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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON
UM 2317
In the Matter of
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, REQUEST FOR ACKNOWLEDGMENT
OF FINAL SHORTLIST OF 2029 BIDS
Application for Approval of 2028 IN THE 2028 ALL-SOURCE REQUEST
All-Source Request for Proposals to FOR PROPOSALS
Meet 2029 Capacity Resource Need.

.  INTRODUCTION

In accordance with OAR 860-089-0500, Idaho Power Company (ldaho Power or
Company) requests that the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (Commission)
acknowledge the final shortlist of bidders in Idaho Power’s 2028 All-Source Request for
Proposals for peak capacity and energy resources (2028 RFP or RFP) for bids with a
commercial operation date no later than June 1, 2029 (2029 Bids). The 2028 RFP
solicited both 2028 bids as well as bids beyond 2028 (Beyond 2028 Bids). On March 31,
2025, the Commission issued Order No. 25-128 acknowledging Idaho Power’s final
shortlist of 2028 bids. In this filing, the Company is seeking acknowledgment of the 2028
RFP final shortlist of the 2029 Bids to meet the energy and capacity needs outlined in the
acknowledged 2023 Integrated Resource Plan (2023 IRP)."

Il. IDAHO POWER RESOURCE NEED

In this RFP, Idaho Power is pursuing energy and capacity resources to meet

customers’ needs and ensure the Company can continue to reliably meet the growing

1 Integrated Resource Plan (idahopower.com).
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demands on its electrical system. Idaho Power recognizes that during the near-term
resource decision-making phase, the annual capacity positions can be very fluid and
therefore regularly performs system reliability assessments. The Company constantly
monitors resource needs, and in the face of growing loads and deficits has responded
with added and appropriate urgency to acquire additional low-cost, reliable sources of
generation and capacity, as evidenced by the consecutive issuance of RFPs to acquire
resources to be online in 2023,% 2024, 2025, 2026 and 2027.4

The annual capacity position developed to inform ldaho Power’s 2023 IRP, which
was filed on September 29, 2023, and reflected current information on the expected

timing of major new loads, the resource procurements the Company has made to date,

2 |n June 2021, the Company issued an RFP for approximately 80 megawatts (“MW”) of capacity. This RFP
was exempt from the Oregon competitive bidding rules due to its size, and the Company conducted a
competitive solicitation through an RFP seeking to acquire Idaho Power-owned resources, to be online by
June 2023. The procurement process resulted in the acquisition of least-cost, least-risk resources
necessary to fill the 2023 capacity deficiency. The Company performed a qualitative and quantitative
evaluation of the project proposals submitted through the RFP process as well as a parallel investigation
into different configurations of Company-owned and constructed battery storage systems, which culminated
in the acquisition of 120 MW of dispatchable energy storage as well as a 20-year power purchase
agreement for the output of a planned third-party solar facility.

3 In December 2021, the Company issued an RFP to meet the resource deficiencies identified in 2024 and
2025. The procurement process resulted in the acquisition of least-cost, least-risk resources necessary to
fill the 2024 and 2025 deficiencies. The Company performed a qualitative and quantitative evaluation of the
project proposals submitted through the RFP process which culminated in a 25-year power purchase
agreement for the output of a third-party solar facility, the acquisition of 173 MW of Idaho Power owned
dispatchable energy storage as well as a 20-year battery services agreement for the capacity of a 150-MW
battery storage system owned and operated by a third-party.

41n June 2023, the Company issued an RFP to meet the resource deficiencies identified in 2026 and 2027.
The procurement process resulted in the acquisition of least-cost, least-risk resources necessary to fill the
2026 and a portion of the 2027 deficiencies. Idaho Power is still negotiating agreements to procure 2027
resources to fill the remaining capacity deficiency. The Company performed a qualitative and quantitative
evaluation of the project proposals submitted through the RFP process which culminated in the execution
of a 200 MW market purchase product and a total of 250 MW of Idaho Power-owned battery storage for
2026 as well as a combined power purchase agreement for the output of a third-party wind facility providing
approximately 300 MW and a Company-owned wind powered generation facility providing approximately
300 MW and a combined power purchase agreement for the output of a third-party solar facility supplying
100 MW and an energy storage agreement for 100 MW of dispatchable energy storage from a third-party
for 2027.
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and other updates, identified 138 MW of incremental peak capacity needs in 2028, 142
MW in 2029, and growing to over 1,150 MW by 2038,° driving the need for additional
resources in 2028 and beyond.® With Idaho Power’s resource procurement efforts for
2026 and 2027 advancing, in February 2024, the Company filed its initial application in
this proceeding to address resource needs beginning in 2028. Idaho Power continues to
experience high load growth across its service territory, including major new large loads.
Assuming adequate resources are procured to meet 2026-2027 needs, at the time of the
filing of the initial Application in this proceeding, the Company expected to need significant
incremental capacity by the summer of 2028 and beyond. As a result of these findings
and ongoing evaluation of Idaho Power’s resource position, this RFP sought bids for a
combination of capacity and energy resources that provide a minimum of approximately
138 MW of incremental peak capacity and 555 MW of supply-side resource additions in
2028 and beyond.

A. The 2023 IRP identified significant incremental capacity needs should
major new large loads materialize.

Specifically related to large customers in the service area, the Company continues
to see substantial interest from large industrial customers that wish to site, or expand
operations, in ldaho Power’s service area. Within the last few years, the number of unique
large industrial load inquiries has increased, with many large load inquiries totaling
hundreds and thousands of megawatts, which if the loads materialized, would further

increase projected total demand. Incremental needs associated with potential large

5 |[daho Power 2023 IRP at 174 (Table 11.15).

6 Forecasted peak load is anticipated to grow by approximately 80 MW per year on average, or 1,500 MW
over the next two decades due to unprecedented customer growth.
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customers is not part of the Company’s current load forecast and could increase resource
needs in the near term substantially. For example, in the 2025 IRP, which was filed with
the Commission on June 27, 2025,” Idaho Power included two Large Load growth
scenarios that resulted in increased incremental capacity needs of both 300 MW and 500
MW more than the incremental capacity needs considered, further supporting the 2028
RFP solicitation.

B. The 2025 IRP further supports the incremental capacity needs in 2028 and
beyond.

The 2025 IRP evaluated the 20-year planning period from 2026 through 2045.
During this period, ldaho Power’s demand for electricity is expected to continue to grow
significantly, by approximately 1,700 MW with nearly 1,000 MW in the next five years
alone. Specifically, the 2025 IRP identifies incremental capacity needs in 2028 and 2029
of 51 MW and 192 MW, respectively.

M. RFP DEVELOPMENT

To ensure a fair and transparent procurement process that was compliant with the
Commission’s competitive bidding rules, on February 29, 2024, Idaho Power filed an
application requesting the Commission: (1) approve the selection of London Economics
International, LLC (LEI) as the independent evaluator (IE) to oversee the 2028 RFP
process, (2) approve the scoring and modeling methodology for the 2028 RFP, (3)
approve the draft 2028 RFP, and (4) waive certain competitive bidding rules (OAR 860-
089-0100 et sq.) to allow expedited review and approval of the 2028 RFP. The requested

waivers enabled the Company to have the 2028 RFP review process run in parallel with

7 |daho Power 2025 IRP at 8.
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the 2023 IRP docket and occur on an expedited basis, to continue working with LEI, the
IE approved for Idaho Power's 2026 All-Source RFP, and to have the scoring and
modeling methodology review occur in parallel with review of the draft 2028 RFP. On May
2, 2024, the Commission approved the Company’s use of LEI as the IE, and on August
15, 2024, in a Special Public Meeting, the Commission approved Idaho Power’s scoring
and modeling methodology and the final draft 2028 RFP.

As required by OAR 860-089-0300, the Company identified a separate team of
Idaho Power staff and retained consultants (Internal Bid Team) to submit resource-based
product bids or benchmark bids. As such, the Company instituted a Separation of
Functions protocol where the evaluation of bids would be performed by a separate team
of ldaho Power staff and retained consultants with relevant subject matter expertise
(Evaluation Team) to work directly with the IE. This Separation of Functions protocol was
developed with the purpose to define specific roles and responsibilities and outlined
policies and procedures to be maintained as a living document to ensure the Evaluation
Team and Internal Bid Team operate separately, and access to any non-public
information is not shared.

The 2028 RFP solicited bids for capacity and energy delivered from specific
electric resources (Resource Based Proposal) and firm energy that meets the eligibility
requirements of the Western Resource Adequacy Program (Market Purchase Proposals)
that will begin delivery before summer 2028, including bids beyond April 2028. The
Company holds (or expects to hold) transmission rights on various paths that could be
used for the delivery of various products, including capacity from the Boardman to
Hemingway transmission line (B2H). As such, this RFP targeted resource procurements
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that could provide a minimum of approximately 138 MW of incremental peak capacity and
555 MW of supply-side resource additions in 2028 and beyond. The eligible products
included asset purchases, power purchase agreements, and battery storage agreements
with exclusive ownership by Idaho Power of any and all environmental attributes
associated with the energy generated.

The 2028 RFP is designed to support the Company’s reliability and cost-effective
acquisition of resources in a manner and timeframe that supports appropriate planning
and construction timelines, particularly when construction is necessary. ldaho Power also
continues to source needed energy/capacity products through alternate permissible
means as well, including but not limited to bilateral wholesale energy market transactions.
In particular, the Company plans for more near-term reliability needs (looking within the
current year as well as multiple years into the future) and makes purchases through the
bilateral wholesale energy market to acquire energy or capacity to associate with
available transmission for reliability needs. These purchases may vary in length from less
than a year to multiple years, and, in conjunction with RFPs such as this, ensure that
Idaho Power has the necessary energy and capacity to meet its needs, both in the short-
term and in the longer-term.

