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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON
UE 470
In the Matter of
PACIFICORP d/b/a PACIFIC POWER PACIFICORP’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF
INTERIM RATE REQUEST

Request for a General Rate Revision.

I. INTRODUCTION

PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power faces an unprecedented and challenging financial
situation that was precipitated by an environment where utilities are treated as insurers of last
resort for the impact of extreme weather events. While the Oregon Court of Appeals reversed
and remanded the James case verdict, the circumstances that placed the company in
unprecedented financial hardship remain.! In addition, plaintiffs have sought Oregon
Supreme Court review, casting further doubt on the outcome of the case. Therefore,
PacifiCorp seeks interim rate relief in an effort to continue to stabilize its financial position,
bolster its credit ratings and increase its short-term liquidity. This will allow the company to
secure the capital to support day-to-day operations and make critical investments in its
system for the benefit of customers. Interim rates are a critical step to provide PacifiCorp the
cash needed to make necessary investments to ensure safe and reliable power, including
investments in the distribution and transmission system to enhance system reliability, provide

operational visibility and flexibility and improve system efficiency.

!'In March 2025, the Oregon Department of Forestry issued an official report that found that the damage in the
Santiam Canyon was caused by the preexisting, lightning caused Beachie Creek Fire on Labor Day 2020. ODF
publishes 2020 Santiam Canyon Wildfire Event Investigation Report, OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY,
available at https://odffire.com/2025/03/19/odf-publishes-2020-santiam-canyon-wildfire-event-investigation-

report/.
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Interim rates will also strengthen PacifiCorp’s credit metrics in support of Oregon’s
clean energy policy requirements and its procurement of significant new non-emitting
resources. When considering new battery storage agreements and PacifiCorp’s pending 2025
Oregon Situs Request for Proposal (RFP) shortlist,? procurement of the energy storage
contracts is anticipated to result in the imputation of approximately $1.3 billion of additional
debt on the company’s balance sheet. This will have a direct impact on PacifiCorp’s credit
metrics and the rating agencies’ view of PacifiCorp’s business risk and contributes to the
immediate need for additional cash flow to support the company’s service obligations to its
Oregon customers. PacifiCorp deliberately designed this rare request to ensure that there are
no rate increases for the average residential customer if the company’s request for interim
rates is granted as proposed.

With this filing, PacifiCorp respectfully replies to the Public Utility Commission of
Oregon (Commission) Staff Report filed on May 15, 2026, and the Answer to PacifiCorp’s
Application for Approval of Interim Rates of the Alliance of Western Energy Consumers
(AWEQ), filed on May 20, 2026. Despite stating that it “takes the [c]Jompany’s financial
strain seriously” and “does not want to turn a blind eye to the [c]Jompany’s current difficult
financial position,”* Staff nevertheless recommended that the Commission deny PacifiCorp’s
interim rate request,* or in the alternative, implement an interim rate increase of $25.5

million on the condition PacifiCorp agrees to delay the rate effective date of the general rate

2 PacifiCorp will be filing its RFP shortlist for acknowledgement on May 29, 2026.

3 In re PacifiCorp d/b/a Pac. Power, Request for a General Rate Revision, Docket No. UE 470, Staff Report for
the May 26, 2026 Public Meeting at 4, 9 (May 15, 2026) [hereinafter “Staff Report™].

4 Staff Report at 1.
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case from April 5, 2027, to July 15, 2027.> AWEC also recommends denial of PacifiCorp’s
request.®

Staff’s opposition to PacifiCorp’s request is grounded largely in its own assessment
that since November 2025—when PacifiCorp’s credit rating was downgraded to one notch
above junk—the company has experienced a turnaround driven largely by the positive
wildfire litigation outcome at the Court of Appeals. AWEC, too, makes note of this
improvement.” However, Staff’s assessment is overly narrow and ignores the fact that while
PacitiCorp’s credit outlook has improved, its credit rating remains right where it was in
November 2025 (BBB- by S&P Global (S&P))—a single notch above non-investment
status—and will only increase through supportive regulatory outcomes and if PacifiCorp’s
“short-term liquidity requirements are drastically lowered,”® among other factors. Given that
PacifiCorp’s cash flow from Oregon rates has decreased as of May 1,° the company is faced
with the choice to either drastically reduce its short-term spending or increase cash flows
through interim rates. Therefore, denying interim rates under the present circumstances will
further erode PacifiCorp’s already stressed financial position, exacerbate concerns over
short-term liquidity and undermine the company’s ability to immediately begin rebuilding its
financial position, thereby prolonging the adverse customer impacts that come from a highly

levered utility with a very low credit rating that is one step above junk bond status.

