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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 Portland General Electric Company

Portland General Electric Company (PGE or Company) submits these comments to the
Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC or Commission) in this formal rulemaking to
address the proposed Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) and Request for Proposals (RFP) draft rule
changes (proposed rules). PGE appreciates the additional opportunity to comment on the
proposed rules.

I. INTRODUCTION

PGE appreciates the detailed responses by the administrative hearings division (AHD) to
each comment in the document provided on February 12, 2026. However, PGE continues to
express significant concerns that these proposed rules will result in more prescriptive,
burdensome, costly, and time-consuming processes at the exact time when we need to move
quickly and nimbly in Oregon. In particular, the proposed RFP rules have real-world
implications that risk undermining Oregon’s ability to remain competitive and to procure

resources efficiently and thereby running directly counter to Executive Orders 25-25 and 25-29.
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Executive Order 25-29 directs state agencies to fast track the state’s clean energy transition.
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.”! While PGE understands that the Commission has opened a docket to implement
these executive orders,? PGE asks the Commission to consider whether the draft rules in this
proceeding accomplish the goals of these two executive orders. We also ask the Commission to
consider alignment of the draft rules in this rulemaking to the 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 . . . .”>

True modernization of the IRP and RFP rules would align with Executive Orders 25-25 and
25-29, which mandate accelerating clean energy deployment, including streamlining regulatory
processes, to maintain safe, affordable, and reliable electricity. The high level of friction and
length in the regulatory processes creates a very real risk that developers will simply choose not
to engage in Oregon RFPs, instead favoring neighboring states, service territories, or large load
customers. By introducing new incremental processes that lengthen procurement timelines by
several months, the proposed rules do not merely cause delay—they act as a direct barrier to
meeting the Governor’s Executive Orders.

PGE understands and appreciates that Staff has noted that utilities could potentially seek

waivers of the new rules* should they need to move more expeditiously. However, PGE is

concerned that such an approach could also lead to a lengthy and burdensome process given that

! Executive Order 25-25, 4 (Oct. 6, 2025), https://www.oregon.gov/gov/eo/e0-25-25.pdf.
2 See Docket No. 2417.

3 Executive Order 25-29 at 3, https://www.oregon.gov/gov/eo/e0-25-29.pdf.

4 Staff Response Comments at 5 (December 4, 2025).
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it often takes several months to review and approve waiver requests. Waivers can also increase
regulatory burden and regulatory uncertainty. PGE hopes to modernize the IRP and RFP process
and design so that competitive procurement can occur on timelines that align with real-world
procurement realities and challenges. PGE appreciates Staff’s openness to alternative paths
forward but urges the Commission to adopt rules that are more streamlined in the first instance.
PGE urges the Commission to consider the real-world implications associated with the decisions
made in this rulemaking and work to streamline these processes wherever possible. Along these
lines, PGE also supports reopening the rulemaking with the express direction to create more
streamlined and efficient rules.
I1. IRP Rules

PGE supports the goal of adopting rules to centralize requirements for the IRP and IRP
Update. PGE seeks to clarify that the intent of this rulemaking is to replace and centralize
existing guidelines and prior ad hoc Commission orders that added requirements to the IRP and
IRP Update. PGE supports having a single source of requirements for these important planning
processes. PGE provides targeted feedback on specific IRP rules in the following discussion.

A. OAR 860-090-0060(7)(e) - Reliability Analysis

PGE appreciates AHD’s inclusion of the word “reasonable” before “opportunities” in Rule
60(7)(e). Without this qualifier, utilities could be required to model system reliability based on
speculative market interactions or unachievable third-party system availability. This change
helps ensure reliability assessments are grounded in achievable data, established market

structures, and sound planning assumptions.
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Despite these positive changes, PGE continues to have concerns regarding the burdensome
requirements of this rule. PGE seeks clarification on the intended use and meaning of the term
‘portfolio.” Within PGE’s use of the term, hundreds of portfolios are analyzed within each IRP
scenario to test a range of future conditions, resulting in thousands of portfolios in an IRP.
Testing the reliability of each would not be computationally possible under IRP timelines. It is
also burdensome and not useful to require testing of portfolios (or entire scenarios) that do not
represent the best balance of cost and risk to customers and the utility.

B. OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g) - Expected Net Cost to Oregon Customers

PGE appreciates AHD’s refined long-term and near-term cost language to provide more
detail on the scope of costs that should be analyzed. PGE seeks clarification on the meaning of
‘net’ costs and any further guidance on specific elements of costs that should be represented.

