
 

 

  
 
 
August 20, 2025 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
Attn: Filing Center 
201 High Street SE, Suite 100 
Salem, OR 97301-3398 
 
Re: Docket No. AR 669 – Comments of PacifiCorp, Portland General Electric, and 

Idaho Power 
 
I. Introduction 

PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power (PacifiCorp), Portland General Electric Company (PGE) 
and Idaho Power Company (Idaho Power) (collectively, the Joint Utilities) respectfully submit 
these comments to the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (Commission) in response to the 
proposed Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) and Request for Proposals (RFP) draft rules circulated 
in this docket on July 31, 2025, and the workshop materials provided on August 5, 2025.   

The Joint Utilities appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments and Staff’s 
continued engagement on these topics. While the Joint Utilities appreciate Staff’s responsiveness 
to concerns that have been articulated regarding the draft rules, we continue to have concerns about 
the expanded scope of some of the draft IRP and RFP rules. We are hopeful that Staff will continue 
to incorporate feedback regarding the workability of these draft rules.  

While we understand these draft rules now include rules regarding information sharing 
processes in hybrid cases, we note that it may be necessary to offer an additional comment 
opportunity in this informal phase should parties propose significant or substantive revisions to 
these new draft rules. 

II. Comments  

A. IRP Rules 

• Draft OAR 860-090-0020(10) “‘Reference case” means the planning scenario 
collection of assumptions for future conditions that the utility considers to be 
most likely or expected for the purposes of planning.” 
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In other jurisdictions where PacifiCorp operates, the term “reference case” has historically 
had a different meaning. For instance, Wyoming has recently adopted the following definition of 
a reference case: “An optimization modeling scenario in which all pre-established operating life 
assumptions of existing generation facilities are left unchanged.” See Wyoming Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 90000-180-XO-24, (Record No. 17669). 

PacifiCorp requests that the term “reference case” be changed to “expected case” to prevent 
confusion for utilities that engage in multi-state planning. This change would align with how the 
company has historically described this type of analysis. 

• Draft OAR 860-090-0050(3) “Acknowledgment of an action plan item does 
not guarantee Commission approval of cost recovery for the action, but may be 
considered in future rate making decisions.” 

The Joint Utilities appreciate Staff’s responsiveness to addressing concerns with new 
language in this section. However, it remains unclear whether Staff is intending to change the 
framework and relevance of acknowledgment for future cost recovery proceedings. The draft 
language emphasizes that acknowledgment of an action plan item does not guarantee cost 
recovery. While it is important to maintain the Commission’s discretion in ratemaking, the 
phrasing introduces uncertainty that may undermine the purpose of the IRP acknowledgment 
process. If acknowledgment carries little to no evidentiary weight in future recovery proceedings, 
utilities face challenges in making prudent long-term investments aligned with state policy goals.  

• Draft OAR 860-090-0060(4)(b) “Summarizes major themes of public input the 
utility received during the development of the plan using the mechanisms 
created by the utility and attaches all written public comments received in 
response to comment opportunities specified by the utility on each draft element 
of the IRP enumerated in OAR 860-090-0070.” 

The Joint Utilities appreciate Staff’s consideration of stakeholder input on this proposal 
and find the rule is close to being mutually agreeable. One remaining concern is the requirement 
to summarize major themes of public input. This places the utility in the position of characterizing 
the views of various parties, which can be sensitive. 

The Joint Utilities acknowledge Staff’s helpful clarification during the workshop that only 
a high-level summary is expected. However, as currently written, this requirement could 
inadvertently lead to conflict if parties feel their input was misrepresented or not recognized as a 
“major theme.” Such disagreements could result in unnecessary disputes over whether the utility 
violated the rule, despite its best efforts to comply. 
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Accordingly, the Joint Utilities propose that the rule be revised to state: “Provide best 
efforts to summarize major themes of public input at a high level ...” 

• Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(e) “The utility must demonstrate that all 
portfolios developed under this section provide for an acceptable level of 
reliability and are expected to meet any reliability requirements to which the 
utility is subject, while complying with all state and federal energy policies, 
over the next five years and in key planning years.  The utility must describe 
how the reliability analysis accounts for any opportunities presented by regional 
demand and resource diversity interactions with other systems and markets.” 

As discussed at the workshop, the Joint Utilities have concerns with the word “any” in the 
proposed rule’s requirement that utilities “describe how the reliability analysis accounts for any 
opportunities presented by interactions with other systems and markets.” The term “any” may be 
interpreted as overly broad, potentially encompassing interactions with systems that are not 
economically feasible. This could introduce unnecessary adjudication and conflict within an IRP 
acknowledgement proceeding and go against the likely intent of the rule to have a reliability 
analysis grounded in reality.  

In other words, as currently written, the rule could allow parties to argue that a utility is 
noncompliant simply because an opportunity technically exists—regardless of whether that 
opportunity is clearly uneconomic or reasonably achievable. To address this concern, the Joint 
Utilities propose the following alternative language: “The utility must describe how the reliability 
analysis considers opportunities presented by regional demand and resource diversity interactions 
with other systems and markets, to the extent such opportunities are supported by available data, 
established market structures, and reasonable planning assumptions.” 

If the Joint Utilities’ primary recommendation is not adopted, as an alternative, the Joint 
Utilities recommend inserting the term “reasonable” after “any.” While this revision may still 
invite adjudication over the definition of “reasonable,” it provides a more grounded basis for 
reliability analysis by focusing on opportunities that are realistically achievable. 

 The Joint Utilities also note that the first sentence in Staff’s second draft of proposed OAR 
860-090-0060(7)(e) posted on July 2, 2025, includes a requirement for a utility to demonstrate that 
“all portfolios” developed under the section meet reliability requirements. The reliability 
assessment process demands significant expertise and resources. Extending this type of 
comprehensive analysis to all portfolios could substantially impact workflow and add several 
weeks to months of additional work to already constrained timelines. Should Staff intend to 
preserve this sentence in the draft, the Joint Utilities recommend striking the reference to “all 
portfolios” and instead state, “The utility must conduct a reliability analysis to demonstrate an 
acceptable level of reliability and meet reliability requirements to which the utility is subject, while 
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complying with all state and federal energy policies, over the next five years and in key planning 
years.” 

• Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g)(B) “Near-term costs, presented as a plausible range for 
the total annual Oregon-allocated revenue requirement costs (comprehensive cost estimate) 
to Oregon customers over the next five years, considering near-term uncertainties such as 
resource ownership and cost allocation to Oregon customers. A revenue requirement 
comprehensive cost estimate provided under this rule may be used solely for the purposes 
of evaluating the utility’s IRP and, if applicable, CEP.” 

The Joint Utilities appreciate Staff’s consideration of prior comments, and the progress 
made in this revision. While recognizing the positive steps, a significant concern remains regarding 
the lack of clarity on how a utility would comply with this requirement. It is our understanding 
that Staff has not yet articulated the specific method or outcome the proposed rule is intended to 
achieve. This ambiguity is concerning, as it may lead to unnecessary disputes within the IRP 
process if the rule is adopted without a clear demonstration of how compliance would be shown. 

The Joint Utilities are open to a collaborative effort with Staff to address this issue. In the 
interim, they maintain that the Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) remains a sufficient 
method, as previously stated in comments. The Joint Utilities are willing to explore and identify 
alternative methodologies with Staff. This could come in the form of direct engagement with Staff, 
a workshop or a request of the utilities to present a preferred alternative once Staff communicates 
the goals of the methodology and how that is different from PVRR. 

To avoid the potential for unclear compliance, the Joint Utilities recommend that the 
proposal either be withdrawn or be revised to only require the use of PVRR until a clearer 
understanding of the rule’s goals is established. 

• Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g)(E) “Community impacts, presented as 
plausible ranges for the future impacts of the portfolio on communities within 
or partly within the utility’s Oregon service territory.”  