3 Staff Report at 1.

® Answer to PacifiCorp’s Application for Approval of Interim Rates of the Alliance of Western Energy
Consumers at 1 [hereinafter “AWEC’s Answer”].

7 AWEC’s Answer at 3-4.

8 Staff Report, Attachment 2 at 4 (emphasis added).

2 PAC/100, Flynn/7 (explaining that the company ended its surcharge related to the 2022 Power Cost
Adjustment Mechanism on May 1, 2026).
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II. ARGUMENT

A. PacifiCorp’s poor financial circumstances warrant immediate rate relief to
bolster its credit rating.

PacifiCorp requires short-term liquidity to support its credit rating.'® Currently,
PacifiCorp’s credit ratings are one step above junk status,!! a rating that has not changed
since November 2025, when Staff asserts they would have been “more inclined to conclude
that the Company’s financial position is tenuous enough to consider interim rates[.]”!?
PacifiCorp’s poor financial health harms the company and its customers because poor credit
ratings increase borrowing costs and, in turn, raise customers’ rates. Additionally, poor
financial health limits access to capital. One more credit downgrade would put PacifiCorp
below investment grade, and many investors cannot purchase non-investment grade
securities. '

Staff and AWEC “question[] whether added short-term liquidity truly offers the credit
market benefit that the Company presents,”'* even though the S&P report Staff and AWEC
rely on specifically identified a “drastic” reduction in short-term liquidity requirements as
necessary for PacifiCorp to obtain a credit upgrade.'® That “drastic” reduction can occur
either by reducing short-term spending or by increasing short-term revenues, consistent with
the request here.

Staff suggests that the company’s liquidity is sufficient because its Funds From

Operations (FFO) to debt ratio exceeds 9 percent, even without interim rates.'¢ However,

10 See PAC/300, Weems 17-18.

" PAC/100, Flynn/7.

12 Staff Report at 6.

3 PAC/300, Weems/10.

14 Staff Report at 5; see AWEC’s Answer at 7.
15 Staff Report, Attachment 2 at 4.

16 Staff Report at 6.
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Staff’s review is too narrow; the FFO/Debt ratio is just one measure of financial health and
does not provide a complete snapshot of PacifiCorp’s liquidity, nor does it support denial of
PacifiCorp’s interim rate request. Indeed, the same S&P report cited by Staff identifies
several other scenarios that could result in further downgrades, including increased business
risk due to adverse regulatory outcomes (like the recent Utah general rate case result that
prompted a downgrade).!” PacifiCorp may face near-term operating and financial pressures
with expected and increased wildfire risks that may lead to service disruptions, low
snowpack causing lower hydro generation and higher energy costs stemming from a need to
purchase power. And in addition to maintaining an FFO/Debt ratio above 9 percent, S&P
also noted that PacifiCorp must “drastically lower[]” its short-term liquidity requirements in
order to obtain an upgrade.'®

Moreover, the recent S&P publications relied on by Staff and AWEC do not account
for the $4.0 billion in additional long-term debt issued in the first quarter of 2026 or the
imputation of additional debt that will occur as PacifiCorp executes agreements for battery
storage and for new agreements to procure resources from the 2025 Oregon Situs RFP, which
is estimated to increase debt by $1.3 billion on PacifiCorp’s balance sheet. Not only will
short-term liquidity constraints potentially impact resource procurements generally, but the
fact that the resources will be exclusively non-owned also means that rating agencies will
impute debt to reflect the long-term financial obligations reflected in the energy storage
agreements. This refutes AWEC’s position that “there is no evidence to suggest that

PacifiCorp risks a further credit downgrade to junk status.” !