Iv. COMMISSION REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE RFP

The Company hosted an introductory workshop on May 14, 2024, to present Idaho
Power’s resource need, introduce the draft 2028 RFP and scoring and modeling

methodology, and solicit feedback. After the workshop, Idaho Power made minor changes
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to the draft 2028 RFP and formally filed the draft 2028 RFP and associated scoring and
modeling methodology with the Commission on April 24, 2024.8

During this time, the Company worked to respond to questions and comments from
Staff, stakeholders, and the IE. On May 28, 2024, the IE filed its initial report based on its
review of the Company’s draft 2028 RFP and scoring and modeling methodology. Staff
filed its opening comments on June 3, 2024. Additionally, stakeholder comments were
filed on the same date. The Company filed reply comments on June 10, 2024, and on
July 16, 2024, |daho Power filed a revised and updated final draft 2028 RFP based on
feedback received from stakeholders, Staff, and LEI.®

On July 29, 2024, Staff filed its recommendation to approve the Company’s final
2028 RFP and the associated scoring and modeling methodology, which was followed by
the Second IE Assessment Report on August 2, 2024. The Commission considered the
2028 RFP at its August 15, 2024, public meeting, adopting Staff's recommendations, with
modifications, approving the 2028 RFP and scoring and modeling methodology, and
directing Idaho Power to include language in the 2028 RFP to clarify that in the event of
a material change in law that requires repricing, the opportunity to rebid would be
available to all bidders in the same timeline. The Company formally issued the 2028 RFP,
with the Commission’s modification, on August 16, 2024, with 2028 bids ultimately due

September 17, 2024,'° and Beyond 2028 Bids due on January 27, 2025.

8 A revised draft 2028 RFP was filed on May 17, 2024, with additional minor modifications.

9 On July 25, 2024, Idaho Power filed a revised and updated Exhibit P with proposed benchmark bids in
accordance with the docket schedule.

0 In accordance with Order No. 24-272, on October 4, 2024, Idaho Power reopened the Zycus portal to
support the solicitation detailed in Exhibit R of the 2028 RFP. The multi-round event titled 2029 AS RFP —
Round 2 is specific to the 2029 and beyond resources.
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V. RFP BID RESULTS

The 2028 RFP was well received by the market. With respect to the Beyond 2028
Bids, the Company received 83 proposals from 18 different bidders, with a total of 117
resource bids summing to approximately 20 GW of resources. Notably, three developers
submitted more than 10 resource-based proposals, with the highest number of proposals
from a single company reaching 17. No market purchase proposals were received.
Approximately 57 percent of the bids incorporated solar photovoltaic resources (Solar PV)
within their portfolios, and approximately 35 percent incorporated energy storage. A
summary of the proposals by resource type is provided below in Table 1: Proposals by
Resource Type.

Table 1: Proposals by Resource Type

Resource Type Number of Proposals

Wind 8

Solar PV 25
Solar PV + BESS 28
BESS 19
Gas 1

Solar PV + Wind + BESS 2
Total 83

The resource capacity proposals presented varied in structure, featuring power purchase
agreements, battery storage agreements, and asset purchases. A summary of the bids

by ownership structure is provided below in Table 2: Proposals by Ownership.
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Table 2: Proposals by Ownership

Owner Number of Proposals
Bidder 62
Idaho Power 19
Mix 2
Total 83

In terms of commercial operation date, 14 percent of the Beyond 2028 Bids offered an in-
service date by December 2028, 49 percent offered an in-service date by December
2029, and 36 percent offer a commercial operation date by December 2030. The
remaining 1 percent offer an in-service date by November 2031. A summary of the bids
by ownership structure is provided below in Table 3: Proposals by Commercial Operation
Date.

Table 3: Proposals by Commercial Operation Date

Commercial Operation Date  Number of Proposals

2028 5
2029 38
2030 37
2031 2
2032

Total 83

On December 1, 2024, before third-party bids were due, the Company received
five benchmark bids across three sites from the Internal Bid Team. Consistent with OAR
860-089-0350, Idaho Power reviewed the benchmark bids for conformity with minimum

bid eligibility requirements and scored and filed the benchmark bid evaluations on
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January 14, 2025. The review and evaluation of the benchmark bids was completed prior
to the Evaluation Team opening the third-party bids on January 27, 2025.

VI. BID ELIGIBILITY

Following ldaho Power’s scoring and submittal of the benchmark bids, third party
bids were screened against the specified minimum requirements as described in Section
4.1 of the 2028 RFP and further defined in Exhibit C (Bid Eligibility Checklist) and Exhibit
R (Supplemental 2029 and Later Requirements) to the 2028 RFP. Accordingly, and with
IE oversight, requests for clarification and/or additional information were solicited from the
bidders (including the Company’s Internal Bid Team). With review and input from the IE,
Idaho Power determined that all Beyond 2028 Bids were conforming and met the 2028
RFP’s initial bidder eligibility requirements.

VIl. BID EVALUATION AND DETERMINATION OF INITIAL SHORTLIST

The bid evaluation process is designed to identify the combination and size of the
proposed resources that will maximize the customer benefits while ensuring the Company
meets its energy and capacity needs. Eligible bids were evaluated pursuant to the
process described in Section 7.2 Phase 1 — Initial Shortlist of the 2028 RFP to identify a
subset of bids that would be advanced to further evaluation. Each bid was ranked within
the respective technology group based on its pricing and non-pricing scores. The scoring
methodology was consistent and prescriptive as described in the 2028 RFP. Based on
the diversity of the technology of the bids, and to ensure fair and equitable evaluation of
the bids, Idaho Power identified the need to group bids by their specific technology. As
such, the Company utilized the following considerations to develop the initial shortlist

within each disparate technology group.
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1. All eligible bids were evaluated, and a combined price and non-
price score was established for each technology grouping.

2. In general, the Company desired a reasonable and diversified
quantity of projects that represent each technology category
meeting the following principles:

a. Sufficient capacity/energy quantity to meet the stated needs
of the 2028 RFP,

b. Technology categories that only had one bid were
automatically moved forward to the initial shortlist, and

C. Step increases to price and total score were utilized as a

natural cutoff.

New to the pricing evaluation of the Beyond 2028 Bids is the concept of proxy costs due
to the diversity in generation interconnection status of combined with the variation in the
proposed commercial operation dates. Idaho Power divided the Beyond 2028 Bids into
two categories: (1) proxy bids, or bids scheduled to submit a generator interconnection
application into the next Cluster Study window, and (2) non-proxy bids, or bids established
in the generator interconnection queue with known costs derived from the applicable
Large Generator Interconnection Agreements (GIA) or from the Transitional Cluster Study

Report, as represented in Figure 1: Proxy and Non-Proxy Bids.
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Figure 1: Proxy and Non-Proxy Bids

Bids in 2029 and Beyond: Do they have
studied Interconnection and Network
Upgrade Costs?

Use the Studied Use proxy costs
Interconnection from existing
and Network transitional
Upgrade Costs cluster study,
(consistent with broken out by

prior year RFPs) region

As a result, the bids were broken out into 23 distinct groups as detailed in Table 4 below:

Table 4: Proposals by Non-Proxy and Proxy Distinction

Commercial Operation Date Proxy/Non-Proxy Number of Proposals
2028 Non-Proxy 5

2029 Non-Proxy 29

2029 Proxy 9

2030 Non-Proxy 20

2030 Proxy 17

2031 Non-Proxy 2

2032 Non-Proxy 1

Total 83

Within each of the 23 unique groupings based on technology, commercial operation year,
and whether the proposal utilized proxy or non-proxy costs for interconnection, the
highest ranking and relatively lowest cost bids were moved forward to the initial shortlist.

Idaho Power provided its updated bid eligibility and confidential initial shortlist
report to the IE on March 22, 2025. The Company received the confidential review of
eligibility and initial shortlist report from the IE, included as Confidential Attachment 1,
documenting initial evaluation and scoring of conforming bids on April 16, 2025, stating

“LEI finds IPC’s approach reasonable; the process was determined to be executed in a
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fair and impartial manner.” After conducting these evaluations and determining the initial
shortlist as outlined in Section 7.2 of the 2028 RFP, on April 17, 2025, Idaho Power
notified 11 bidders whose projects did not rank in the pool for further consideration to
make the initial shortlist. The Company also notified bidders whose proposed bids had
been ranked in the pool for further consideration to make the initial shortlist and
requested: (1) any and all significant changes to overall projects (including schedule
modifications, interconnection study results, or any other material changes), and (2) firm
cost inputs (including any changes or modifications to project pricing) as defined in
Section 7.3 Phase 2 - Final Shortlist of the 2028 RFP, with updates due by April 29, 2025.
Bidders receiving this notification of the best and final offer opportunity are considered to
comprise the initial shortlist. Idaho Power’s initial shortlist included all projects found to
be conforming by the Company and the IE and included 53 projects from 15 bidders,
consisting of 33 facilities across five technologies.

VIIl. DEVELOPMENT OF FINAL SHORTLIST

Consistent with the bid evaluation and selection process outlined in the 2028 RFP,
Idaho Power performed the following additional analyses and due diligence of the initial
shortlist to identify and select projects on the final shortlist.
A. Wind and Solar Performance Factors

In accordance with OAR 860-089-0400(5)(a), the Company retained the services
of Hendrickson Renewables, LLC (Hendrickson) to provide an independent third-party
review of site-specific critical performance factors for wind and solar resources, including
but not limited to: (1) an evaluation of the Variable Energy Resource (VER) assessments

submitted with each applicable proposal, (2) quantification of any potential impact on
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energy production, and (3) adjustment (if any) to the P50 Net Capacity Factor (NCF)
including the associated confidence level where differences are identified. Idaho Power
incorporated Hendrickson'’s proposed adjusted NCF’s, as applicable, into the models for
the wind and solar resource types, as part of the final shortlist selection process.
B. AURORA Modeling Scenarios

The Company created the following seven Aurora scenarios used to help develop
the 2029 Bids final shortlist. The seven scenarios were created to capture the recently
revised Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) carbon emissions rules on potential new
gas fired power plants, a range of B2H online dates, a range of SWIP-North transmission
line (SWIP-N) online dates, natural gas price futures, and carbon price futures. These
scenarios were discussed and developed with the IE and Staff prior to their use in final
shortlist modeling. Projects selected across the seven Aurora scenarios were considered
for inclusion on the final shortlist. Below is a brief description of the assumptions included
with each scenario. For further information regarding the Aurora modeling process, see
Confidential Attachment 2 — Aurora Modeling.

Scenario #1 — Base with 111(D) Emissions Rule

The ‘Base With 111(D) Emissions Rule’ Aurora scenario is consistent with the
general base assumptions used in the 2025 IRP. In this scenario, the B2H transmission
line is assumed to be online before 2028 and includes a November 2028 commercial
operation date (COD) for SWIP-N. The Company analyzed SWIP-N as providing a 500
MW resource equivalent capacity from the Desert Southwest market in the winter months.

