
 
 
 
 
   
   
 
December 4, 2025 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon Attn: Filing Center 
201 High Street SE, Suite 100 
Salem, OR 97301-3398 
 
Re: AR 669—Comments of PacifiCorp, Portland General Electric, and Idaho Power 
 
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 
this formal rulemaking to address the proposed Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) and 
Request for Proposals (RFP) draft rule changes (proposed rules).   

 
I. Introduction  

While the Joint Utilities continue to comment on the proposed rules in response various parties’ 
positions, these comments respond specifically to Commission Staff’s (Staff) submission on 
November 14, 2024. In that filing, Staff expressed support for the proposed rules and 
recommended additional changes. The Joint Utilities appreciate Staff’s perspective and want to 
acknowledge substantial efforts undertaken during the informal phase of this rulemaking. Our 
comments here are limited to certain aspects of Staff’s comments where reasonable disagreement 
remains. 

The Joint Utilities also seek to reiterate the themes of our prior comments in this formal 
rulemaking, submitted November 14, 2025. We continue to hope that this rulemaking will move 
away from proposals that make the IRP and RFP processes more prescriptive, burdensome, 
costly, and time-consuming. In particular, the proposed RFP rules have real-world implications 
that would undermine Oregon’s ability to remain competitive and to procure resources 
efficiently—running directly counter to Executive Orders 25-25 and 25-29.1  

Executive Order 25-29 clearly directs state agencies to fast track the state’s clean energy 
transition. Indeed, the Joint Utilities believe that the goal of this rulemaking should be what was 
articulated in this order to “reduce barriers to clean energy deployment” while “balancing 
opportunities for public participation with the state’s interest in accelerating deployment of clean 
energy infrastructure . . . .”2  

 
1 Executive Order 25-29, 3 provides that the PUC other agencies “shall inventory assess, and analyze barriers to the 
permitting, construction and interconnection of clean energy projects and associated infrastructure.” (Nov. 18, 
2025), https://www.oregon.gov/gov/eo/eo-25-29.pdf. 
2 Id. 

https://www.oregon.gov/gov/eo/eo-25-29.pdf
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Furthermore, Executive Order 25-25 directs the Commission to the extent practicable: 
“[A]ccelerate the Request for Proposal timelines and support expedited public utility 
procurement of clean energy resources.”3 However, the proposed rules do the opposite by 
imposing new burdensome and time-consuming requirements, like a proscriptive initial shortlist 
process, that are incremental to already cumbersome processes. Our initial comments provide 
more detailed discussion on this topic. We urge the Commission to weigh all submitted 
comments and reorient this rulemaking toward making Oregon’s processes more efficient, 
modernized, and more aligned with practices in other Western states to facilitate multi-state 
planning and procurement.  

Below the Joint Utilities provide limited reply comments on select aspects of Staff’s initial 
comments. For brevity, these comments focus only on a few key points. We refer the 
Commission to our initial comments for a more comprehensive discussion of the proposed rules 
and our respective concerns. 

II.      Response to Staff's Initial Comments 
 

A. IRP and IRP Update Refiling Requirements - OAR 860-090-0030 & OAR 
860-090-0100 

Staff’s comments underscore a fundamental philosophical difference regarding the purpose of an 
IRP. As stated in our initial comments, the Joint Utilities believe this difference underpins   many 
of the disagreements in this docket. Specifically, Staff views the IRP as a static document that 
must be adhered to and, if not adhered to, must be refiled. In particular, Staff justifies its 
proposal to require IRP refiling by stating: “It may be appropriate to restart the IRP process if 
the utility has taken action in conflict with its filed action plan such that continuing to analyze 
the IRP as filed would be a waste of Commission and stakeholder resources.”4  

The Joint Utilities respectfully disagree. An IRP is not a static document; it is a directional guide 
based on a ‘snapshot in time.’ Because modeling and development timelines are lengthy, an IRP 
is a proxy plan. Procurement decisions should be informed by an IRP but must ultimately be 
based on the most current and accurate information available at the time.  If an IRP’s 
assumptions become outdated, then a utility should necessarily base its procurement decisions on 
more recent and accurate data. 