17 Staff Report, Attachment 1 at 4.
18 Staff Report, Attachment 2 at 4.
19 AWEC’s Answer at 4.
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PacifiCorp remains in a tenuous financial position, with a credit rating that has been
unchanged since November 2025 and is one notch above junk status. Strong regulatory
support and increased cash flows are critical to prevent further downgrades and, more
importantly, to begin the process of rebuilding the company’s position and obtaining credit
upgrades for the benefit of customers. While S&P references a FFO/Debt ratio that is
consistently greater than 9 percent, it should be interpreted that the 9 percent is the minimum
threshold for an upgrade and was one of six items that influence the decision.

Further, AWEC contends that “the very timing of [PacifiCorp’s] request” reveals that
the company’s financial circumstances do not warrant immediate rate relief.?° To support this
accusation, AWEC notes that PacifiCorp’s actual return on equity (ROE) for 2024 and 2025
were lower than its expected ROE absent a rate change here and yet PacifiCorp did not seek
interim rates in those years.?! As an initial matter, PacifiCorp did not file a rate case in 2025
in which to ask for interim rates, and its last rate case (docket UE 433) was filed in February
2024, before PacifiCorp’s significant 2024 under-recovery would have been known. Contrary
to AWEC’s argument, PacifiCorp’s multi-year history of under-recovery in Oregon has
contributed to its current financial position and need for interim rates; pointing out that
PacifiCorp should have sought interim rates sooner is no basis to deny interim rates now.

B. The James decision has not alleviated PacifiCorp’s financial distress or the need
for interim rates.

Staff repeatedly emphasizes the Court of Appeals’ recent James decision as a reason
not to grant PacifiCorp interim rate relief.?? At the outset, Staff suggests PacifiCorp

downplayed the impact of the James decision, claiming it was “[n]otably absent from the

20 AWEC’s Answer at 5.
2l AWEC’s Answer at 5.
22 See Staff Report at 5, 6, 9.
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Company’s May 5 application.”?*> However, PacifiCorp’s testimony did address the recent
James decision and its impact on PacifiCorp’s financial health at length.?* Company witness
M. Ryan Weems explained why James does not extinguish the need for interim rates:

Q. Despite the James decision, will PacifiCorp continue to face financial
headwinds?

A. Yes. As noted above, even the result from the James appeal was not enough
for S&P to upgrade PacifiCorp’s credit ratings, and instead only resulted in
improving PacifiCorp’s credit outlook to positive. Fundamentally, PacifiCorp
requires several credit ratings upgrades to return to a healthy financial
condition. This is because wildfire liabilities are only one factor that credit
agencies considered in PacifiCorp’s recent ratings downgrades. Equally
important are regulatory outcomes. As S&P stated when it downgraded
PacifiCorp to BBB from BBB+: “The downgrade reflects our expectation that
PacifiCorp’s financial measures will be weaker than we previously forecast
following its rate-case outcome in Utah.” This is because the Utah Public
Service Commission approved approximately one quarter of PacifiCorp’s
original request, and S&P “previously expected a more-favorable outcome.”
Even PacifiCorp’s best outcome in the James case will require several years
and multiple credit ratings upgrades to address PacifiCorp’s financial condition.
Yet before that occurs, PacifiCorp faces immediate liquidity needs over the next
12-18 months.*

To be clear, the recent James decision did not improve PacifiCorp’s credit rating, but
only its credit outlook. As company witness Weems also explained, the James decision alone
is insufficient to return PacifiCorp to a healthy financial status given that adverse regulatory
outcomes, not just wildfire liabilities, also impact financial health and credit ratings.?®
Indeed, contrary to Staff’s claim that S&P determines PacifiCorp’s credit rating “continually

and almost exclusively” by the company’s wildfire liabilities,?’” S&P downgraded PacifiCorp

23 Staff Report at 4.

24 See PAC/100, Flynn/9-10; PAC/300, Weems/2-3, 9-10, 16-18; PAC/400, Bulkley/50.
25 PAC/300, Weems/16-17 (internal citations omitted).