This winter capacity benefit begins in November 2028. This scenario also includes the
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recently revised Clean Air Act section 111(b/d) carbon emissions rules on potential new
natural gas fired power plant project submittals.

Scenario #2 — Base Without 111(D) Emissions Rule

The ‘Base Without 111(D) Emissions Rule’ Aurora scenario is consistent with the
general base assumptions utilized in Scenario #1. In this scenario, it is assumed the
recently revised Clean Air Act section 111(b/d) carbon emissions rules on potential new
natural gas fired power plant project submittals do not apply.

Scenario #3 — Base + Alternate B2H COD (Nov 2029)

The ‘Base + Alternate B2H COD (Nov 2029)’ Aurora scenario is consistent with
the general base assumptions utilized in Scenario #1 with the exception of B2H which is
assumed to have a delayed in-service date. In this scenario, B2H is modeled as having
a November 2029 COD.

Scenario #4 — Base + Alternate SWIP-N COD (Jan 2030)

The ‘Base + Alternate SWIP-N COD (Jan 2030)’ Aurora scenario is consistent with
the general base assumptions utilized in Scenario #1 with the exception of SWIP-N which
is assumed to have a delayed in-service date. In this scenario, SWIP-N is modeled as
having a January 2030 COD.

Scenario #5 — High Gas Price + High Carbon Price

The ‘High Gas Price + High Carbon Price’ Aurora scenario is consistent with the
general base assumptions utilized in Scenario #1. This scenario also utilizes a high

natural gas price forecast and high carbon price forecast as noted below:
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« Natural Gas Price Forecast'" — EIA Low Oil and Gas Supply (2025 Annual Energy

Outlook)
» Carbon Price Adder Forecast — Social Cost of Carbon, Methane, and Nitrous Oxide,
Interim Estimates under Executive Order 13990

Scenario #6 — Low Gas Price

The ‘Low Gas Price’ Aurora scenario is consistent with the general base
assumptions utilized in Scenario #1. This scenario also utilizes a low natural gas price
forecast as noted below:

« Natural Gas Price Forecast'? — EIA High Oil and Gas Supply (2025 Annual Energy

Outlook)

Scenario #7 — No RFP Resources in 2028

The ‘No RFP Resources in 2028’ Aurora scenario is consistent with the general
base assumptions utilized in Scenario #1. In addition, this scenario assumes no resources
were procured in 2028.

The projects selected at least once across the seven Aurora scenarios and
considered for inclusion on the 2029 Bids final shortlist are shown below in Table 5 -

Projects Selected in Aurora Modeling Scenatrios.

11 hitps://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/
12 hitps://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/
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REDACTED

Table 5: Projects Selected in Aurora Modeling Scenarios

Delivery Year Bidder/Project Resource
2029 149 MW Solar

300 MW Solar
200 MW Solar
200 MW Wind
20 MW LDES
60 MW BESS

200 MW BESS

200 MW BESS

215 MW BESS

115 MW BESS

200 MW Solar + 100 MW BESS
167 MW Gas

All projects selected from the seven Aurora scenarios were moved forward and

included in the final shortlist.

C. Final Shortlist Portfolio Sensitivities

After the final shortlist was derived from the Aurora scenarios described above,
Idaho Power performed a portfolio sensitivity analysis on the aforementioned final
shortlisted projects. The intention of the portfolio sensitivity process is to assess the
preliminary final shortlisted projects and how their impacts to portfolio costs compare to
each other in potential variable futures. This sensitivity analysis informs the comparative

ranking of final shortlist projects to each other.
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Utilizing the ‘Base’ scenario assumptions presented in Scenario #1, the final
shortlist portfolio sensitivity process began with the creation of ten unique portfolios
(created specifically for the sensitivity process) developed through the Aurora Long-Term
Capacity Expansion modeling process, each one meeting the identified energy and
capacity needs. Every preliminary final shortlisted resource is represented in at least one
portfolio. These ten portfolios were run through a stochastic risk analysis (sensitivity
analysis) in the Aurora model. The stochastic risk analysis used in this process is
consistent with the stochastic risk analysis methodology used in the Company’s
acknowledged 2023 IRP and in alignment with discussions during public meetings with
the 2025 IRP Advisory Council and used in the 2025 IRP.

The stochastic analysis assesses the effect on portfolio costs when select
variables take on values different from their planning-case levels. Stochastic variables
are selected based on the degree to which there is uncertainty regarding their forecasts
and the degree to which they can affect the analysis results (i.e., portfolio costs). The
purpose of the analysis is to understand the range of portfolio costs across a wide extent
of stochastic shocks (i.e., across the full set of 60 stochastic iterations) and how the
ranges for portfolio costs differ.

Idaho Power identified the following five variables for the stochastic risk analysis:
(1) natural gas prices, (2) customer load, (3) hydroelectric variability, (4) carbon prices,
and (5) renewable energy credit prices. These five stochastic variables are key drivers of
variability in year-to-year power supply costs and therefore provide suitable stochastic
shocks to allow differentiated results for analysis. The Company performed 60 risk
iterations and once the stochastic elements were drawn, calculated the 20-year net
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present value portfolio cost for each of the 60 iterations for all the final shortlist portfolios.
The results of the Aurora sensitivity portfolios informed the ranking of the final shortlist

projects.

D. Additional Scoring and Modeling Methodology Conditions and Qualitative
Review

The Company identified the following qualitative factors that may impact each of
the final shortlist projects: an Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) repeal, tariffs, siting factors, or
GIA and/or transmission factors. The table below identifies the four qualitative factors and

the final shortlist projects they may impact:

: . Siting GIA/ .
Project IRA Repeal Tariff Impact Factors Transmission
Factors
167w Gas — x X
200 MW Solar + 100 MW BESS -_ X X
200 MW Solor - [ x x x
200 MW BESS -_ X X X
149 Mw Soler — X X X X
20 ww Loes - [ X X X
200 mw BESS - G X X X X
300 Mw Soler — X X X X
60 mw ess — X X
200 Mw wind - [ X X X X
215 MW BESS -_ X X X
115 MW BESS -_ X X X

An IRA repeal would affect solar, wind, and battery projects that would come online after
December 31, 2028, as presented in the legislation of the One, Big, Beautiful Bill
proposed at the time. Tariffs would likely affect each resource technology, albeit to various
degrees. Finally, all but two of the projects had transmission/interconnection or siting

factors that required consideration. More details and results of the final shortlist portfolio
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sensitivity analysis was provided to LEI and can be found in LEI's Closing Report on the

2028 All Source Request for Proposals for Capacity and Energy Resources covering

Round 2 (Group 2 bids) of the bifurcated process (Closing Report) included as

Confidential Attachment 3.

The table below presents the ranking of the final shortlist projects following the

portfolio sensitivity analysis. Due to carrying lower IRA repeal risk, projects with 2028

commercial operation dates were prioritized on the final shortlist ranking.

DELIVERY
YEAR

2028

2028

2028

2028

2029

2029

2029

PROJECT

167 ww Gos - I

200 MW Solar + 100 MW BESS —_

200 M e - I

200 v sess -

149 ww soior - [

20 ww oes - I

o0 ww sess - I
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Included in 1%, 2", and 3 place performing
portfolios and carries no IRA repeal risk.

Included in 1% place performing portfolio
and carries lower IRA repeal risk due to
2028 COD. BESS carries higher tariff risk
then other final shortlist resource types.

Included in 6 place performing portfolio
and carries lower IRA repeal risk due to
2028 COD.

Included in 8" place performing portfolio
and carries lower IRA repeal risk due to
2028 COD. BESS carries higher tariff risk
then other final shortlist resource types.

Included in 1%t and 2™ place performing
portfolios but carries higher IRA repeal risk
due to 2029 COD.

Included in 1% place performing portfolio
but carries higher IRA repeal risk due to
2029 COD.

Included in 3™ place performing portfolio
but carries higher IRA repeal risk due to
2029 COD. BESS carries higher tariff risk
then other final shortlist resource types.
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2029

2029

2029

2029

2029

10

11

12

REDACTED

200 v oess -

300 M soor—

200 M wind -

215w oess -

115 ww sess - I

Included in 2", 4th, and 5% place
performing portfolios but carries higher IRA
repeal risk due to 2029 COD. BESS carries
higher tariff risk then other final shortlist
resource types.

Included in 3™, 4™, and 5% place performing
portfolios but carries higher IRA repeal risk
due to 2029 COD.

Included in 6 place performing portfolio
but carries higher IRA repeal risk due to
2029 COD.

Included in 7" place performing portfolio
but carries higher IRA repeal risk due to
2029 COD. BESS carries higher tariff risk
then other final shortlist resource types.

Included in 9t place performing portfolio
but carries higher IRA repeal risk due to
2029 COD. BESS carries higher tariff risk
then other final shortlist resource types.

IX. CONTRACT NEGOTIATION STRATEGY

Idaho Power plans to contact all bidders whose projects are on the final shortlist
after filing this request for acknowledgement to inform them of their inclusion on the list
and offer draft contracts. As contract discussions progress, the Company will prioritize
negotiation efforts with the bids that ranked highest on the final shortlist. As time allows
or as circumstances change with the higher-ranked projects, ldaho Power will then
proceed with negotiations with lower-ranked projects.

In the course of contract negotiations with projects on the final shortlist, various
deal parameters may be subject to change, with mutual agreement of the parties. Certain
components of the transaction may not have been addressed in the bid proposals and

other components may ultimately vary somewhat from what was initially proposed or
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identified in the final shortlist based on the overall negotiation, potential changed
circumstances, and economic opportunity. The Company will work with bidders whose
projects are on the final shortlist throughout negotiations to determine the most cost-
effective, reliable, and prudent transactions given the circumstances at the time.

In the current market environment and changing industry parameters, the final
shortlist represents a diversity of projects with varying level of outstanding project
milestones. There is risk of under-procurement of resources should the projects be unable
to reach commercial operation for reasons realized during contract negotiations such as
supply chain disruptions, increasing demand forecasts, the complexity of interconnecting
resources to the grid, among other factors. The consequences of under-procurement can
be severe, leading to decreased system reliability and the potential inability to serve
customer demand. No intention of over-procurement exists, and only those resources that
are viable to support the identified deficits will be contracted. As future conditions evolve
throughout the contract negotiation phase, Idaho Power will continually evaluate the need
to pursue individual final shortlist projects and will utilize the most current capacity deficit
information in executing agreements.