 
Staff requests further comment including whether the draft rule text would cover the 

following examples: 
• Local air pollution is affected by plant dispatch; 
• EE selection affects comfort during extreme weather; 
• A resiliency hub program would affect resiliency; 
• Anticipated changes in service offerings and incentives based on portfolio. 

 
Even if the utility does not know exactly which communities will be affected, they can still 
estimate such impacts at a high level. 
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The Joint Utilities have submitted comments on the inherent difficulties of assessing 
community impacts in a proxy resource planning exercise. Staff provided some very helpful 
clarification on what they are looking to achieve from this analysis. Given the clarification, the 
Joint Utilities submit that the assessment of community impacts should be removed from the IRP 
and instead looked at when procuring resources or implementing specific programs. 

It is difficult to assess community impacts in planning proceedings because of the use of 
proxy resources, and a more substantive analysis may be better suited to resource procurement 
efforts, both supply-side and demand-side. Requests for proposals can, and do, include non-price 
scoring to address equity. For example, the impact of “local air pollution” of an individual resource 
bid can be assessed through non-price scoring in an RFP. This is not possible in an IRP, where the 
location and size of proxy resources are not known. Similarly, demand-side and customer 
programs can evaluate potential impacts on communities, incentive levels, and be tailored to 
address various concerns. A lot of this work is already done in various Advisory Groups that are 
focused on program design. 

The Commission has requested, and the utilities have conducted and now use several 
different community benefit indicators when assessing IRP portfolios through pCBI (portfolio 
Community Benefits Indicator), rCBI (Resource Community Benefits Indicators), or iCBI 
(Informational Community Benefits Indicators). These new perspectives and assessments of 
community benefits from utility plans, actions, and prospective investments are an excellent first 
step in meeting the requirements of the draft rule. Perhaps additional investment and utilization of 
these indicators should be undertaken before additional metrics are applied. 

Accordingly, the Joint Utilities submit that community impacts of individual resources and 
programs should be assessed at the time of procurement (of actual resources) and the development 
of individual programs, as opposed to proxy resource planning where unsubstantiated assumptions 
on resource placement and specific program design would need to be made. 

Finally, Idaho Power reiterates its request that utilities that are not required to file a CEP 
should be exempt from any “Community Impacts Metric.” Compliance would be burdensome and 
unlikely to produce meaningful insights given the small size of Idaho Power’s Oregon service 
territory and the low likelihood of siting utility scale resources within it. 

• Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(h) “Preferred Portfolio. The utility must select a 
Preferred Portfolio in the IRP and explain why it represents the best balance of 
cost and risk to customers and the utility. The utility must include a visual 
representation such as a matrix that describes how each portfolio performed 
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against the portfolio scoring metrics and that clearly demonstrates why the 
preferred portfolio was selected.” 

 
The Joint Utilities recognize the value of a visual representation of the comparative 

performance of competing portfolios relative to the preferred portfolio. However, such a matrix or 
representation cannot encompass all conceivable factors guiding final preferred portfolio selection. 
There are clear examples where unmodeled considerations may lead to the selection of another 
competitive portfolio within a reasonable range of outcomes. In other words, any visual 
representation has its physical limits. The phrase, “...and that clearly demonstrates why the 
preferred portfolio was selected,” should be replaced with, “...and that clearly demonstrates the 
relationship of the preferred portfolio to all portfolios eligible for preferred portfolio selection.” 
While it is obvious that a justification must always be provided for selecting a portfolio that was 
less competitive on the basis of the metrics alone, an additional statement could be added to say, 
“In the event that the most competitive portfolio is not selected as the preferred portfolio, the utility 
must provide additional justification for the selection.” 

• Draft OAR 860-090-0110(3)(b) “Updates to the most recent IRP reference 
case to reflect any key planning information that has been obtained or 
developed by the utility, such as updated load forecasts, fuel prices, wholesale 
market prices, and resource costs. 