26 PAC/300, Weems/17; see also PAC/300, Weems/7.

%7 Staff Report at 4-5, 9.
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for an adverse regulatory outcome in its last Utah general rate case.?® Thus, Staff’s statement
that it “was unable to find any significant drivers for the [c]Jompany’s low credit rating apart

from the [c]Jompany’s potential wildfire obligations”?’

is not supported by the record.

Moreover, the James case is ongoing, which Staff recognized by noting that “the
litigation remains pending” and “the [clompany’s liability in the case remains unresolved.”°
The James plaintiffs have asked the Oregon Supreme Court to review the Court of Appeals
decision. While the Court of Appeals decision was positive, uncertainty endures and the
decision alone does not obviate the need for interim rates.

Additional uncertainty persists because it is unclear whether the James opinion will
persuade the trial court to end the damages trials, which were key to the credit downgrade in
November 2025.3! However, even if the damages trials end and PacifiCorp is no longer
required to post bonds for each verdict, the benefit to PacifiCorp’s short-term liquidity will
be relatively small; cessation of bonding will not “drastically lower[]” PacifiCorp’s short-

term liquidity requirements, as required by S&P for a future upgrade.>?

C. Interim rates enable PacifiCorp to make proactive investments to support day-
to-day operations and further Oregon policies.

PacifiCorp requires short-term liquidity to invest in necessary resources and
infrastructure in Oregon. As explained in its application, PacifiCorp forecasts $2.9 billion in

capital investments in 2026 alone, yet absent interim rates, it will not see incremental

B PAC/300, Weems/18 (citing S&P Global Ratings, “Research Update: PacifiCorp Downgraded To 'BBB'
From 'BBB+' On Weaker Expected Financial Measures, Outlook Negative; Debt Ratings Lowered,” at 1 (July
28, 2025)).

29 Staff Report at 5.

30 Staff Report at 4.

31 Staff Report, Attachment 1 at 2. A hearing is scheduled for May 22, 2026, on whether to continue the
damages trials in light of the Court of Appeals decision.

32 Staff Report, Attachment 2 at 3.
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revenues resulting from docket UE 470 until well into 2027.3* Additionally, PacifiCorp
requires short-term liquidity to mitigate future credit metric pressures associated with
resource procurement activities that further Oregon’s energy policy, such as the procurement
of resources in the nearly complete 2025 Oregon Situs RFP.*

Staff claims that it “did not see the [c]Jompany cite operational risks that the interim
rate request was meant to alleviate apart from a nebulous claim that it needs to access capital
‘to support day-to-day operations.””*> Similarly, AWEC asserts that PacifiCorp’s
“Application is limited to general statements that interim rates will ... ‘assist in ... capital
investments.””*® However, a full review of the record shows that company witness Weems
explained, “If interim rates are not approved at this time, PacifiCorp may need to evaluate its
capital plan, which could include deferring or canceling certain capital projects, including
initiatives to support Oregon’s energy policy goals and major transmission projects.”*’ He
continued,

Further downgrades could result in PacifiCorp being “unable to secure

sufficient debt financings or alternative funding sources to support ongoing

operations, including the ability to absorb wholesale power volatility, pay
suppliers and meet debt obligations, and such liquidity issues may impact
transmission and generation development, purchasing power in the market,

building and upgrading substations, connecting new customers, addressing
outages and maintaining system resilience.”>®

To provide greater specificity in response to Staff and AWEC, PacifiCorp has
identified six categories of investments that would be directly supported if the Commission

granted the company’s request for interim rates. These are identified in the table below:

33 Docket No. UE 470, PacifiCorp’s Application for Approval of Interim Rates at 7 (May 5, 2026) [hereinafter
“Application™].

34 See PAC/300, Weems/14.

35 Staff Report at 5.

36 AWEC’s Answer at 7 (quoting Application at 6, 7).

3T PAC/300, Weems/28.