Staff further asserts that IRPs should remain valid for multiple years, stating: “It may be rare that 
new key planning information obtained within a year or two of IRP filing is outside the range of 
planning scenarios considered in the most recent IRP.”5 This assumption that we are in a static 
planning environment where an IRP should not be outdated for multiple years does not reflect 
recent experiences. For example: 

• PacifiCorp’s 2023 IRP was largely outdated within months of filing due to the stay of 
the Ozone Transport Rule by the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals. This repeal had a material 

 
3 Executive Order 25-25, 4 (Oct. 6, 2025), https://www.oregon.gov/gov/eo/eo-25-25.pdf; 
4 Staff Initial Comments at 6. 
5 Staff Initial Comments at 13. 

https://www.oregon.gov/gov/eo/eo-25-25.pdf
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impact on the continued operation of coal-fire resources and the need for replacement 
generation.6  

• PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP locked assumptions in September 2024 in order have sufficient 
time to run the model and publish a draft IRP. This means the 2025 IRP largely does not 
reflect significant federal policy changes under the Trump Administration – like the 
accelerated expiration of production and investment tax credits, tariffs, etc.7 

Under the proposed rules, PacifiCorp would likely have had to refile its last two IRPs simply 
because it did not speculate on prospective changes to federal regulation or tariff policy.  

While Staff implies that an IRP should remain valid for multiple years, the reality is that key 
elements are often outdated before it is even filed. This is due to the significant time required to 
run models, draft the IRP document, obtain and incorporate public input, and file it with the 
Commission. This does not diminish the value of the IRP process; rather, it reflects the practical 
necessity of a ‘lock down date’ for modeling assumptions. 

The Joint Utilities strongly disagree with both premises discussed above and refer the 
Commission to our initial comments for further detail. The Joint Utilities further recommend that 
the Commission consider a U.S. Department of Energy Report (DOE Report) that acknowledges 
the dynamic planning environment and that perpetual IRP refiling and modeling updates are 
inherently unrealistic: 
 

Utilities are not expected to update their models during the IRP process 
every time something changes. If they  did, they would never finish 
the exercise. Instead, utilities can acknowledge when a change (e.g., 
commodity or electricity market prices) is significant enough to render 
modeling results less applicable. 8 

Indeed, a utility should acknowledge key changes in the planning environment and analyze such 
changes when making procurement decisions and in a subsequent IRP Update. This should be 
the primary purpose of the IRP Update. If not, the Joint Utilities agree with the DOE Report 
such that by requiring perpetual refiling and restarting of the acknowledgment process, “[we] 
would never finish the exercise.” 

In general, refiling IRPs would be extremely burdensome given the multi-year effort and 
extensive public input process required to develop an IRP. It would also disrupt the established 
cadence of subsequent filings, making it effectively impossible to maintain multi-state planning 
efforts. Instead of requiring perpetual IRP refiling, we recommend an approach that 
acknowledges the dynamic nature of proxy resource planning. Specifically, post-lockdown 
changes in the planning environment should be expected and incorporated into the next 
scheduled IRP filing—whether a full IRP or an IRP Update. This approach avoids the 
burdensome requirements of continuous refiling, encourages IRP Updates to use the most-up-to-
date information, preserves the integrity and cadence of the IRP process, and continues to 

 
6 Docket No. LC 82. 
7 Docket No. LC 85. 
8 Available at: https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
12/best_practices_irp_nov_2024_final_optimized.pdf (at page 21) 

https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/best_practices_irp_nov_2024_final_optimized.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/best_practices_irp_nov_2024_final_optimized.pdf
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support multi-jurisdictional planning considering other jurisdictions do not have this refiling 
requirement. 

Despite these concerns, the Joint Utilities support the general goal of adopting rules that 
streamline and centralize requirements for the IRP and IRP Update. The Joint Utilities 
understand that these rules are intended to replace and centralize existing guidelines and prior ad 
hoc Commission orders that added requirements to the IRP and IRP Update. With this 
understanding, the Joint Utilities appreciate the overall goal of centralizing all requirements for 
IRPs and IRP Updates into these rules, which will supersede prior ad hoc Commission orders 
and requirements.  