X. COMPLIANCE WITH THE RULES

A. OAR 860-089-0100 Applicability of Competitive Bidding Requirements

OAR 860-089-0100 requires an electric company issue an RFP for all major
resource acquisitions with durations greater than five years and quantities greater than
80 MW. The Company’s filing in this case, based on its 2023 IRP resource needs, which
has since been acknowledged, called for the acquisition of a combination of capacity and

energy resources that provide a minimum of approximately 138 MW of incremental peak
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capacity and 555 MW of supply-side resource additions in 2028 and beyond. The 2028
RFP solicited bids intended to fulfill this energy or capacity need incrementally to its
system beginning April 1, 2028, and beyond. As discussed in this filing, Idaho Power’s
development and issuance of the 2028 RFP satisfies OAR 860-089-0100.
B. OAR 860-089-0200 Engaging an Independent Evaluator

As described in OAR 860-089-0200, prior to issuing an RFP, the electric company
must engage the services of an IE. The IE will oversee the competitive bidding process
to ensure it is administered fairly and in accordance with the competitive bidding rules.
The Company filed a request on February 29, 2024, to (1) approve the selection of LEI
as the IE to oversee the 2028 RFP process, the |E approved for Idaho Power’s 2026 All-
Source RFP. The Commission adopted Staff's recommendation and approved LEI as the
IE on April 30, 2024 (later memorialized through Order No. 24-120).
C. OAR 860-089-0250 Design of Request for Proposals

As part of the request for approval of LEI as the IE filed on February 29, 2024,
Idaho Power also requested approval of the scoring and methodology to be utilized for
the 2028 RFP and for approval of the draft 2028 RFP, in accordance with OAR 860-089-
0250. The Company held an introductory workshop on May 14, 2024, to present ldaho
Power’s resource need, introduce the draft 2028 RFP and scoring and modeling
methodology, and solicit feedback. On May 28, 2024, the |E filed its initial report based
on its review of the Company’s draft 2028 RFP and scoring and modeling methodology.

On July 29, 2024, Staff filed its recommendation to approve the Company’s final
2028 RFP and the associated scoring and modeling methodology, which was followed by
the Second IE Assessment Report on August 2, 2024. The Commission considered the
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2028 RFP at its August 15, 2024, public meeting, adopting Staff's recommendations with
modification, approving the 2028 RFP and scoring and modeling methodology, and
directing Idaho Power to include language in the 2028 RFP to clarify that in the event of
a material change in law that requires repricing, the opportunity to rebid would be
available to all bidders in the same timeline. The Company formally issued the 2028 RFP,

with the Commission’s modification, on August 16, 2024.

D. OAR 860-089-0300 Resource Ownership

Under OAR 860-089-0300, an electric company may submit bids in response to
its RFP, which must be treated in the same manner as other bids. Idaho Power submitted
benchmark bids into this 2028 RFP and took precautions to ensure that the benchmark
development and bid process was kept distinctly separate from the development of the
2028 RFP, evaluation of bids, or scoring of bids, consistent with OAR 860-089-0300. The
Company prepared a personnel list of Idaho Power employees who were assigned to
either the Internal Bid Team or the Evaluation Team and shared that list with the IE to
demonstrate the clear separation of functions.

Under OAR 860-089-0300, the electric company may make elements of the
benchmark resource owned or secured by the electric company available for use in third-
party bids, and if not made available, the electric company must provide analysis
explaining that decision. All elements owned or secured by the benchmark bid team were
outlined and noted in Exhibit P of the 2028 RFP, which is posted publicly on Idaho Power’s

Request for New Resources webpage. '3

13 hitps://docs.idahopower.com/pdfs/AboutUs/businessToBusiness/2028 IPC AllSource RFP.pdf
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Under OAR 860-089-0300(5), the electric company must allow independent power
producers to submit bids with and without an option to renew and may not require that
bids include an option for transferring ownership of the resource. The 2028 RFP allowed
for these options as outlined in the “Proposal Specifications” section on pages 9 to13 of

the main 2028 RFP document.

E. OAR 860-089-0350 Benchmark Resource Score

OAR 860-089-0350 directs that prior to the opening of bidding on an approved
RFP, the Company must file with the Commission and submit to the IE, for review and
comment, a detailed score for any benchmark resource with supporting cost information,
any transmission arrangements, and all other information necessary to score the
benchmark resource. As part of this 2028 RFP, Idaho Power applied the same
assumptions and bid scoring and evaluation criteria to the benchmark bid that are used
to score other bids consistent with OAR 860-089-0350.

The Company made the filing required under OAR 860-089-0350(1)-(3) on
January 14, 2025, before opening the Beyond 2028 Bids submitted as part of the 2028
RFP. In accordance with the 2028 RFP design and as required by Commission rules,
Idaho Power did not open bids for review and scoring until the benchmark bid scores
were filed. No updates have been made to the benchmark scores other than the
opportunity to provide best and final offer price updates, consistent with the opportunity

offered simultaneously to all other Beyond 2028 Bids in the 2028 RFP.
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F. OAR 860-089-0400 Bid Scoring and Evaluation by Electric Company

OAR 860-089-0400 states that the utility must provide all proposed and final
scoring criteria and metrics in its draft and final RFPs filed with the Commission. The
scoring of bids and selection of the initial shortlist must be based on price and non-price
factors with non-price factors converted to price factors where practicable. As explained
earlier, the Company complied with this rule through its stakeholder process preceding
Commission approval of the 2028 RFP.

Idaho Power’s 2028 RFP initial shortlist of Beyond 2028 Bids was identified using
both price and non-price scoring. Non-price scoring was based on the following factors:
1) contracting progress and viability, and 2) project readiness and deliverability. The
Company converted all non-price criteria that were better suited as minimum
requirements to the “minimum bidder requirements” as outlined in the 2028 RFP
documents.

The non-price criteria selected by Idaho Power was based on overall risk and was
consistent with the Company’s 2023 IRP. The non-price criteria were selected due to their
focus on the capacity shortfall dates beyond 2028, contribution to capacity need, ability
to procure transmission, and providing a least-risk option for the Company’s customers.
Idaho Power took steps to ensure that the non-price criteria was reasonably able to be
self-scored by potential bidders.

The Company’s price scoring was consistent with 2023 IRP analysis as it used the
same economic models and methodology, with updated financial assumptions, to

evaluate system impact and costs associated with each bid.
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Per OAR 860-089-0400(6), the IE had full access to all price and non-price scoring,
including any production models, cost models, and sensitivity analyses.
G. OAR 860-089-0450 Independent Evaluator Duties

Consistent with OAR 860-089-0450(1), the IE oversaw the 2028 RFP process to
ensure it was conducted fairly, transparently, and properly. The |E participated in review
meetings, workshops, and filed assessments as part of the 2028 RFP structure process.
The IE attended the pre-RFP workshop focusing on scoring methodology and the draft
2028 RFP. Consistent with OAR 860-089-0450(3), the IE consulted with Idaho Power
during the Company’s preparation of the draft 2028 RFP and filed its assessment of the
final draft 2028 RFP to the Commission. The IE also reviewed the financial inputs to the
evaluation models and reviewed final scoring and evaluation criteria.

In accordance with OAR 860-089-0450, the IE had access to all Idaho Power
scoring documents and models, was included on communications as the Company
sought additional information and clarification from bidders, scored all benchmark bids,
and was consulted as Idaho Power determined bidder conformance and selected the
initial and final shortlists. The |IE separately evaluated and scored the Company’s
benchmark bids. The IE also reviewed all bids to ensure conformance with the 2028
RFP’s identified requirements and reviewed all correspondence between bidders and the
Evaluation Team. The IE independently scored all bids to determine whether the
selections for the initial and final shortlists were consistent with the bid evaluation criteria
and compared the results of the IE’s scoring with Idaho Power’s scoring to determine
whether the Company’s scoring of the Beyond 2028 Bids and selection of the initial and
final shortlists were reasonable. The |IE prepared a Closing Report on the 2028 RFP for
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the Commission after Idaho Power selected the 2029 Bids final shortlist, providing the
IE’s assessment of the solicitation process and the IE’s involvement, including detailed
bid scoring and evaluation results. The IE Closing Report is included in this filing as
Confidential Attachment 3.

Under OAR 860-089-0450(6), the IE must “evaluate the unique risks and
advantages associated with any company owned resources (including but not limited to
the electric company's benchmark), and may apply the same evaluation to third-party
bids,” including an evaluation of certain issues. The IE discusses these factors as part of
the Closing Report, stating: “As IE, LEI attests to the reasonableness of IPC’s approach
in identifying bids for the final AS RFP shortlist. The process was conducted with the
utmost fairness and impartiality, upholding the integrity of the selection process.”

Under OAR 860-089-0450(7), the IE reviews the reasonableness of any score
submitted by Idaho Power for a benchmark resource and once the Company and the IE
have both scored and evaluated the competing bids and any benchmark resource, the IE
and Idaho Power must file their scores with the Commission. The IE and Company must
compare results and attempt to reconcile and resolve any scoring differences. Here, as
discussed above, the IE reviewed scores submitted by Idaho Power for the benchmark
bids, summarizing the reconciliation in the January 14, 2025, Benchmark Bids report,
prior to the Evaluation Team opening the third-party bids on January 27, 2025.

Under OAR 860-089-0450(8), the IE is required to review the Company’s
sensitivity analysis of the bid rankings required under OAR 860-089-0400 and file a
written assessment with the Commission before Idaho Power requests acknowledgment
of the final shortlist. Here, the Company provided its sensitivity analysis of the 2029 Bid
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rankings to the IE on June 13, 2025, and on July 18, 2025, the IE filed its written
assessment in the Closing Report.
H. OAR 860-089-0500 Final Shortlist Acknowledgement

Idaho Power’s final shortlist of the 2029 Bids is consistent with the 2023 IRP Action
Plan and Idaho Power seeks acknowledgment of the final shortlist. The Company
requests Commission acknowledgment of this final shortlist of 2029 Bids by September
19, 2025, to enable Idaho Power to timely finalize negotiations with final shortlist bidders
and ensure projects are online by the required commercial operation date.

OAR 860-089-0500 directs utilities to request acknowledgement of the final
shortlist before negotiations may begin with bidders. “Acknowledgement” is defined as
“finding by the Commission that an electric company’s final shortlist of bid responses
appears reasonable at the time of acknowledgment and was determined in a manner
consistent with the rules in this division.”