38 PAC/300, Weems/30 (citing BHE 2025 10-K at 77) (emphasis added).
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Category

Customer Benefit

Reliability upgrades (reconductor, phase
spreading, fuse coordination, fuse saver and
recloser installations)

Targeted underground cable replacement

(testing and proactive replacement)

Proactive relay replacements (currently
failure-based)

Strengthens system resiliency, reduces fault
exposure, and improves outage frequency
and restoration times through optimized
circuit performance and protection schemes
Reduces failure risk on aging assets,
minimizes unplanned outages, and improves
long-term system reliability through
condition-based asset management
Enhances protection system reliability and
response accuracy, reducing mis-operations
and improving fault isolation speed and
system stability

Transmission upgrades

Increases system capacity and operational
flexibility while reducing congestion risk
and supporting load growth and system
resiliency

Proactive distribution breaker replacement
(currently failure-based)

Improves fault interruption reliability,
reduces outage duration, and lowers risk of
catastrophic equipment failure and
collateral damage

Substation device communication upgrades

Enhances real-time data visibility and
control, enabling faster fault response,
improved system coordination, and more
effective remote operations

D. PacifiCorp’s affirmative actions to improve its cash flow and liquidity are not a
substitute for the short-term relief provided by interim rates.

As demonstrated in its application and in testimony, PacifiCorp is making “every

effort” to restore its financial health and is “actively engaged in several financial stabilization

efforts in addition to interim rate relief.”3* While PacifiCorp maintains that these efforts

support approving interim rates, Staff instead cites them as a reason to deny PacifiCorp’s

interim rate request.*’ However, these efforts target long-term liquidity and therefore do

nothing to help PacifiCorp’s immediate needs. For instance, Staff mentioned PacifiCorp’s

Boardman-to-Hemingway (B2H) sale-leaseback agreement, and the proposed sale of the

39 Application at 6; see also PAC/300, Weems/18-27.
40 See Staff Report at 8-9.
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Washington service area as well as smaller sections of its Oregon service territory.*! Staff
then found these actions helped to “shore up [PacifiCorp’s] near-term liquidity,” even though
these specific actions do not do that.*> As company witness Weems explained in testimony,
the liquidity benefits of the B2H sale-leaseback agreement and sale of service areas will not
materialize until at least 2027, assuming PacifiCorp receives the necessary regulatory
approvals for the B2H sale-leaseback agreement and the service area transfers.*® Therefore,
PacifiCorp’s “suite of actions to shore up its credit worthiness” does not provide short-term
liquidity, nor extinguish the need for interim rates.**

Staff also cites the Commission’s approval of a new revolving credit facility and
authorization for lower capital structure for PPW Holdings to enable the company to become
more levered.* One of the main points for using the interim rate mechanism is to reduce the
need to issue additional debt, and more debt should not be viewed as a reasonable substitute
for recovery of the costs incurred to serve Oregon customers. PacifiCorp is already highly
levered and requires additional cash flow to pay the costs of its already issued debt, fund
ongoing operations, and maintain a sufficient cushion in its credit metrics to absorb impacts
like the imputation of debt that will occur when the company procures additional non-
emitting resources for Oregon, which is on track to occur this year.*

Staff argues that, “If nothing changed between November 2025 and today, Staff
would be more inclined to conclude that the Company’s financial position is tenuous enough

to consider interim rates at this time.”*’ PacifiCorp remains financially strained and requires

41 Staff Report at 4.

42 Staff Report at 9.

4 PAC/300, Weems/29-30.

4 Staff Report at 4.

45 Staff Report at 5.

46 See PAC/300, Weems/5, 14.
47 Staff Report at 6.
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strong regulatory support to not only maintain its current position, but also to hopefully begin
bolstering its finances and return to more stable and financially sound footing.*® Interim rates
are key to that process.

E. Staff’s alternative recommendation is insufficient.

Staff’s alternative recommendation to allow a $25.5 million interim rate increase is
helpful but insufficient. $25.5 million is less than half of PacifiCorp’s interim rate request of
$55.1 million, which is already below the approximately $98.5 million in incremental,
known, and measurable costs PacifiCorp has incurred or will incur during the pendency of
this case.*’ PacifiCorp’s interim rate proposal was deliberate and thoughtful. It reflects what
the company believes is necessary to continue to support and benefit customers with safe and
reliable service.