 
Joint Utilities have no concerns with this proposal, subject to the proposed revision above 

that the term “reference case” be changed to “expected case.” 

B. RFP Rules  

• Draft OAR 860-089-0250(3)(g) “Use a scoring methodology that can be 
applied to produce a score for all proxy resources that were eligible for selection 
in the most recently filed IRP.” 

 
At the workshop, Staff requested further clarification on this topic. The Joint Utilities 

acknowledge that this issue is highly technical and welcome continued dialogue. Staff is 
encouraged to reach out if further discussion would be helpful. 

The Joint Utilities’ primary concern is that the rule appears to be based on the assumption 
that proxy resources in an IRP are individually scored. In practice, IRPs evaluate entire portfolios 
rather than individual resources, whereas RFPs assess actual bids or combinations of bids 
specifically representing individual resources. While the scoring of IRP portfolios and individual 
RFP bids typically use very similar tools, the analysis that is conducted is necessarily different. 
This is specifically because in an RFP the bids being evaluated represent actual individual projects 
of known and distinct location, size, cost and performance characteristics. Proxy resources are 
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generic representations and do not offer site-specific costs, interconnection costs, timeline, or other 
such constraints, or tax credit eligibility. As such, the Joint Utilities recommend removing 
references to the scoring of proxy resources from the rule or clarifying as suggested below.  

The draft rule would require utilities to use a scoring methodology that can be applied to 
produce a score for all proxy resources that were eligible for selection in the most recently filed 
IRP, which raises several challenges. First, proxy resources in IRP modeling are generic 
representations, not real-world project offers with site-specific costs, interconnection costs or 
constraints, or tax credit eligibility. Applying a uniform scoring methodology to proxies could 
create the false impression that the results are more precise or comparable to actual bids than they 
are.  Second, this introduces misalignment with the purpose of the IRP versus the purpose of the 
RFP. The IRP is a planning tool to identify least-cost/least-risk portfolios. It is not designed to 
produce definitive rankings of all resource types. Forcing a score across all proxies risks 
oversimplifying planning trade-offs. Third, this introduces the risk of misuse in procurement.  The 
Joint Utilities are concerned that proxy scores could be misapplied in future RFPs or contested 
proceedings as if they were binding benchmarks, rather than illustrative planning inputs. 

The Joint Utilities suggest the following language: “use a scoring methodology that can be 
applied to proxy resources eligible for selection in the most recently filed IRP, to the extent 
practicable. Such scoring shall be illustrative, designed to enhance transparency in planning, and 
shall not substitute for or predetermine resource evaluation criteria in procurement processes”. 

For convenience, below is a further explanation taken from an excerpt of prior comments 
submitted by the Joint Utilities: 

Lastly, PacifiCorp would like to clarify that the IRP compares portfolios of resource 
technologies, sizes and locations for selection of the preferred portfolio. Whereas, 
an RFP evaluates and compares individual resources for possible procurement. 
These are importantly different objectives. This proposed rule is premised on an 
understanding that proxy resources are actual individual resources. While Proxy 
resources can technically be scored, they do not represent actual individual 
resources. For example, evaluating 200 MW of proxy wind as a component of the 
least-cost least-risk portfolio lends itself to different considerations compared to 
scoring individual competing bids. 200 MW of proxy wind could represent 10 
projects of 20 MW each or one project of 200 MW, or anything in between. It is 
critically important for Staff to understand that the preferred portfolio is selected 
on the basis of its performance in totality, and not on the basis of individual proxy 
resource selections. Accordingly, the proposal simply does not make sense 
considering how the IRP (entire portfolios) and RFP (individual bids) are actually 
scored. 
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• Draft OAR 860-089-0300(3) The electric company may make elements of the 
benchmark resource owned or secured by the electric company (e.g., site, 
transmission rights, or fuel arrangements) available for use in third-party 
bids…..If benchmark bid resource elements secured by the electric company 
are not made available to all bidders, it must provide analysis demonstrating 
how that decision is in the best interest of customers when seeking approval of 
a draft RFP under OAR 860-089- 0250…” 

 
• OAR 860-089-0300(4) “The electric company may evaluate whether it is in the 

best interest of customers to make the use of transmission rights held by the 
electric company available to third-party bidders in an RFP.” 

