incremental DSM programs,
including programs screened out during the initial cost-effectiveness assessment, to compete with conventional supply-
side reliability resources. The comparison should reflect each option’s cost, capacity contribution, and availability during
the identified shortfall hours. This would ensure that DSM receives the same opportunity as conventional resources to
address reliability needs identified after the initial portfolio optimization.

Dave Johnston Unit 4
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Sierra Club requests an update regarding Dave Johnston Unit 4 operations at an upcoming public input meeting. It has
been reported that a fire occurred at Dave Johnston during the November 2025 multistate and multiutility power outage
and that Dave Johnston Unit 4 may have suffered extensive damage. A review of emissions reporting for 2026 indicates
that Dave Johnston Unit 4 may not be operating. Specifically, Sierra Club requests that PacifiCorp provide the following
information:

1. Dave Johnston Unit 4’s operational status

2. If the Unit is not operating, when it is expected to become operational

3. Whether the Unit’s potential outage is being taken into account within the IRP modeling

4. PacifiCorp’s estimated costs for bringing Unit 4 back into service

Data SllppOl‘t: 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.

See above

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

2027 IRP Modeling — Jurisdictional Approach

The first step of PacifiCorp’s planned approach is a system portfolio with a resource adequacy constraint and no clean
energy policies. There are no jurisdictional allocations embedded in this portfolio. This portfolio is identical to the first
portfolio requested by Sierra Club.

It is not possible to incorporate HB 2021 compliance in a system model without jurisdiction-specific resource
requirements. SB 1547 specifically requires that coal resources no longer be allocated to Oregon. HB 2021 specifically
establishes reduction requirements for Oregon-allocated emissions. Both of these policies produce an Oregon-specific
need for new resource procurement.

Sequential allocation and “Price Score 2”

PacifiCorp used price score 2 in the 2022 system All-Source Request for Proposals, 2025 Washington Situs Request for
Proposals, and 2025 Oregon Situs Request for Proposals. The methodology for bid scoring, including price score 2, was
presented by PacifiCorp to stakeholders and approved by the Oregon Public Utility Commission as a part of the 2025
Oregon Situs Request for Proposals. Please refer to Appendix R and Appendix R-1, which are publicly available, and
accessible at this link: https://www.pacificorp.com/suppliers/rfps/2025-oregon-situs-rfp/document-appendices.html

PacifiCorp will include more details on price score 2 in the 2027 IRP public input meeting series and in workpapers for
the 2027 IRP.

Representation of HB 2021

PacifiCorp appreciates Sierra Club’s feedback. PacifiCorp extensively discussed problems with modeling HB 2021
compliance at the June 3-4, 2026 public input meeting, including issues with recommendations 1-3 provided by Sierra
Club in this input form.

In response to recommendation 4, the 2027 IRP does not allow proxy resources to be selected before 2030. Near-term
resource selections will be determined by the 2025 Oregon Situs RFP.

Multi-State Allocation Studies
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The proposed Oregon gas plant sensitivity is a cost-allocation study that assumes that Oregon’s participation in existing
gas units is consolidated into discrete unit(s). PacifiCorp plans to test and attempt to answer a variety of the questions
Sierra Club raises, but notes that covering them all is impractical given the time required and other IRP requirements.

Regarding total costs/reporting, PacifiCorp makes the vast majority of these items available in workpapers accompanying
the IRP filing. PacifiCorp will consider how to further clarify these reporting items.

Demand Side Management

PacifiCorp would like to clarify that in the 2023 IRP update and beyond, the reliability adjustment was not an addition of
proxy resources to the portfolio. Starting in the 2023 IRP update, PacifiCorp added unserved energy to the load file, used
the newly adjusted load file, and had PLEXOS’ capacity expansion LT model select a new portfolio based on an adjusted
load file that accounts for the reliability shortfall. The first addition of unserved energy may not result in a fully reliable
portfolio. Adding unserved energy to the load file occurred until PLEXOS selected an optimal portfolio which reliably
served PacifiCorp customers as evaluated in the ST model using the original forecasted load. As such, PacifiCorp did not
add generic proxy peaking resources outside the economic model optimization.

With this clarification in mind, all resources are eligible for selection in all capacity expansion model runs. Incremental
demand side selections are often made in tandem with additional proxy resources in phases after the initial model run.
Demand-side resources also contribute towards resource adequacy constraints.

Dave Johnston 4
Thank you for this request.
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