Moreover, Staff recognized that this $25.5 million was designed only to compensate
PacifiCorp for the “foregone revenues” resulting from the delayed permanent rate effective
date, from April 5, 2027, to July 15, 2027.3° Therefore, while providing some interim relief
and cash flow support, it is unclear if this provides PacifiCorp with incremental revenue as
compared to proceeding with the original rate effective date. If the Commission adopts the
lower interim-rates amount proposed by Staff, it should retain the April 5, 2027, rate
effective date for docket UE 470.

F. Staff’s and AWEC’s remaining arguments are unpersuasive.

In assessing the customer impact of PacifiCorp’s interim rate request, Staff explained

its interpretation that the company’s $55.1 million interim rate increase is “an annualized

48 Application at 5-6; PAC/300, Weems/13-14, 30.
¥ PAC/800, McCoy/57.
50 Staff Report at 10.
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revenue requirement amount that would be collected up until the rate effective date of the
general rate case.”! Staff noted, however, that the interim rates would be in effect from June
4, 2026, to July 15, 2027, “a period of one year and 41 days,” allowing the company to
collect $61.3 million instead.>? To clarify, PacifiCorp intended its $55.1 million interim rate
increase to be annualized, consistent with general ratemaking practice.

AWEC claims the “Commission did not, as PacifiCorp alleges, grant the [c]ompany
interim rates following the 2001 energy crisis” because, according to AWEC, the
Commission, in the case PacifiCorp cited, simply authorized immediate amortization of a
$22.8 million power cost deferral.>* However, in doing so, the Commission specifically
allowed immediate recovery of the entirety of PacifiCorp’s requested rate increase before the
completion of the investigation and contested case process, consistent with PacifiCorp’s
request here.>* While it is true the Commission relied on ORS 757.215(4), that is a
distinction without difference because both ORS 757.215(4) and (5) allow an immediate rate
increase while the contested case proceeds, subject to potential refund if the Commission’s

investigation results in a different permanent rate change.>”

51 Staff Report at 7.

52 Staff Report at 7.

33 AWEC’s Answer at 5.

34 In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp for an Accounting Order Regarding Excess Net Power Costs
(UM 995); In the Matter of PacifiCorp’s Application for Partial Amortization of Its Request to Defer Excess
Net Power Costs and Approval of Its Request to Implement an Amortization in Rates of Deferred Excess Net
Power Costs (UE 121); Indus. Customers of Nw. Utils. & Citizens’ Util. Bd. vs. PacifiCorp (UC 578), Docket
Nos. UM 995, UE 121, & UC 578, Order No. 01-186 at 1-2 (Feb. 21, 2001).

55 ORS 757.215(4) allows the entirety of a proposed rate increase to become effective pending a contested case;
ORS 757.215(5) allows only a partial amount of a tariff to become effective pending a contested case. Here,
PacifiCorp requests only a partial interim rate increase under ORS 757.215(5). Therefore, if anything,
PacifiCorp’s current request is less drastic than in the precedent cited, in which the Commission granted the
company an interim rate under ORS 757.215(4) that allowed immediate recovery of the entire amount requested
by PacifiCorp.
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III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, PacifiCorp requests the Commission approve PacifiCorp’s

interim rate request and reject Staff’s and AWEC’s recommendations.

Respectfully submitted this 21° day of May, 2026.
v

Ajay Kumar

Chief Regulatory Counsel

825 NE Multnomah Street, Suite
2000

Portland, OR 97232

Email: ajay.kumar@pacificorp.com

Adam Lowney

Jordan Schoonover

McDowell Rackner Gibson

419 SW 11" Avenue, Suite 400

Portland, OR 97205

Email: adam@mrg-law.com
jordan(@mrg-law.com

Attorneys for PacifiCorp
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OREGON CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD (CUB)

CLAIRE VALENTINE-FOSSUM (C)
OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD
610 SW BROADWAY STE 400
PORTLAND, OR 97205
claire@oregoncub.org
dockets(@oregoncub.org

ROBERT JENKS (C)

OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD
610 SW BROADWAY STE 400
PORTLAND, OR 97205
bob@oregoncub.org