 
The Joint Utilities understand that Staff is seeking further comment regarding whether and 

which elements of a benchmark resource should be required to be made available for use in third-
party bids. Staff also seeks comments on whether transmission rights that are unrelated to a 
benchmark bid should be required to be made available. The Joint Utilities have significant 
concerns regarding requiring resources to be made available to third parties. 

Requiring that resources be made available to third parties would undermine the utility’s 
ability to preserve system reliability and operational control. While the rule does not specifically 
list applicable resources or elements to be made available to third parties, the type of utility owned 
assets that seem to be contemplated, particularly transmission rights, are critical to maintaining 
real-time system reliability, especially during peak load and contingency conditions. If these rights 
are required to be made available to third parties, this could constrain a utility’s ability to respond 
to emergencies, optimize dispatch, and manage grid congestion across its service territory. 
Additionally, utility-owned assets are integrated into broader operational control systems and 
protection schemes. Sharing those elements introduces cybersecurity, liability, and operational 
risks that cannot be fully mitigated through contracts. 

Utility owned assets are developed and managed in alignment with its IRP process, which 
considers portfolio optimization, customer affordability, emissions reductions, and long-term 
reliability.  Requiring utilities to make its assets available to third parties undermines the utility’s 
ability to execute on a cohesive portfolio strategy and even meet capacity obligations under the 
Western Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP). This issue is particularly concerning because it 
appears that Staff is considering a requirement for transmission rights—unrelated to a benchmark 
bid—that a utility uses for day-to-day operations to be made available to third parties. Such a 
requirement could interfere with a utility’s ability to manage its system reliably and cost-
effectively, and raises significant questions about operational feasibility. In other words, requiring 
these resources to be made available and/or taken by third parties removes autonomy utilities have 
in optimizing their system, long-term planning, HB 2021 emissions compliance, ensuring 
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reliability, and managing power costs in the best interests of customers – while elevating certain 
developer interests. Third party developers lack the authority and capabilities to plan and operate 
the system necessary to meet the optimization and operational targets necessary to meet the IRP 
goals of least cost, least risk, HB 2021 targets, and resource adequacy requirements. Rather third-
party developers are typically more interested in the development of individual projects as opposed 
to wider system considerations.  

PacifiCorp also notes that, for multi-jurisdictional utilities, many transmission rights are 
allocated among states to ensure both reliable and cost-effective service. However, this docket has 
not addressed the legal authority of the state of Oregon on the topic of requiring transmission rights 
be made available and/or taken by third parties. The absence of such consideration raises concerns 
about the applicability and enforceability of any proposed requirements related to transmission 
rights within a multi-state framework. 

Requiring a utility to transfer assets to a third party without full cost recovery certainty or 
risk control could shift costs to customers and the utility. Assets are typically developed and 
obtained with ratepayer funding or recovery mechanisms approved by the Commission. The Joint 
Utilities are concerned that requiring assets to be made available to third parties could undermine 
ensuring that these assets are used to maximize long-term benefits for customers and instead would 
allow them to be used as earnings opportunities for developers. This is especially concerning, 
because the rule contemplates that developers can take certain elements a la-cart regardless of 
how such actions could negatively impact other elements not taken—including their value. There 
is a pending question in this circumstance of whether a utility would be compensated for the 
diminished value of resource elements not taken. 