In accordance with OAR 860-089-0500, the Company’s request for
acknowledgement includes the IE’s Closing Report (attached), which includes ldaho
Power’s final shortlist of responsive 2029 Bids, the sensitivity analyses performed, and a
discussion of the consistency between the final shortlist and the Company’s last
acknowledged IRP Action Plan, the 2023 IRP Action Plan. Consistent with this rule, ldaho
Power will begin contract negotiations with bidders after filing this request for
acknowledgment.

Xl. ATTACHMENTS

The following documents are attached to this filing and incorporated herein by this

reference.
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Confidential Attachment 1 — Review of eligibility and initial shortlist of the 2028 All
Source Request for Proposals for Capacity and Energy Resources, Initial shortlist of bids
submitted for projects coming online later than 2028

Confidential Attachment 2 — Aurora Modeling

Confidential Attachment 3 — LEI Closing Report on the 2028 All Source Request
for Proposals for Capacity and Energy Resources covering Round 2 (Group 2 bids) of the
bifurcated process

Xll. CONCLUSION

The Commission’s acknowledgment of Idaho Power’s final shortlist of 2029 Bids
will enable the Company to secure long-term value for customers, filling the 2029 capacity
shortfall identified in the 2023 IRP process. ldaho Power is committed to continuing to
provide safe, reliable, affordable, and increasingly clean electricity to our customers. The
2029 Bids submitted under the 2028 RFP indicate robust participation and provided the
Company a competitive selection process. The final shortlist of 2029 Bids included in this
Request represents resources with the best combination of cost and risk for customers
to implement the 2023 IRP Action Plan.
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DATED: July 22, 2025.
MCDOWELL RACKNER GIBSON PC

oy

ADAM LOYUNEY

McDowell Rackner Gibson PC
419 SW 11" Avenue, Suite 400
Portland, Oregon 97205
Telephone: (503) 595-3926
Facsimile: (503) 595-3928
adam@mrg-law.com
dockets@mrg-law.com

Attorney for Idaho Power Company
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1 Executive Summary

In this Independent Evaluator (“IE”) Report, London Economics International LLC (“LEI”), the
IE for the 2028 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources issued
by Idaho Power Company (“IPC” or “Company”), provides an overview and assessment of IPC’s
eligibility determinations and Initial Shortlist (“ISL”) evaluations for benchmark bids (i.e., IPC’s
sponsored bids) and third-party bids. This report follows the IE’s January 27th, 2025 Benchmark
Bids report in which it provided key findings and observations from its review of the eligibility,
non-pricing score, and unique risks and advantages of the Company’s benchmark bids for
projects coming online post-summer 2028.

The 2028 All Source (“AS”) Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for Peak Capacity and Energy
Resources (together, “2028 AS RFP” or “AS RFP”) was approved by the Oregon Public Utility
Commission (“OPUC” or “The Commission”) in a Special Meeting held on August 15t, 2024. The
Commission also approved the waiver requested by the Company in its response to Staff’s Public
Meeting Memorandum and the Second Independent Evaluator Assessment Report to adopt the
schedule proposed in the Company’s draft 2028 AS RFP.1 The proposed schedule accommodates
a two-round bifurcated procurement process under which bids with projects coming online
before the summer of 2028 (i.e., “Group 1 bids”) could be submitted and scored (Round 1) before
the submission of bids with projects coming online post-summer 2028 (i.e., “Group 2 bids”)
(Round 2). A report on the Group 1 initial shortlist was submitted on November 1st, 2024,
followed by a Closing Report on January 10th, 2025. The present report documents and discusses
the process followed by IPC in Round 2 to evaluate and create a shortlist of bids for projects
coming online beyond the year 2028 (Group 2 bids).

Third-party bidders interested in fulfilling the target energy and capacity needs were required to
submit their proposals to IPC for Round 2 by January 27th, 2025. The first phase of IPC’s bid
evaluation process entails (1) screening for qualified bids and (2) ranking qualified bids based on
non-pricing and pricing factors. The objective of this evaluation and initial selection process is to
“identify the combination and size of proposal resources (the Portfolio) that will maximize
customer benefits and will satisfy projected resource capacity and energy needs while
maintaining reliability.”2 A total of 83 proposals and 117 resource bids were submitted for
consideration by 18 companies. The 117 resource bids originate from 36 facilities, with a collective
capacity of 19,822.4 MW .3 The large number of bids demonstrates the competitiveness of the RFP
process.

1 Public Utility Commission of Oregon. UM 2317, Order 24-272. August 16, 2024.

2 Idaho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. August 16,
2024.P. 24.

3 Idaho Power Company. CONFIDENTIAL ISL Scoring and Summary - IPC Response to LEI - 4.3.25.xIsx. April 3, 2025.
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The bids cover a wide spectrum of technologies, ranging from solar, wind, natural gas-hydrogen,
to both short- and long-duration battery energy storage systems. Furthermore, not only do the
resource capacity bids vary in contract structure, featuring power purchase agreements, battery
storage agreements, and asset purchases, but there is also some noticeable diversity in project
development stages. While some projects have already secured generation interconnection
agreements, others have yet to secure a spot in the Transitional Cluster Study; as such,
information on network upgrade costs for these projects is lacking. The diversity in generation
interconnection status combined with the variation in proposed commercial operations dates
(“COD”), led IPC to estimate network upgrade costs for projects lacking such information. To do
so, IPC divided Group 2 bids into two categories: proxy bids (or bids scheduled to submit a
generator interconnection application into the next Cluster Study window —March 1, 2025
through April 15, 2025—for which IPC had to estimate interconnection costs, as discussed in
Section 4.2.1.1) and non-proxy bids (or bids established in the generator interconnection queue
with known costs derived from the applicable Large Generator Interconnection Agreements or
from the Transitional Cluster Study Report).

IPC deemed 83 proposals eligible for the initial shortlist bid evaluation, and allocated these
proposals into 23 categories based on i) the nature of the bids’ costs of interconnection (proxy vs.
non-proxy), ii) the in-service year, and iii) the technology type. No market product bid was
submitted. IPC conducted a (non-pricing and pricing) scoring and ranking procedure that
identified 53 proposals from the 23 categories that would make up the initial shortlist of bids. The
ISL consists of a diverse representation of technologies so that all technologies offered in the RFP
process are represented by at least one bid.

In its role as IE, LEI finds that IPC's approach was reasonable and the process was conducted in
a fair and impartial manner. Comments and questions raised by the IE were reviewed and
addressed in a timely manner by IPC throughout the process.

London Economics International LLC
717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite TA
Boston, MA 02111
www.londoneconomics.com
6




Attachment 1

REDACTED Page 7 of 34
***CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEDGED***

2 Overview of the proposals*

On July 16t, 2024, Idaho Power published the final draft of its 2028 All Source RFP for Peak
Capacity and Energy Resources. The purpose of the RFP is to support the Company in meeting
resource needs identified in the 2023 IRP as well as its 2028 and 2029 incremental needs, as
provided in its application under Docket UM 2317. In total, the Company seeks a minimum of
about 138 MW of peak capacity and a maximum of 555 MW of variable energy to be delivered by
April 1st, 2028. Third-party bidders falling in the Group 2 category interested in this RFP
submitted their proposals to IPC by January 27th, 2025. The Company, through this RFP, solicited
bids for two types of products, namely:

(i) Unit-contingent energy and capacity delivered from electric resources that support the
energy and capacity needs identified through the 2023 IRP; and

(ii) Market Purchase Proposals, or firm energy (preference for the Western Systems Power
Pool (“WSPP”) Schedule C or equivalent) that meet the eligibility requirements of the
Western Resource Adequacy Program (“WRAP”) in terms of resource or system
specificity, transmission, and other requirements.5

Resources can be existing or new; Group 2 resources are expected to have a target COD of beyond
the summer of 2028.

The RFP also includes a provision in which IPC acknowledges the possibility of considering other
products that satisfy the ownership and electrical functionality criteria stated in the RFP Product
Tables. Bidders that propose a product not explicitly listed in the RFP must provide a
comprehensive description of how their product aligns with the overall objectives and intentions
of the Product Table.

While the RFP bid submittal deadline was January 27th, 2025, not all bids were submitted on that
date. It was found that some bid packages were missing or folders within a package were empty
due to certain bidders not properly uploading their packages.¢ IPC allowed the bidders to re-
upload their submissions and all bids were successfully uploaded by February 4th, 2025.7

4 The term “bids” and “proposals” will be used interchangeably throughout this report.

5 Ibid.

¢ The bidders who re-uploaded their bids are | IEEEE—— N -

7 Email from IPC dated February 4th, 2025.
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2.1 Opverview of the proposals

The 2028 AS RFP saw participation from a total of 18 companies, collectively submitting 83
proposals.8 All of these proposals were resource-based bids.® Notably, three companies
submitted more than 10 resource-based bids, with the largest number of bids from a single
company reaching 17 (see Figure 1). It is worth noting that Round 2 has accommodated the
participation of 6 new bidders in the 2028 AS RFP; the remaining bidders (two-thirds of Group 2
bidders) are returning companies from Round 1.

Figure 1. Number of submitted proposals by company
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Number of Bids

Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP

The 83 proposals were all deemed to be conforming bids; they cover 36 facilities with a collective
capacity of 19,822.4 MW. No market purchase proposals were received. The fuel mix breakdown

8 This number includes five benchmark bids from IPC.

9 This number already excludes the bids that answered “no” to some of the eligibility questions or those that did not
have any answers to the eligibility, pricing, and non-pricing questions.
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of these facilities is presented in Figure 2. Overall, the proposals covered a wide spectrum of
renewable and low-carbon technologies including solar, wind, battery energy storage systems
(“BESS”), long duration energy storage (“LDES”), and natural gas to hydrogen (“Gas-H2")
conversion technologies. Many third-party bidders offered variations of the same resources
under, for example, different contract types, ownership structures, and CODs. These resource
capacity proposals are being offered under power purchase agreements (“PPAs”), battery storage
agreements (“BSAs”), build-transfer agreements (“BTAs”), and as asset purchases. The
combination of these variations makes up the 83 proposals submitted for consideration.
Regarding the structure of these resource capacity bids, 27% of the submissions (22 out of 83 bids)
present some combination of solar PPAs and BESS BSAs, while 24% of the resource capacity bids
(20 out of 83 bids) offer standalone solar PPAs. The remaining proposals were offered under
various structures for additional technology types. Figure 3 shows the breakdown of the structure
of the resource capacity proposals.