ELIZABETH LESCH-ABHAYA (C)
OREGON CITIZENS’ UTILITY BOARD
610 SW BROADWAY STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
lizzie@oregoncub.org

AWEC

ANNA CONGDON (C)

PEPPLE MOSER, PC

107 SE WASHINGTON ST, SUITE 430
PORTLAND, OR 97214
anna@pepplemoser.com

CORRINE OLSON (©)

PEPPLE MOSER, PC

107 SE WASHINGTON ST, SUITE 430
PORTLAND, OR 97214
corinne(@pepplemoser.com

TYLER C PEPPLE (C)

PEPPLE MOSER, PC

107 SE WASHINGTON ST, SUITE 430
PORTLAND, OR 97214
tyler@pepplemoser.com

RACHELLE MCMASTER AND OBO JAMES V. PACIFICORP

CODY BERNE

STOLL STOLL BERNE LOKTING &
SHLACHTER P.C.

209 SW OAK STREET, SUITE 500
PORTLAND OR 97204
cberne@stollberne.com

MATTHEW PREUSCH
KELLER ROHRBACK L.L.P.
801 GARDEN ST STE 301
SANTA BARBARA CA 93101
mpreusch@kellerrohrback.com

OTHER

JAMES DEASON
ATTORNEY AT LAW
2180 MEMORIAL DR. SE
ATLANTA GA 30317
jimdeason.or@gmail.com

Dated this 21% day of May, 2026.

A
i)

——

(e Poreded

Lauren Paredes
Coordinator, Regulatory Operations
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I certify that a true and correct copy of PacifiCorp’s Reply in Support of Interim Rate
Request was served on the parties listed below via electronic delivery in compliance with OAR

860-001-0180.

Service List

UE 433
PACIFICORP
PACIFICORP, DBA PACIFIC POWER CARLA SCARSELLA (©C)
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST, STE 2000 PACIFICORP
PORTLAND, OR 97232 825 NE MULTNOMAH ST STE 2000
oregondockets@pacificorp.com PORTLAND, OR 97232
carla.scarsella@pacificorp.com
STAFF
JOHANNA RIEMENSCHNEIDER (C) BETSY BRIDGE (C)
PUC STAFF - DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
BUSINESS ACTIVITIES SECTION 1162 COURT ST NE
1162 COURT ST NE SALEM, OR 97301-4796
SALEM, OR 97301-4796 betsy.bridge@doj.state.or.us
johanna.riemenschneider@doj.state.or.us
MATTHEW MULDOON (C)
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF
OREGON
PO BOX 1088

SALEM, OR 97308
matt.muldoon(@state.or.us

GREEN ENERGY INSTITUTE

CAROLINE CILEK (C) ALEXANDER HOUSTON (C)

carolinecilek@dwt.com 10101 S. TERWILLIGER BLVD
PORTLAND, OR 97219
ahouston@)]clark.edu

JAMIE JOHNSON

GREEN ENERGY INSTITUTE

jamiejohnson@]clark.edu

COALITION OF COMMUNITIES OF COLOR

NIKITA DARYANANI

221 NW 2ND AVE STE 303
PORTLAND OR 97209
nikita@coalitioncommunitiescolor.org
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CLAIRE VALENTINE-FOSSUM (C)
OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD
610 SW BROADWAY STE 400
PORTLAND, OR 97205
claire@oregoncub.org

ROBERT JENKS (C)

OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD
610 SW BROADWAY STE 400
PORTLAND, OR 97205
bob@oregoncub.org

OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD
610 SW BROADWAY, STE 400
PORTLAND OR 97205
dockets@oregoncub.org

AWEC

ANNA CONGDON (©O)

PEPPLE MOSER, PC

107 SE WASHINGTON ST, SUITE 430
PORTLAND, OR 97214
anna@pepplemoser.com

CORRINE OLSON (©)

PEPPLE MOSER, PC
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corinne(@pepplemoser.com

TYLER C PEPPLE (C)

PEPPLE MOSER, PC

107 SE WASHINGTON ST, SUITE 430
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tyler@pepplemoser.com

CALPINE SOLUTIONS

GREGORY M. ADAMS (C)
RICHARDSON ADAMS, PLLC
PO BOX 7218

BOISE, ID 83702
greg(@richardsonadams.com

GREG BASS

CALPINE ENERGY SOLUTIONS, LLC
401 WEST A ST, STE 500

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
greg.bass@calpinesolutions.com