B. Community Impacts – OAR  860-090- 0060(7)(g)(E)  

In initial comments, the Joint Utilities noted the difficulty of assessing the community impact of 
proxy resources on individual communities – as proxy resources do not exist and therefore have 
no physical locations to assess their impact to a particular community. Throughout the informal 
phase, Staff has not provided any practical explanation of how utilities can comply with this 
requirement. The Joint Utilities requested at workshops that Staff identify an approach from 
another utility that could serve as a replicable example for comment. Instead, Staff’s comments 
only suggest there may be relevant information from the Energy Trust of Oregon and that the 
utility itself should use available data to estimate the impacts of the portfolios it puts forward in 
its IRP.9 

This is not an explanation of a methodology for compliance. In reference to Staff’s comments, 
even at the portfolio level, proxy resources do not exist and therefore cannot impact a 
community. For example, a given portfolio might state 500 MW of wind—this could represent a 
single 500 MW resource, 500 individual 1 MW resources, or any combination thereof. The only 
way to comply would be to create hypothetical resources with fabricated characteristics—such as 
employment opportunities and emissions—and then physically locate them to a community (i.e., 
a community picked at random in the western United States) and assess the impact to that 
community. This is neither meaningful nor practical analysis. As stated in our prior comments, 
the best way to assess community impact is through non-price scoring during actual procurement 
(where an actual resource proposal is being evaluated) or in the design and implementation of 
demand side and customer programs.  

The Commission should refrain from adopting a requirement that lacks a clear path to 
compliance. The Joint Utilities are more than willing to meet with Staff and stakeholders to 
explore solutions for assessing community impacts in a proxy setting and to discuss how to 
measure community impacts for non-proxy resources, such as forecasted retirements of existing 
plants. 

In the informal phase of rulemaking, the Joint Utilities have asked for clarification on what 
information this rule is attempting to achieve. During the August 5, 2025, workshop, Staff 
provided the following: 

• Local air pollution is affected by plant dispatch;  

 
9 Staff Initial Comments at 11. 
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• EE selection affects comfort during extreme weather;  

• A resiliency hub program would affect resiliency;  

• Anticipated changes in service offerings and incentives based on portfolio.  

In response to what information these rules are attempting to obtain, the Joint Utilities submitted 
comment that this requirement should be removed from the proposed rule. In particular, in our 
August 20, 2025, comments the Joint Utilities stated: 

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. 

C. Expect Net Cost to Oregon Customers - OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g) 

Unfortunately, Staff has proposed to remove all references to the present value revenue 
requirement (PVRR). The Joint Utilities refer the Commission to Section III of our initial 
comments, which explains why the rules should retain PVRR as the standard tool utilities across 
the country use to assess indicative cost impacts in proxy resource exercises. Staff has not 
provided an alternative to PVRR. In the informal rulemaking, the Joint Utilities have asked Staff 
to identify an alternative or point to an approach used by another utility so that we can provide 
meaningful comments. This has not yet occurred. Staff’s comments simply state that PVRR is 
unacceptable and offer no alternative method that could be utilized in a proxy planning exercise.  

Staff continues to insist that utilities assess the rate impact of proxy resources. To clarify, costs 
that are used in the IRP analysis are proxy costs and proxy resource locations that the utility 
analyzes to develop the least-cost/least-risk preferred portfolio and action plan, which acts as an 
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important guide for resource procurement. However, resource procurement depends on what is 
actually available in the market and assessments of economics of proposed projects based on 
actual costs—rather than the proxy costs and proxy information included in an IRP. 

It is impossible to provide specific rate impacts of a preferred portfolio where the generation 
resources being selected are based on proxy costs and locations. Similarly, the commercial 
structure used to procure a specific resource (i.e., owned vs. contracted) is not known when 
developing an IRP. Commercial structures have a material impact on rates and are not known 
until resource procurement processes that follow the IRP are completed.  

Even assuming an IRP could forecast actual future procurement costs (i.e. like characteristics 
associated with a bid selected in an RFP), such costs are subject to future rate proceedings where 
their impact on rates depends on the outcomes of those proceedings. Rate proceedings are the 
appropriate processes for assessing rate impacts as these proceeding deal with rate impact 
variables such as capital structure, cost of capital, class allocation, rate design, and other 
operation and administrative costs. Requiring an IRP to incorporate future costs, many outside 
the IRP process, would strain the purpose of the IRP, or produce cost outcomes incongruent with 
forthcoming rate review proceedings, thereby creating confusion and additional explanation and 
discussion. Future commission decisions, changes in state and federal policies, and timing of rate 
proceedings may also have a material effect on rate impacts. For these reasons, any rate impact 
projections provided by the utility in the context of an IRP would be limited to estimates of 
indicative cost changes related to a preferred portfolio. 