Under the regulatory compact, PGE is required to plan, invest in, and operate assets in the 
public interest in exchange for a fair opportunity to earn a return on those assets. Unlike an 
RTO/ISO, PGE is not a neutral market operator, it is a load-serving entity accountable for meeting 
policy mandates, system reliability, and customer affordability. Requiring PGE to make its own 
strategic assets available to competitors undermines this role. Furthermore, forcing utility-owned 
resources to be made available to third parties potentially violates the integrity of that compact and 
introduces regulatory inconsistency that could undermine investor confidence and utility health. 
This paradigm shift will likely necessitate a review of the cost-recovery mechanisms for utilities 
(for example, the Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM) for PGE). If PGE is not allowed 
to use its own assets in competitive solicitations—or must allow third-party use—there is 
ambiguity in how those assets will be treated for cost recovery or return. This may increase 
regulatory lag, affect credit ratings, and disincentivize future investments. 

Requiring utilities to make its assets available to third parties could also suppress 
competitive innovation. Third-party developers should be working to develop their own sites and 
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assets and incurring the associated time and burdens it requires. Requiring this type of effort on 
the part of developers should ultimately benefit customers by ensuring there are more options for 
customers. Developers may choose to withhold shovel-ready projects or assets with strategic 
interconnection positions from Oregon procurements if they risk being stripped of exclusivity, 
which will reduce the pool of viable projects and drive-up procurement costs. Mandating shared 
access to transmission/interconnection/site rights may encourage speculative bids by parties that 
have made no investment in project feasibility, potentially resulting in lower-quality offers, later-
stage attrition, and less reliable portfolios.  

Utility benchmark bids that rely on joint development structures are increasingly critical to 
delivering competitive, creditworthy, and investment-ready projects, especially under tight 
interconnection and tax credit timelines. Forcing shared access to these assets discourages future 
partnerships and drives developers to avoid utility-aligned pathways, counterproductive to 
accelerating renewable deployment—at a time when these resources could be the most cost-
effective for customers. If a utility benchmark is required to share developer-funded rights with 
competitors, the utility cannot credibly or competitively bid, since others may free-ride on a project 
the utility and its partner have derisked. This violates the principle of a level playing field, utility 
benchmark bids must be evaluated fairly, but not hobbled. Developers that partner with PGE or 
sell assets for use in a utility benchmark bid often do so after investing millions of dollars in 
development-stage activities, including interconnection deposits, transmission studies, land 
control, permitting, and local stakeholder engagement. Requiring these developer-funded rights to 
be made available to all bidders undermines the commercial incentive to invest in early-stage 
development, particularly in constrained areas, reducing overall market participation and 
innovation. This proposal can also have the unintended effect and discouraging the substantial time 
and resource commitment towards developing benchmark bids altogether, which would likely 
result in less competition and higher costs.  

There are legal concerns with compelling the sharing of non-utility owned rights. Oregon’s 
Competitive Bidding Rules focus on ensuring fair evaluation and process transparency and should 
not mandate the sharing of developer-owned rights or assets not under utility control. Requiring 
such access could trigger legal disputes over intellectual property, contract rights, and equitable 
treatment under Oregon utility law and broader commercial law principles. 

The Joint Utilities are further concerned that requiring a utility to turn over utility property 
to a third party could constitute an impermissible taking. The Joint Utility are concerned that if 
these rules are modified to state that a utility must offer its owned property to bidders, this would 
exceed the scope of the Commission’s legal authority and would constitute an unconstitutional 
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taking of utility property.1 The Commission has consistently recognized the limits of its authority 
in this respect, and has not formalized in rules a requirement that the utility offer its property to 
third parties.2  The Commission may encourage a utility to make their property available to bidders 
and can even ask the utility to analyze alternative uses for the property. However, the ultimate 
decision regarding use of the utility property is appropriately a utility management decision.  