Figure 2. Resource bids by fuel/technology type

Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP
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Figure 3. Number of resource capacity proposals for each bid structure
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Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP

In terms of COD, 14% of the Group 2 bids offer an in-service date by December 2028; 49% offer a
COD by December 2029; 36% offer a COD by December 2030; and the remaining 1% offer a COD
by November 2031. These statistics are depicted in Figure 4.

Figure 4. Breakdown of COD by year

2031
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Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP
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3 Assessment of eligibility

In the first part of the bid evaluation process, IPC and LEI independently evaluated bids to ensure
that they were qualified to take part in the RFP process. This initial step screens out submissions
that have not met IPC’s minimum eligibility requirements so that only bids that are found to
qualify for this RFP would be advanced into subsequent steps of the assessment process. The
subsequent steps consist of the non-pricing and pricing scoring assessments (discussed in
Sections 4.1 and 4.2, respectively).

The criteria for bid eligibility screening can be found in the Bid Entry Form (“BEF”) submitted by
the bidders. The following are the eligibility requirements for resource-based products, as listed
in the BEF:

1. the bid is submitted on or before the submittal deadline, with all applicable forms
completed;

2. the proposed product will be delivered to a point of delivery on IPC's transmission system
or —if the product will interconnect to a third-party transmission system — the bidder has
provided documentation that demonstrates it has submitted applicable transmission
service requests to the relevant transmission provider to establish transmission rights to
deliver to IPC’s point of delivery;

3. the bidder has provided redlines or confirmed no redlines to Draft Form Agreements
(Exhibit F) for the resource-based product;

4. the bidder has provided redlines or confirmed no redlines to applicable Technical
Specifications (Exhibit G, H, I, and J);

5. evidence of wire transfer was provided prior to the bid deadline in the correct amount for
the correct number of bids;

6. evidence was provided that the bidder’s proposal has a Generator Interconnection
Agreement (“GIA”) in place or generator interconnection application in either the IPC
Serial Study Process or the Transitional Cluster Study Process, or other supporting
document;

7. the bidder has provided a development schedule identifying timeline and schedule,
including contract execution and construction milestones to ensure commissioning by the
target COD; and

8. the documentation submitted indicates the viability of COD (or a contract effective date,
for market purchase proposals) that matches the COD submitted.

These criteria, however, are slightly modified for Group 2 bids. Seeing as Group 2 projects are to
come online no earlier than mid-2028, with some projects potentially beginning operations in the
2030s, it was decided by the IE, IPC, and OPUC Staff that bids would automatically be found to
satisfy the GIA requirement (eligibility requirement #6).

London Economics International LLC
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3.1 Non-conforming bids and cure period

IPC completed its eligibility assessment on February 17t, 2025; while LEI completed the majority
of its assessment by this time, as well, it shared its final results with IPC on February 25th, 2025.
During the eligibility stage, it came to LEI’s attention that documentation associated with -
- (”-”) Blue Springs project was missing from the files downloaded from the FIP
platform. LEI understands that this occurred as a result of technical issues. To ensure that the RFP
process remained on schedule, LEI reviewed the Blue Springs application after IPC began
reaching out to bidders with items for them to cure, which occurred after IPC completed its own
preliminary eligibility assessment. Given this sequence of events, LEI received and reviewed the
cured Blue Springs application as part of its preliminary eligibility screening. LEI completed its
preliminary eligibility assessment after receiving the cured Blue Springs application.

Overall, LEI and IPC were generally aligned in their eligibility assessment, with some exceptions.

LEI and IPC were aligned on the ineligibility of 16 bids (due to incomplete submissions) from

four project developers: ; and
ﬁ. In all cases excluding two bids by these projects were missing Exhibits
M and/or Exhibit L in their submissions. In the case of the two _ bids, technical

Exhibit G was found to be missing. These bidders were given five business days to cure their
incomplete applications, as per the RFP guidelines. Following the cure period, all bidders
successfully addressed the eligibility concerns and were included in the pool of eligible proposals.

LEI and IPC did not align on the eligibility of 27 bids submitted by three project developers:

. ). For the majority of the and projects, IPC concluded that bids
did not include the required draft form agreements. The IE, however, noted that the project
developers did submit the required documents; these documents either used a labeling system
misaligned with the labeling system outlined in IPC’s RFP, or compiled multiple documents into
single files that made it difficult to find and/or identify the relevant exhibits. Following the cure
period, these projects successfully addressed the eligibility concerns and were included in the

pool of eligible proposals.

In one instance, LEI and IPC agreed on the ineligibility of one bid—Bear Pride BESS by

—but for different reasons. IPC determined that Exhibits L and Q were missing from
the Bear Pride application, and as such concluded that it did not meet the “applicable forms
completed and submitted” criterium. LEI found that these exhibits were provided in the bid
narrative and Appendix 14 of the submission package, respectively, and as such found the project
to fulfill this criterium. However, while IPC found the project to have met the “draft form
agreements” criterium, LEI did not, as LEI noticed that the project had not submitted any redlines
to the draft BSA, nor did the project confirm no redlines to the BSA. IPC agreed with LEI's
assessment and reached out to _ to give the company the opportunity to cure; the
company later confirmed that it had no redlines to the draft BSA. Following this cure, the Bear
Pride BESS was found to be eligible to move forward in the RFP process.
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Finally, LEI and IPC disagreed with respect to the eligibility of _ Mayfield BESS bid.
LEI marked the project as ineligible given that no documentation had been submitted as part of
the bid package to support the project’s proposed COD. IPC, recognizing that the project is
scheduled to be delivered four years into the future, scored the project more leniently on this
category. To ensure alignment with RFP procedures and fairness in the process, it was the IE’s
recommendation to provide i with the opportunity to cure; without supporting
documentation, the project should not pass the eligibility stage of the RFP process. While LEI
understood IPC’s position, other bids with CODs in 2030 and later managed to submit the
required documentation; to ensure all projects are treated equally, LEI concluded that no
exceptions should be made. IPC accepted this recommendation. Following the cure opportunity,
the Mayfield BESS project was determined to be eligible to move forward because it had secured
site control for a new site, not the site discussed in the bid documents.

Note that, because LEI reviewed the cured Blue Springs application (which consisted of eight
different bids), it did not find any additional items for the project to cure on top of what IPC had
already identified through its review of the original bid package.

IPC concluded the eligibility phase of work with no non-conforming bids. LEI is in consensus
with this conclusion.

3.2 IPC’s deemed eligible proposals

IPC deemed 83 proposals from 18 companies eligible for the initial shortlist evaluation (see Figure
5). This corresponds to a total of 19,822.4 MW of capacity. Solar facilities constitute more than half
of the total capacity, with a greater majority of solar resource proposals being offered alongside
BESS proposals. Figure 6 illustrates the breakdown of eligible facilities per technology type.

Figure 5. Number of eligible proposals by bidder

B
B ]
e

| | IHH
[~ 1= ] -]

Idaho Power  ———————— H

[
I
L
L
|
|

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
Number of Bids

London Economics International LLC
717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite TA
Boston, MA 02111
www.londoneconomics.com
13




***CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEDGED***

Attachment 1
Page 14 of 34

Figure 6. Fuel mix of eligible resource-based facilities
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4 Bid evaluation and scoring

To assess the bids submitted as part of this RFP process, IPC developed a two-step evaluation
methodology. The first step —or Phase 1—entails the creation of an initial shortlist of bids, or a
list of bids that have been screened for further analysis in a subsequent round of evaluation. The
ISL is based on bidder eligibility to participate in this RFP (discussed in Section 5) followed by a
ranking of bids based on both non-pricing and pricing considerations. According to the RFP,
lowest-cost bids are identified for inclusion in the ISL.10

This section covers IPC’s ranking methodology used in this RFP, and specifically the non-pricing
and pricing scoring models underpinning bid ranking. As explained in Section 4.1, bidders can
earn up to 25 points for the non-pricing scoring component of the scoring methodology. Section
4.2 covers the pricing scoring component of the scoring methodology, for which bidders can earn
up to 75 points. New to the pricing evaluation for Group 2 bids is the concept of “proxy costs.”
In total, each bid can earn up to 100 points; IPC then used the sum of the non-pricing and pricing
scores to rank and compare bids, as covered in Section 5.1.

The diversity in generation interconnection status combined with the variation in proposed CODs
required IPC to estimate network upgrade costs for projects lacking such information. To do so,
IPC divided Group 2 bids into two categories: proxy bids (or bids scheduled to submit a generator
interconnection application into the next Cluster Study window —March 1, 2025 through April
15, 2025 — for which IPC had to estimate interconnection costs, as discussed in Section 4.2.1.1) and
non-proxy bids (or bids established in the generator interconnection queue with known costs
derived from the applicable Large Generator Interconnection Agreements or from the
Transitional Cluster Study Report). Ultimately, IPC recommended the best-performing bids to be
included on the ISL based on technology, commercial operation year, and whether IPC simulated
bids” interconnection costs.!

4.1 Non-pricing scoring
411 Scoring methodology for resource-based products

After determining bid eligibility, IPC and LEI independently assessed the non-pricing factors of
the bids submitted. IPC prepared questions in the BEF that were meant to provide IPC with an
understanding of each bid’s key attributes. Factors were split into two categories with different
scoring weights: (i) contracting progress and viability, at a 10% weighting, and (ii) project readiness
and deliverability, at a weighting of 90%. Together, all factors and their respective weightings build
the non-pricing score for each bid, as shown in Figure 7. Bidders can earn up to 25 total points in

10 [daho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. August 14th,
2024. P. 25.

11 ITbid.
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the non-pricing scoring component of the scoring methodology: up to 5 points for contracting
progress and viability and up to 20 points for project readiness and deliverability.

The non-pricing score is meant to help IPC better understand the likelihood that the submitted
projects will agree to IPC-approved contract terms and be delivered by the required COD. IPC
breaks down the scoring assessment into 10 total questions. A graphical representation of this
breakdown is provided in Figure 7. Of all factors, site control, permits, GIA, and development
schedule carry the greatest weight (each covering 15% of the score). Taken together, the factors
pertaining to project readiness and deliverability contribute 90% to the ultimate non-pricing
score. However, consistent with Exhibit R of the RFP,!2 two of the criteria—GIA and NRIS/ERIS
—do not apply to Group 2 bids.