KEVIN HIGGINS

ENERGY STRATEGIES LLC

215 STATE ST - STE 200

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111-2322
khiggins@energystrat.com

KWUA

KWUA KLAMATH WATER USER PAUL S. SIMMONS (C)
ASSOCIATION SOMACH SIMMONS & DUNN
2312 SOUTH SIXTH STREET, STE A 500 CAPITOL MALL, STE 1000
KLAMATH FALLS OR 97601 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

assist@kwua.org

psimmons@somachlaw.com

COMMUNITY ENERGY PROJECT

SIRAAT YOUNAS

2705 E BURNSIDE STE 112
PORTLAND OR 97214
siraat(@communityenergyproject.org
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VITESSE LLC

IRION A SANGER (C)
SANGER LAW PC

4031 SE HAWTHORNE BLVD
PORTLAND, OR 97214
irion(@sanger-law.com

GEOFF MOORE

META PLATFORMS, INC
1 HACKER WAY
MENLO PARK CA 94025
geoffmoore(@meta.com

DIEGO RIVAS
SANGER LAW PC
1101 8™ AVE
HELENA, MT 59601
diego@sanger-law.com

FRED MEYER
JUSTIN BIEBER (C) KURT J BOEHM (C)
FRED MEYER/ENERGY STRATEGIES LLC BOEHM KURTZ & LOWRY

215 SOUTH STATE STREET, STE 200
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111
jbieber@energystrat.com

36 E SEVENTH ST - STE 1510
CINCINNATI, OH 45202
kboehm@bkllawfirm.com

JODY KYLER COHN
BOEHM KURTZ & LOWRY
36 E SEVENTH ST - STE 1510
CINCINNATI, OH 45202
ikylercohn@bkllawfirm.com

WALMART

JUSTINA A CAVIGLIA (C) RONI SHAFFER (C)

PARSONS BEHLE & LATIMER PARSONS BEHLE & LATIMER
50 WEST LIBERTY ST STE 750 50 WEST LIBERTY ST STE 750
RENO NV 89501 RENO NV 89501
jcaviglia@parsonsbehle.com rshaffer@parsonsbehle.com
JAIME MCGOVERN (C)

WALMART INC

2608 SOUTHEAST J STREET, SUITE B
BENTONVILLE AR 72712-0550
jaime.mcgovern@walmart.com

AMAZON DATA SERVICES

DEREK D. GREEN (C)

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
1300 SW FIFTH AVE STE 2400
PORTLAND, OR 97201
derekgreen(@dwt.com

OLIVIER JAMIN (C)

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
1300 SW FIFTH AVE STE 2400
PORTLAND, OR 97201
olivierjamin@dwt.com

VERDE

ANAHI SEGOVIA RODRIGUEZ
anahisegovia@verdenw.org
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DATA CENTER COALITION

TINJUM AARON

DATA CENTER COALITION
525-K-EAST MARKET STREET NO. 253
LEESBURG, VA 20176
aaron(@datacentercoalition.org

JOSH LEVI

DATA CENTER COALITION
525-K-EAST MARKET STREET NO. 253
LEESBURG, VA 20176
josh@datacentercoalition.org

SIDNEY VILLANUEVA (C)
BLUE SKIES LAW LLC
1255 BAYBERRY RD
LAKE OSWEGO, OR 97034
sidney@blueskieslaw.com

SHLACHTER P.C.

209 SW OAK STREET, SUITE 500
PORTLAND OR 97204
cberne@stollberne.com

OTHER
CODY BERNE MATTHEW PREUSCH
STOLL STOLL BERNE LOKTING & KELLER ROHRBACK LLP

801 GARDEN ST., STE 112
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101
mpreusch@kellerrohrback.com

TODD LOGAN
tlogan@edelson.com

Dated this 21% day of May 2026.

7 oumnen Poredsd

Lauren Paredes
Coordinator, Regulatory Operations
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