The Joint Utilities understand Staff feels PVRR does not meet their need to assess immediate 
cost impacts to customers of a preferred portfolio or scenarios outlined in the IRP. However, 
without a more detailed collaboration to create a replacement for PVRR the joint utilities 
maintain that PVRR continues to be a sufficient method that is industry standard. The 
Commission should not approve draft rules with which parties do not understand how to comply.  

D. Rules Regarding RFPs 

The Joint Utilities continue to express concern regarding the lengthy procurement process in 
Oregon. We urge the Commission to reconsider the addition of new, time-consuming 
requirements, like the new and incremental initial shortlist requirements that run contrary to the 
direction provided in Executive Orders 25-25 and 25-29. We continue to be concerned that 
delays will lead to developers seeking other options, including submitting bids into RFPs in other 
jurisdictions, or avoid commission regulated RFPs all together and sell directly to large load 
customers. We continue to urge the Commission to focus on modernizing its rules to remain 
competitive and efficient. The Joint Utilities direct the Commission to our initial comments for a 
more detailed discussion on the RFP rule proposals. 
 

E. Employee Disclosure - OAR 860-089-0300 
 
Staff proposes revisions to the draft rules; however, these revisions do not address the 
fundamental flaw in the rule. The rule remains overinclusive, covering information that 
developers can already access. As a result, the reporting requirement provides little to no 
probative value. In other words, the proposal requires a utility to report information that is 
already available to developers and offers no meaningful benefit. For instance, the modified 
protective order in PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP explicitly provides that developers are not qualified 
persons to receive highly confidential information: “Developers of energy resources that bid into 
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utility RFPs, their counsel, and consultants do not qualify as Qualified Persons in this 
proceeding.”10 However, no such restrictions for developers exists for confidential information 
in a general protective order.  
 
The rule should focus on the information that: (1) could actually improperly influence a 
benchmark bid, and (2) developers do not have access to. This information is the highly 
confidential project specific information. Of particular relevance, the bid information obtained 
from developers from prior RFPs.   
 
The proposed rule requires the reporting of information that cannot provide improper advantage 
and to which developers can already obtain access. This fundamentally makes any such reporting 
largely meaningless. The Joint Utilities continue to request that the proposed rules be modified to 
only reference access to highly confidential project-specific bidder information, as more fully 
stated within our initial comments on this topic.  

 
F. OAR 860-089-0300(3)-(4) –– Transfer of Utility Transmission and 

Benchmark Elements to Third Party Developers 
 
The Joint Utilities continue to have significant concerns regarding the requirement to 
make utility resources available to third parties. This issue is primarily driven by the 
commercial interests of developers. Moreover, requiring that resources be made 
available to third parties would undermine the utility’s ability to preserve system 
reliability and operational control. The Joint Utilities continue to be concerned that 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. For additional discussion surrounding this topic, 
please refer to our initial comments. 

III. Conclusion 

The Joint Utilities appreciate Staff’s substantial efforts and continued work on this important 
rulemaking, including holding workshops and providing written responses to comments and 
updated proposed rules. Given the breadth of this rulemaking to completely re-write the IRP 
rules and provide targeted but impactful changes to the RFP rules, the Joint Utilities believe that 
continued work on these draft rules is necessary. While we appreciate the goal of a streamlined 
process to update these rules, we are concerned that more time may be necessary to make sure 
that the resulting draft rules are clear and aimed at truly modernizing and streamlining the IRP 
and RFP processes – consistent with Executive Orders 25-25 and 25-29.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
10 Docket No. LC 85, Order No. 25-207. 
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The Joint Utilities therefore request additional workshops, collaboration with Staff, and comment 
opportunities to address concerns raised. We are hopeful that these comments provide additional 
feedback that can be considered and incorporated into the next set of draft rules.  

Sincerely, 

/s/ Joe Dallas                                                            
PACIFICORP 

/s/ Erin Apperson                                                     
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 

/s/ Donovan Walker                                                
IDAHO POWER 
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