Figure 7. Non-pricing factors for resource-based products

NO. I. Contracting Progress and Viability

Contract Risk (.10.0%)

NO. II. Project Readiness and Deliverability
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Source: IPC. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. August 16, 2024.
P. 35-36

An important modification made to the non-pricing assessment of Group 2 bids pertains to the
scoring of the GIA and NRIS/ERIS factors. The intended purpose of bifurcating the RFP process
was to allow the Company to meet its identified needs into April 2028, while simultaneously
allowing project developers to propose projects further out into the future. These projects would
have CODs at any time after April 2028. For projects with CODs of more than three years into the

12 “Bids that require long development timelines and do not meet the Bid Eligibility Criteria outlined in Exhibit C of
the RFP related to inclusion in Idaho Power’s Generation Interconnection Serial Study Process or the
Transitional Cluster Study Process ARE eligible to submit a 2029 and Later Bid.” Source: IPC. Idaho Power 2028
All Source RFP. Exhibit R - Supplemental 2029 and Later Requirements. Updated November 25th, 2024. p. 1.
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future, it was decided by IPC, OPUC Staff, and the IE that it would be unfair to effectively
penalize bidders for being in the early stages of project development. As such, it was decided that
bids would not be evaluated for progress on GIA and NRIS/ERIS. Following discussions held
between the IPC, OPUC Staff, and the IE, it was determined that this decision would be reflected
through the automatic assignment of a score of “green” (not “red”) for all projects for these two
non-pricing factors.

In terms of contracting progress, IPC has asked bidders to acknowledge that they have reviewed
the draft contracts and terms!3 that would be signed between IPC and the parties upon project
selection. Though bidders cannot be eliminated from consideration based on the redlines and
comments they may submit to IPC along with their firm bids, IPC expects any feedback provided

to serve as an indicator as to the prospect of reaching a contractual agreement with the selected
bidder.

In terms of deliverability, the non-pricing scoring sheet allows bidders to communicate the
development status of their respective resources. Bidders are asked to explain the extent to which
projects have access to land for project development: whether it has site access (“site control”)
and all required permits (“permits”). Though bidders are not required to have already secured
all required documentation and permits at this stage of the RFP process, those that do will receive
a comparatively higher non-pricing score. Other factors are meant to help IPC gauge whether the
project can achieve commercial operations; relevant questions cover industry experience
(“experience”), total recordable incident levels (“safety”), stage of project financing (“financing”),
and comprehensive documentation that provide insights on key project milestones, detailed
schedule, risk factors and mitigation measures (“development schedule”).

Non-pricing factors were self-scored by bidders in the BEF form. For some factors, bidders were
asked to score themselves either “red” or “green” —indicating whether or not the proposed
project has documentation to confirm possession of a particular attribute. For example, a self-
score of “green” for financing indicates that the proposed project has the documentation to prove
a feasible financing plan; a self-score of “red” means that a project is unable to prove that it has a
financing plan in place. For other factors, bidders could also self-score “yellow” for items on
which progress is being made. For instance, a bidder should self-score “yellow” for the experience
criterion if the bidder can demonstrate commercial operations for facilities (of similar
technologies) that total up to 50% of the nameplate capacity of the proposed project.

The greater the number of “green” self-scored factors, the higher the bidder’s non-pricing score
(based on the weighting shown in Figure 7). Bidders provided additional context for their scores
in their respective bid narratives (Exhibit N) and supplemental attachments.

13 The list of documents includes Draft Form Agreements, Technical Specifications, and Draft Form Letter of Credit.
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41.2 Scoring methodology for market purchase products

IPC’s approach to the non-pricing scoring of market purchase products aligns with that of
resource-based products. The product factors (or attributes) do, however, differ from those of
resource-based products. These attributes and their respective weightings are summarized in
Figure 8.

Figure 8. Scoring methodology for market purchase products

Scoring methodology for market purchase products
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Source: IPC. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. August 16, 2024.
P. 34

Here, too, bidders could earn up to 25 points if scored “green” across all non-pricing factors.
However, none of the bids submitted in this 2028 RFP are market purchase products.

41.3 LEI's assessment of the non-pricing scores

LEI used its understanding of IPC’s descriptions of each non-pricing factor in the BEF and the
RFP to independently determine non-pricing scores for each eligible bid. Specifically, LEI
assessed all submitted documents and used the content provided in each submission to fill out
the non-pricing tab of the BEF for each project in a consistent manner. IPC used the same
approach to assess non-pricing scores for each bid.

In general, LEI's non-pricing scores were in alignment with IPC’s on most of the bids, with an
average scoring difference of 0.61. The discrepancies in the ratings can mainly be attributed to
differing views on the degree to which bidders complied with the required information and
provided documentation supporting their self-scores. The scoring divergences were small
enough that they did not have a marginal impact on the overall ratings of the bids from both LEI
and IPC. However, LEI did note meaningful divergences in the total scoring of nine resource bids:

Boardman projects (one solar and BESS bid and one solar only bid
”i Star Garnet
II)

* ") Bennett solar and BESS project, “
Energy storage projects (two BESS and two LDES bids), and
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Teapot Energy Storage project (one BESS bid and one LDES bid). In the case of the _
and projects, the IE’s non-pricing score was higher than the non-pricing score determined
by IPC; the opposite was true for the and projects. Specifically:

e LEIscored _ bids (proposals #8 and #9) at 23.75 versus 20 from IPC;

e LEI scored - bid (proposal #14) at 14.37 versus 19.37 from IPC;

e LEI scored - BESS bids (proposals #24 and #26) at 25 versus 21.25 from IPC;

e LEI scored - LDES bids (proposals #25 and #27) at 24.37 versus 21.25 from IPC;
e LEI scored _ BESS bid (proposal #47) at 20 versus 23.12 from IPC; and

o LEIscored ||l LDES bid (proposal #46) at 19.37 versus 23.12 from IPC.

The IE and IPC diverged on their scoring of the following factors: permits, GIA, NRIS/ERIS,
safety, development schedule, and experience. LEI explains the context for these differences
below. After reviewing IPC’s clarifying answers and related supporting documents, LEI is in
agreement with IPC’s non-pricing scores.

I - 5ocrdiman

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the following four factors: permits, safety, GIA, and
NRIS/ERIS.

In terms of permitting, LEI gave the Boardman projects a score of “green”; the IE found the
amount of time between permitting and COD (i.e., at least one year) to be reasonable. IPC’s score
for this criterion was “yellow.” In terms of safety, LEI scored the project “red” given that the bid
submission did not provide a clear indication of the total recordable incidents rate (“TRI”). IPC’s
score for this criterion was “green.”

In terms of GIA and NRIS/ERIS, as discussed in Section 4.1.1, it was decided at the early stages
of this RFP process that all Group 2 bids would receive scores of “green” for the GIA and
NRIS/ERIS non-pricing factors. LEI scored all bids in this manner. In contrast, IPC initially took
into account the latest project developments or updates that occurred following bid submission,
where available. This impacted IPC’s non-price scoring, particularly with respect to GIA and
NRIS/ERIS, which it scored “yellow.” IPC recognized that use of such updates effectively
penalized bidders for being further along in the development process by negatively impacting
their non-price scores. IPC was open to reverting all GIA and NRIS/ERIS scores to green, and did
s0. This showcases one example of the challenges that arose in evaluating projects with long lead-
times and at various stages of development.

- - Bennett

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the safety and development schedule factors. In terms
of safety, LEI scored the project “red” given that the bid submission did not provide a clear
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indication of TRI. IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.” In terms of development schedule,
LEI scored the project “red” seeing as the bid narrative notes that the project has already been
delayed. While past delays are not necessarily an indication of future delays, they do add an
additional layer of risk. IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.”

- - Star Garnet Energy Storage

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the permits and experience factors. In terms of
permitting, LEI gave the Boardman projects a score of “green”; IPC’s score for this criterion was
“red.” The IE found the amount of time between permitting and COD (i.e., at least one year) to
be reasonable. While LEI understands IPC’s concerns, since the project has a proposed 2030 COD,
the project developer still has several years to obtain the necessary permits. This is another
example of how it may be difficult to score projects with such long lead times—especially on
factors like permitting that are critical to making development possible (which, as seen in the 2026
RFP process, can “make or break” a project).

The IE also applied lower scores on the experience criterion for LDES projects on the basis that
experience with BESS development might not be fully transferable to LDES project development.
As aresult, LEI gave the LDES bids a score of “yellow”; IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.”

_ - Teapot Energy Storage

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the permits, safety, and experience factors. In terms
of permitting, LEI gave the Boardman projects a score of “green”; IPC’s score for this criterion
was “yellow.” The IE found the amount of time between permitting and COD (i.e., at least one
year) to be reasonable. LEI recognizes IPC’s concerns, but seeing as the project has a proposed
2030 COD, the project developer still has several years to obtain the necessary permits.

In terms of safety, LEI scored the project “yellow” given that the bid submission notes “minimal”
recordable safety-related incidents. In contrast, IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.”

The experience factor is the reason that the IE’s score for the BESS bid differs from its score of the
LDES bid. Specifically, LEI applied lower scores on the experience criterion for LDES projects on
the basis that experience in BESS project development is not applicable to LDES project
development. As a result, LEI gave the LDES bids a score of “yellow”; IPC’s score for this criterion
was “green.”

414 Key takeaways from the non-pricing scoring assessment in this bifurcated RFP

There are some lessons to be learned from monitoring this first-of-its-kind RFP that consists of a
two-part evaluation of projects with long project lead-times. The non-pricing scoring stage of
work highlighted the challenges in i) evaluating bids that are anticipated to come online four
years in the future, especially in terms of site control, permitting, and development schedule (all
of which are critical to ensuring that projects can ultimately reach operational completion) and ii)
conducting that evaluation in a fair fashion.
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Diminished relative relevance of some criteria in Round 2

Because Group 2 bids are anticipated to come online no earlier than mid-2028, it may not be
reasonable to assume significant progress on project development at this point in the RFP process.
In this respect, LEI has some reservations on the relevance of criteria such as permitting and site
control, whose timing becomes challenging to appreciate for projects with late CODs. We are
concerned that—similar to GIA and NRIS/ERIS—such criteria do not hold the same weight in
Round 1 and in Round 2. While we nonetheless understand the critical nature of such information
and its general insights into stage of development, we would recommend for a future Round 2
that IPC consider reflecting the somewhat diminished relevance of such criteria (in its ability to
provide pertinent and timely information on project readiness and deliverability) in the non-price
score weighting.