III.RFP Rules

PGE continues to have concerns regarding the lengthy procurement process. PGE urges the
Commission to reconsider the addition of new, time-consuming requirements, like the new and
initial shortlist requirements that run contrary to direction provided in Executive Orders 25-25
and 25-29. Proposed process delays will lead to developers seeking other options, including
submitting bids into RFPs in other jurisdictions, or avoid commission-regulated RFPs. We
continue to urge the Commission to focus on modernizing its rules to remain competitive and
efficient.

PGE supports rigorous, transparent competitive procurement. However, imposing
incremental RFP requirements solely on utility-owned resources risks distorted procurement

outcomes in ways that may increase customer costs, delay reliability solutions, and weaken the
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ability to deliver least-cost service. Customer interests are best served by a risk-neutral
procurement framework that applies symmetrical guardrails across ownership structures and
evaluates resources based on total portfolio cost, reliability contribution, and execution risk. PGE
proposes that any enhancements to RFP requirements be applied uniformly to all procurement
pathways and paired with targeted, Commission-approved fast-track lens lanes for reliability-
critical and time-sensitive resources.

PGE is concerned that there are specific areas where the proposed rules favor third party
procurement over utility ownership. This includes asymmetrical disclosure and reciprocity,
including requirement for utilities to provide an inventory of resources elements without a
reciprocal requirement for third party developers allows developers to benefit from utility-
secured assets while shielding their own proprietary advantages.

These rules risk shifting the standard for resource selection from “least cost, least risk” to
“least-procedural-resistance.” To ensure a truly competitive and fair procurement environment,
the Commission should maintain the flexibility of the current rules and avoid mandates that
penalize ownership structures that can provide long term stability and value for customers.

A. OAR 860-089-0250 — Design of Requests for Proposals

PGE appreciates AHD’s proposed modified language clarifying that the price score for proxy
resources should be for the purposes of demonstrating the price scoring methodology only. AHD
noted it recommends the revised language in part to clarify that this is for illustrative purposes.’
PGE supports this change but remains concerned with the potential for misinterpretation, the

commercial sensitivity, and the practical timeline impacts of requiring price scoring of proxy

5 AHD Report, Appendix A at 12.
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resources when submitting a draft RFP. As previously expressed in Joint Utility comments, IRP
proxy resources are deliberately not representative of any single project. They include
assumptions for many RFP price scoring input parameters (e.g., generation profile, degradation,
loss factors, capital costs, tax credit eligibility, O&M costs) but lack assumptions for some
parameters like dedicated transmission rights entirely. However, these assumptions may not be
reflective of actual bid value and risk reflected in responses to RFPs. While the risk of
misinterpretation is partially addressed by the clarification of the demonstration-only nature,
PGE remains concerned that results that show the relative performance of resources with
different attributes will inevitably set expectations for RFP outcomes.

Though IRP proxy resources are based on public sources, their incorporation into
proprietary RFP evaluation methods that are publicly shared in detail via the draft RFP may
inadvertently provide information to potential bidders about price scoring sensitivities and
baseline values. PGE is concerned this could have the impact of limiting competitive pressure
within the RFP process. PGE is concerned that this elevates execution and deliverability risk and
increases the likelihood that selected projects underperform actual system needs and without
delivering commensurate real-world reliability or cost value to customers.

Submission of proxy resource price scoring results at the time of the draft RFP filing
presumes finalization of all scoring tools sufficiently in advance of the draft RFP submission to
conduct and describe the scoring results. In both the 2023 and 2025 RFPs, PGE sought a waiver
of OAR 860-089-0250(2)(a) to allow for simultaneous review of the draft RFP and the scoring

methodology. Under this process, PGE submitted a detailed description of the scoring
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methodology presented as an appendix to the draft RFP.® However, finalization of the price
scoring modeling tools to implement the described method has required additional work in
consultation with the IE following the draft RFP submission. In the 2025 RFP process, PGE’s
tools were not ready for review of the first RFP “mock bids” until mid-May 2025, over a month
after the Draft RFP filing. PGE is therefore concerned that a requirement to submit any
quantitative scoring outputs along with the draft will delay the issuance of any future RFP.

While these concerns could be mitigated to some extent by further clarification of the
acceptability of a high-level approach to these preliminary price scoring demonstrations, PGE’s
preference remains non-adoption of Subsection 3(g) at this time, with further consideration in
future proceedings as necessary.

B. OAR 860-089-0300 - Employee Disclosure

PGE appreciates AHD’s work to address comments and concerns regarding the scope of

employee disclosures and the type of confidential or highly confidential information access that
would trigger such disclosures. AHD recommends that the rules for disclosure should cover
“whether or not each employee had or has access to eenftdential information relevant to

developing an electric company or affiliate bid that was is not available to any iterested

persens potential bidder either generally or under the terms of a protective order in-any-prior REP

or information that was

only available to the emplovee because the employee is a signatory to a protective order and that

protective order remains in effect.”’

