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Introduction
CUB appreciates the opportunity to submit its Final Comments regarding Idaho

Power Company’s (the Company or Idaho Power) 2013 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP).
CUB will address the following issues in its comments: First, we restate our concerns
regarding Jim Bridger pollution control investments; second, a brief note about
overforecasting; third, we restate our concerns about the effects of NV Energy’s plan to
close North Valmy; fourth, we reiterate our criticisms of Gateway West; and finally, we
voice CUB’s concerns about the Company’s decision to stop contributing to the
Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA).

II. Pollution Control Investments
CUB remains concerned with the Company’s pollution control modeling. The
Company states in its Reply Comments that installing SCRs at Jim Bridger 3 and 4 was
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least cost/least risk.1 CUB reiterates its concerns from its Opening Comments regarding
the useful lives of the controls and the modeling of the early closure.
The Company states that it assumed the same useful lives for the pollution control
investments as the plants,2 and in this IRP the Company assumes that the plant will
operate throughout the 20-year life of plan.3 But the problem CUB identifies is that the
useful life of the plant does not necessarily correspond to the useful life of the pollution
controls as modeled by the EPA. Simply committing to shut the plant down at the end of
its useful life is a strategy that has the potential to reduce pollution control costs.
The EPA always applies a 20-year timeline for cost-effectiveness analysis of
emissions control equipment unless a resource has been firmly committed to close before
that 20-year life.4 However, because the pollution control requirements become final five
years after a Federal Implementation Plan is adopted, this actually provides 25 years of
operation for the pollution control5. Because the EPA issued its final FIP this month
(which could be subject to additional appeals), the 25-year useful life of the pollution
controls begins this year. This provides a useful life for the pollution control that extends
to 2039, which is beyond the planning horizon and beyond the expected useful life of the
plant6. While reducing the life of the pollution control by a couple of years may not affect
the cost-effectiveness of the pollution control measures, a two-year reduction represents
10% of the expected pollution removal and could impact pollution control investment
that is barely cost-effective under the EPA’s 20-year analysis. This means that an
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acceptable analysis from the Company should include a scenario which contemplates a
commitment of closure at the end of the expected life of the coal plant if that is less than
the assumed 20-year life used in the EPA analysis (It is important to note that there is a
five-year compliance window, so a 20-year life becomes 20 years plus the 5 year
compliance period—25 years). The purpose is to see if this would reduce the expected
cost of pollution control.
CUB is not aware of such a firm committal from Idaho Power. Though CUB is
not trying to say that the Company must commit to closing a plant, CUB believes that
Idaho Power must consider this option and that the IRP should contain a scenario
examining whether this will lead to lower pollution control costs. The scenario could be
structured to examine whether closing a plant at the end of its useful life would reduce
pollution control costs.
In addition to these concerns, the Company does not sufficiently address CUB’s
statements about a Boardman-style phase-out. CUB’s main points in its Opening
Comments involve the assumption of a closure date of 10 years after the analysis. As
CUB previously states in its Opening Comments, the EPA’s Regional Haze Rules take
effect 5 years after EPA adoptions. This means that a 10-year phase-out would only
include pollution control that was cost-effective over 5 years. The early closure decision
for the Boardman plant was made because PGE found that costly pollution control
investments could be avoided by phasing out its coal plant early. PGE’s IRP analysis of
the Boardman phase-out was produced in January 2010 and assumed closure at the end of
20207. Idaho Power’s phase-out study for Bridger assumed that the plant would close in 5
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years rather than in 10 years.8 Because the economic benefits of the phase-out are derived
from operating the plant with more limited pollution controls, shortening that period from
10 years to 5 years reduces the economic benefits of a phase-out by approximately 50%.
For purposes of clarity, CUB will outline its expectations as to how the Company
should move forward with coal analysis. CUB presented a blue print in its Final
Comments in docket LC 57, the PacifiCorp IRP. CUB restates its comments below.
The following analytical framework should be considered in an IRP process, or in
an alternative process, so that stakeholders can investigate a full spectrum of options:
1) Analyze the cost of the potential pollution controls under different scenarios. The
analysis should be robust enough to consider the strictest of possibilities. Rather
than limiting it to what is known, it should include what is likely, and it should
include the upper range for what might happen. To take an example from
PacifiCorp and the case of Wyoming, PacifiCorp only did analysis that was
contained within the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and one scenario with
stronger controls. The EPA’s draft proposal exceeded those stronger controls,
meaning that PacifiCorp’s IRP may not have provided much direction related to
the cost-effectiveness of the controls and the alternatives to those controls. In
considering this, CUB would like to see more rigor in the Company’s
consideration of a range of possible pollution control scenarios in the future.
2) This broader range of pollution control scenarios should be compared to
alternative investments, such as repowering with natural gas, building a CCCT, or
relying on front office transactions.
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3) The Company should also investigate whether there is a plausible scenario for a
phase-out that is at a lower cost than either of the two options listed above. The
Company should begin by looking to the low end of the range of what the EPA
will consider cost-effective and should then look at the high end range of years
before closure that the EPA will likely accept. If the Company finds that there is a
plausible scenario that is cost-effective, it should further examine additional
plausible scenarios to determine the upper and lower ranges for a cost-effective
phase-out. This will allow the Company to approach the EPA to determine
whether a proposal to phase out with a firm commitment within this range would
be acceptable.
4) In the case of a plant whose depreciable life is less than the 20-year assumed
useful life of the pollution control investments, the Company should analyze
whether committing to close a plant at the end of its depreciable life would reduce
pollution control costs. Committing to closure at the end of the depreciable life
may mean that less (or different) pollution control investments need to be made.