• Draft OAR 860-089-0300(1)(b)(A) “… the electric company must disclose the 
current and past roles within the past five years of all company employees 
engaged with development or submission of a benchmark or affiliate bid …” 

 
To clarify, PGE is requesting that it be able to provide the requested names as confidential 

under the current general protective order process. The confidential designation of employee 
names on the RFP and Benchmark Teams was addressed by the Commission recently in a rate 
recovery proceeding. While the Commission stated that they may reexamine this issue in a 
subsequent rulemaking, they affirmed the Administrative Law Judge’s determination that PGE 
could appropriately designate employee names as confidential under the general protective order. 
The basis for the Commission’s finding was ORCP 36(C)(l), which allows the Commission to 
“make any order that justice requires to protect a party or person from annoyance, embarrassment, 
oppression, or undue burden or expense.” The Commission further noted, “Publicly naming 
employees raises the possibility that their character may be publicly impugned or that they may 
otherwise be opened up to harassment. The end result is that we are not convinced that this 
information should be public at this time and ORCP 36(C)(l) gives us discretion to maintain 
confidentiality.”3 PGE believes this continues to support protection of employee names as 
confidential under the general protective order. 

PGE considers the names and titles of current and former employees as sensitive 
information that it only shares with those who have a business need and not with the general public. 
As the ALJ noted in the prior case addressing this issue,  

 
1 Article I, section 18, of the Oregon Constitution, provides in part: ‘Private property shall not be taken for 
public use, nor the particular services of any man be demanded, without just compensation.’ The Fifth 
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States provides in part: ‘Nor shall private property be taken 
for public use, without just compensation.’ The Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment is made applicable 
to the states through the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Nollan v. California Coastal 
Comm’n, 483 U.S. 825, 827 (1987) 
2 See In the Matter of an Investigation Regarding Competitive Bidding, Docket No. UM 1182, Order No. 06-446 at 
5-6 (Aug. 10, 2006);  In the Matter of Portland Gen. Elec. Co., Request for Proposals for Capacity Resources, 
Docket No. UM 1535, Order No. 11-371 (Sept. 27, 2011); In the Matter of Rulemaking Regarding Allowance for 
Diverse Ownership of Renewable Energy Resources, Docket No. AR 600, Order No. 18-324 (Aug. 30, 2018).   
3 See In the Matter of Portland Gen. Elec. Co., Renewable Resource Automatic Adjustment Clause (Schedule 122) 
(Clearwater Wind Project), Docket No. UE 427, Order No. 24-279 at 3 (Aug. 21, 2024). 
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While some employees have chosen to make that information public, that does not 
make individual team assignments public as a matter of course. Further, this would 
be a larger group of employees than routinely appear at public meetings on behalf 
of the Commission (many of whom are already on the public witness list). 
Separately, NewSun makes the point that the information should be public so 
individuals can verify that PGE's separation of functions rules are properly 
followed, but Commission staff and any stakeholder who has signed the protective 
agreement has access to that information; it is not clear why it needs to be public 
as well. Accordingly, I find the information properly designated.4 

C. Information Requests in Hybrid Proceedings 

The Joint Utilities recommend one change to the proposed rules that would govern 
discovery in hybrid proceedings like utility IRPs and RFPs. As written, the rules would allow 
persons meeting the requirements in the rule to request information from the utility but does not 
provide the same opportunity for the utility to request information from the person or for 
stakeholders to request information from one another. In Idaho Power’s experience, stakeholders 
in IRP or RFP dockets will sometimes submit comments that include detailed analyses that cannot 
be easily understood or responded to without the ability to request additional information or 
supporting documentation. The Joint Utilities are mindful that the ability to issue information 
requests to persons participating in a hybrid proceeding may cause concern; however, the ability 
to do so may be critical to ensuring that the utility is able to fully and completely respond to 
comments and concerns and ensure the Commission has a comprehensive record on which to 
review the IRP or RFP.  

  

 
4 Docket No. UE 427, Ruling – Disposition: Motion to Compel Granted in Part, Motion for Direct Examination 
Granted in Part, Request for Certain Hearing Procedures Denied; Challenge to Confidential Designation Denied at 7 
(July 25, 2024). 
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III. Conclusion 

The Joint Utilities appreciate this opportunity to submit comments and look forward to 
continued engagement with Staff and stakeholders. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ Joe Dallas  
PACIFICORP 
 
 
/s/ Erin Apperson   
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
COMPANY 
 
 
/s/ Donovan Walker  
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
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