¢ For example, see Appendix A “Scoring and Modeling Methodology” to PGE’s 2025 RFP, draft filed Apr 17, 2025
in UM 2371.
7 AHD Report, Appendix A at 20.
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PGE appreciates that AHD acknowledges that these rules could cause staffing issues for
the utilities. PGE further appreciates that the proposed rules would not bar the utilities from
permitting employees to join benchmark or affiliate bid teams but rather only addresses
disclosures. PGE agrees with AHD that disclosure should be sufficient to ensure transparency
while balancing efficiency and cost concerns at this time, but has concerns about the specific
language used in the draft rule.

Regarding the emphasis in the updated reporting language on any information “relevant
to developing” a benchmark bid, PGE is open to working through clearer definitions with the IE
and staff during future solicitations. PGE requests that the Commission modify the draft rules to
only reference access to highly confidential project-specific bidder information to avoid over-
inclusive and potentially vague reporting requirements. PGE also continues to clarify that we
expect employee names to be provided confidentially and maintained as such under the
applicable protective orders.

C. OAR 860-089-0300(3) and (4) — Resource Ownership

PGE agrees with AHD that the issues associated with the logistics and legality of requiring
elements or transmission be made available should prevent the Commission from adopting a
more directive approach. AHD recommends that the Commission adopt Staff’s language
requiring the utilities to evaluate benchmark bid elements and transmission rights with third-
party bidders and to provide an analysis regarding why these assets or rights would not be
provided to third-party bidders.

PGE is concerned that Staff’s proposed rules greatly expand this requirement to apply to all

“resource elements” without providing a clear definition for the term. Without a specific
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definition, the rule could be interpreted to mean that every resource a utility owns must be
submitted with corresponding analysis, regardless of whether a benchmark bid is actually
offered. This would essentially require the Joint Utilities to provide an inventory of assets many
of which may not be relevant to a competitive solicitation. PGE maintains that the current
version of the rules is more reasonable in scope because it applies specifically to elements of a
benchmark resource and requires only a single analysis.

PGE also supports AHD’s recommendation to not adopt NIPPC’s proposal regarding
when to disclose assets and agrees that the IRP or IRP Update is not the appropriate place to
identify utility assets to be used in RFP. Furthermore, should the Commission consider Staff’s
proposal, PGE requests that the framework be reciprocal. To deliver the least-cost, least-risk
resources for customers, third-party developers should also be required to make available any bid
elements they possess.

The proposed expansion of OAR 860-089-0300 does not provide clarity as to the
intended applicability of “benchmark resource elements secured by the electric company” to
development assets controlled by the electric company or its affiliates, which are not currently
being used to serve customers or included into rates. Ambiguity on this topic has arisen in
similar forms in both of PGE’s most recent RFP, concerning transmission rights purchased by
PGE in a 2023 RFP bid and land held by PGE outside of rates for a 2025 RFP bid. PGE asks the
Commission to clarify that expectations for resource element availability to all bidders
specifically applies to assets that are ratepayer-funded. Without such clarification, the rules
would encourage or suggest that the utility should subsidize third-party business development

costs using assets that utility shareholders, not ratepayers, have chosen to bear the long-term risk.



Public Commission of Oregon
February 26, 2026
Page 10

D. OAR 860-089-0475 — Selection of the Initial Shortlist and Final Shortlist

PGE continues to be concerned with the additional initial shortlist process. While PGE is
open to provide an initial shortlist, PGE is concerned with additional processes that could slow
down the RFP dockets. The current process where PGE provides an initial shortlist as part of the
overall process is sufficient. PGE also understands that AHD has noted that the Commission can
waive its rules, but PGE asserts it would create better policy and future-proofing rules to create
workable requirements at the outset.

IV.CONCLUSION

PGE appreciates the initial goal of a streamlined process to update these rules, but is concerned
that the draft rules, even with the helpful modifications provided by AHD, may not achieve this
stated result. At this stage in the process, while we continue to have concerns about many of the
draft rules, we encourage the Commission, at a minimum, to consider targeted changes aimed at
attempting to streamline the rules. We also support reopening this rulemaking with the express
directive to create a more efficient and nimble regulatory process for planning and procurement.

PGE looks forward to the Commission’s thoughtful consideration of these proposed rules.

Sincerely,

Il

Erin E. Apperson

Managing Corporate Counsel
Portland General Electric Company
121 SW Salmon St. 1W1301
Portland, OR 97204

Email: erin.apperson@pgn.com