III. Overforecasting
CUB is pleased that the Company has taken our concerns into consideration. The
Company states on page 24 of its Reply Comments that it is not requesting
acknowledgement of its entire Action Plan, but is limiting its request for
acknowledgement to the next two to four years. CUB agrees that this is consistent with
the Commission’s IRP guidelines.
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IV. Early Retirement of North Valmy
CUB remains concerned about the possibility of an early retirement of North
Valmy. Though the Company explains that the discrepancy in closure dates for the North
Valmy plant is a result of “establishing depreciable lives for accounting and ratemaking
purposes and do[es] not represent agreed upon decommissioning dates between NV
Energy and Idaho Power,” CUB believes that the preferred portfolio the Company has
selected should at least account for the risk of a closure date earlier than the Company has
expected. The NV Energy closure dates that Idaho Power lists in its Reply Comments are
2021 and 2025.9 Though the Company continues to assure stakeholders that this is not the
true decommissioning date, CUB’s research reveals otherwise. For example, an NREL
study cites North Valmy’s Units 1 as being retired in 2022.10 Attachments A11 and B12 are
articles that demonstrate further evidence of NV Energy’s plan to close their coal plants
by 2025, and these closure dates do not appear to be for accounting purposes. The
Company has not provided an explanation as to why a number of sources have listed an
early closure date. The Company holds to its decision to adopt portfolio 2 as its selected
portfolio in the IRP, which does not consider early closure dates for North Valmy, so
CUB continues to be concerned about the discrepancies in the dates. In no way does CUB
want to suggest that the Company should commit to early closure first and proceed to
select a portfolio. However, it is CUB’s understanding that the preferred portfolio
9
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assumes that the plant will run past 2025, and the portfolio should take into account the
risk of an early shutdown.

V. Gateway West
In its Reply Comments, the Company stated,
CUB offers no substantive criticism of the Company's analysis of Gateway
West, but recommends against acknowledgement because it believes that the
Company should have analyzed each segment of the project individually…Idaho
Power views the Gateway West project as one distinct project with one purpose and
need, and has not divided it into separate segments for purpose of the IRP.13
CUB’s position has not changed. CUB continues to believe that the Company
should analyze each segment individually. That said, since the Company has stated that it
is only asking for acknowledgment for the next two to four years, CUB appreciates this
attempt by the Compamy to reduce the breadth of what it is seeking acknowledgment for
and to alleviate at least some of CUB’s concerns.

VI. Reduced Support of NEEA
CUB has taken note of the Company’s response to Staff about reducing its
participation in and support of NEEA. CUB is disappointed with the Company’s
intention to curtail its contribution in the next funding cycle of 2015-2019.14 CUB does
not believe that the Company’s actions are consistent with goals to pursue costefficiency, and would strongly advise the Company to reconsider. The Idaho Public
Utility Commission expressed similar concerns, calling the Company’s decision “abrupt”

13
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and inadequate in notifying ratepayers.15 The Company has failed to explain how doing
this is least cost and consistent with all cost-effective energy efficiency.16

VII. Conclusion
CUB restates our concerns regarding the Jim Bridger pollution control
investments and continues to request that the Commission not acknowledge the Jim
Bridger 3 and 4 pollution control investments. However, CUB notes the Company’s
decision to ask for acknowledgement within a time bracket of only two to four years.
CUB also feels that the Company has not provided an adequate explanation regarding
NV Energy’s decision to close North Valmy ten years earlier than Idaho Power. CUB
continues to believe that Gateway West should be analyzed segment by segment, and
CUB strongly encourages the Company to reconsider its move to stop contributing to the
Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance. CUB appreciates the opportunity to be able to
comment on Idaho Power’s 2013 IRP.

//

//

//

//
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(2014). IPUC OKs most of Idaho Power’s 2012 EE expenses, warns against DSM retreat. Clearing Up,
(1628).
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CUB wishes to acknowledge here that Bob Jenks became a member of the Board of Directors of NEEA
on December 3, 2013. But as anyone familiar with CUB’s prior positions knows, the positions taken by
CUB in this docket in regard to NEEA are not new.
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Respectfully submitted,

Bob Jenks
Executive Director
Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon
610 SW Broadway, Suite 400
Portland, OR 97205
(503) 227-1984, x15
bob@oregoncub.org
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Nadine Hanhan
Utility Analyst
Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon
610 SW Broadway, Suite 400
Portland, OR 97205
(503) 227-1984, x12
nadine@oregoncub.org
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