Evaluation fairness amidst diversity in development stage

At the beginning of the Round 2 process, with limited views on what CODs to expect for Group
2 projects, LEI anticipated that most Group 2 bids would be at the very early stages of
development. LEI was considerate of these circumstances during the scoring exercises, which
began with the scoring of IPC’s benchmark bids. As dictated by the RFP process, LEI reviewed
IPC’s benchmark bids—which, to ensure fairness, are scored first and independently —in
isolation from third-party bids, and as such expected third-party bids to exhibit similar levels of
project readiness and development stage.

When scoring third-party bids, however, LEI developed a fuller, more comprehensive picture of
the development status of Group 2 bids and understood that some projects have in fact made
more progress on items like siting and permitting than anticipated, despite the long lead time
until the respective anticipated CODs. Knowing this earlier in the evaluation process would have
informed LEI's approach to the non-price scoring of the benchmark bids, and the non-price
scoring exercise more generally. To ensure fairness, since the non-price scores for the benchmark
bids were not retrospectively modified, LEI scored third-party bids with the same level of leeway,
particularly with respect to the permitting criterion. While this approach ensured fairness, it
muted the scoring impact (or advantage) that advanced bids would have had were the scoring
format and weighting system designed to accommodate these specific Group 2 conditions. In
future RFPs, as informed by LEI's experience in this phase of the bifurcated RFP process, we
recommend (1) modifying the weighting of non-pricing factors (criteria) so that the most
insightful criteria are given greater weight, and (2) adding additional scoring metrics that
acknowledge projects that are considerably more advanced in development and present lower
risk profiles.

4.2 Pricing scores
421 Scoring methodology

After reviewing eligibility and non-pricing factors, LEI and IPC independently evaluated the
price scores. Bids could earn up to 75 total points under the pricing evaluation. For this part of
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the assessment, IPC prepared a pricing (financial) model in Excel format. IPC calculated the
delivered revenue requirement per kilowatt month of each bid. Bidders were asked to provide
supplemental pricing information, including tax credit benefits, carrying costs, and
interconnection (upgrade) costs (if known), among other costs, if applicable.

According to the pricing methodology provided in the RFP, for each technology group, the bid
with the highest score receives the maximum 75 points and the bid with the lowest score receives
a score of zero. All remaining bids receive a score of between zero and 75 based on the relationship
of their price score to the prices of the highest and lowest scored bids.

4.21.1 Network upgrade estimates - proxy and non-proxy bids

In the Group 2 evaluation process, IPC further segregated the list of bids in two categories based
on the availability (or lack thereof) of information on network upgrade costs. Because there was
no restriction on the commercial operational dates of Group 2 projects bidding into this RFP, the
bidders proposed a variety of projects with CODs of as early as 2029 and as far into the future as
2032. While some of these projects have already made significant progress in the interconnection
process (with some even securing generation interconnection agreements), others have yet to
enter any Transitional Cluster Study and, as such, information on network upgrade costs for these
projects is lacking. Such costs were thus estimated by IPC in order to complete this price scoring
exercise.

IPC separated Group 2 bids into two categories: proxy bids (bids with no assigned interconnection
and network upgrade costs) and non-proxy bids (bids with known interconnection and network
upgrade costs). IPC estimated the interconnection/network upgrade costs for proxy bids using
the most recent results of the Transitional Cluster Study. First, IPC assigned proxy bids to
corresponding interconnection study regions (the same regions used in the Transitional Cluster
Study) based on their indicated Point of Interconnection (“POI”); Figure 9 maps out the five
cluster interconnection study regions. For each of the study regions, IPC calculated the average
interconnection/network upgrade cost on a $/ MW basis using the latest regional costs provided
in the Transitional Cluster Study. The regional average interconnection costs were then applied
to each project’s total MWs to derive the proxy interconnection/network upgrade cost ($). Figure
10 illustrates IPC's methodology and approach. The IE is of the view that this approach of
estimating interconnection costs is reasonable.
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Figure 9. Cluster interconnection study regions
*Cluster 6 - B2H: Not pictured since it extends all the way from Midpoint to Boardman
Source: IPC
Figure 10. Illustrative calculation of proxy interconnection cost
sy =SIDAHO POWE
Bids in 2029 and Beyond: \ &8l R
Interconnection and Network Upgrade Costs for bids
not in the queue - EXAMPLE Ll fedion ke L S/
Cluster 1 Far East 455 $ 91,031,259.00 ( $ 200,06870
IPC Benchmark Bid #8 Cluster 3 Magic Valley | 200 $ 29,400,786.00 | $ 147,003.93
(2029 COD) Cluster 4 Treasure Valley 1180 $ 209,886,272.00 | $ 177,869.72 I
167 MW Naturai GaS Cluster 5 Western | 100 $ 18,069,669.00 5 180,696.69
Plant CIus}er& ) 8 ] K 3 $101,343,530.00 | 5 225,207.84

Point of Delivery: /

Bennett Mountain 230

kV Substation = 2

(Cluster Region 4) ; \ ﬁ.
CA-2

P
Proxy Interconnection and
Network Upgrade Costs:
$177,870/MW x 167 MW

= 529,704,243

*Cluster 6 - B2H: Not pictured since it extends all the
way to Boardman

Source: IPC

422 IPC’s pricing scores

Figure 11 and Figure 12 show IPC’s pricing scores for standalone and combined resource-based
bids, respectively. The pricing scores are based on IPC’s financial model, which LEI evaluated, as
is discussed in Section 4.2.3.
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Figure 11. IPC’s pricing score for standalone bids

Source: IPC
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Figure 12. IPC’s pricing score for combined bids

Solar plus BESS 2028

Sum of Sum of Combined
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300 24.99 75.0

Bidder Facility Name Master Project

Bluebird

Solar plus BESS 2029
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I Western Russet Solar |

Western Russet Solar 255 28.17 65.0

Source: IPC

4.2.3 LEI's assessment of the financial model and pricing scores

IPC used its proprietary Excel-based financial model to develop the ISL. The final version of the
model entitled “2029 RFP Financial Models Template ISL_3_24_25 Final ISL LEI Confidential” (or
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“2029 model”) was provided by IPC via email on March 25th, 2025. The 2029 model includes bid
pricing information and the results of IPC’s pricing evaluation.

IPC’s model consolidates information provided for all bids in the BEF regarding pricing and
operational details specific to each bid as well as IPC’s financial assumptions to calculate the
delivered revenue requirement per kilowatt for each bid. IPC’s model determines the levelized
cost to support each bid’s score within each technology category (wind, solar, BESS, etc.) using
the levelized cost of capacity (“LCOC”) for battery storage units and the levelized cost of energy
(“LCOE”) for all the other technology types. IPC also developed its own assumptions for certain
model inputs, such as inflation, discount rate, tax rate, asset life, allowance for funds used during
construction (“AFUDC”) rates, integration costs, owner costs, adjustment of Investment Tax
Credit from its sale on the secondary market, network upgrade costs for bids without GIAs, etc.
LEI confirmed that the assumptions made by IPC were applied consistently across all bids.

LEI reviewed IPC’s 2029 financial model to understand the model structure, utilization of data
by IPC, assumptions relied upon by IPC (methodology and sources), and how each bid price
score was calculated. The 2029 model followed the same structure and assumptions as the 2028
model. The only updates made to the model’s assumptions were (i) the addition of O&M
assumptions for LDES (this resource type was not available in the previous model) — fixed O&M
of $3.63/kW-month and fixed O&M escalation of 2.6% —and (ii) the network upgrade estimate
costs as discussed earlier in Section 4.2.1.1.

Regarding the estimate for network upgrades, LEI reviewed IPC’s assigned cost estimates for the
proxy projects. The financial model had the following assigned costs for each project per cluster
region:

e Cluster 3 (CA 3 - Magic Valley): $147,003.93/ MW;
e C(Cluster 4 (CA 4 - Treasure Valley): $177,869.72/ MW, 14
e C(Cluster 5 (CA 5 - Western): $180,696.69/ MW.

This is aligned with the March 2025 Cluster Interconnection Study values provided to LEI April
3,2025.

14 Initially, LEI identified two projects —IPC’s Orchard LDES and _ Kuna II—for which it appeared in
IPC’s financial model that the modeled interconnection costs diverged from the average cluster region
interconnection costs calculated using the March 2025 Cluster Interconnection Study values. IPC’s Orchard
LDES interconnection costs appeared to be _/ MW; _ Kuna II interconnection costs
appeared to be -/ MW. Neither of these costs align with the average costs calculated for Cluster 4.
Following discussion with IPC, it was determined that the correct interconnection costs were used to evaluate
Orchard LDES and Kuna II. The error identified by LEI was found in an Excel sheet that had no bearing on
the ISL.
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LEI considers IPC’s 2029 financial model and assumptions to provide a sound and justifiable
approach for ranking bid proposals. LEI also finds this approach reasonable because it is
consistent with the process described above and does not discriminate against any ownership

type. LEI found that the model accurately pulls in and analyzes the pricing information submitted
by bidders for each bid.
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5 Phase I - Initial shortlist

51 Ranking methodology

IPC conducted a technology-specific ranking, per year, for both proxy and non-proxy bids. To
this end, IPC allocated all eligible proposals into 23 distinct groups based on i) the knowledge of
bid interconnection costs (proxy vs. non-proxy), ii) the in-service year, and iii) the technology
group. A ranking of bids within each individual technology group is intended to ensure that bids
presenting comparable attributes are assessed against one another before being compared with
other technologies/bids presenting different attributes, physical/operational characteristics, and
associated costs. The same logic was applied to both the in-service year and the category of
interconnection cost (proxy vs. non-proxy) to ensure that bids are compared on equal footing. In
fact, bids with known network and upgrade costs can hardly be considered on equal footing with
bids for which such costs are currently estimated by IPC and could deviate significantly from
costs established through the interconnection process. Thus, IPC decided to evaluate proxy bids
and non-proxy bids separately.

Furthermore, not all bids can address IPC’s identified needs given their proposed CODs. For
instance, bids with a COD of 2032 would hardly be appropriate to address capacity and energy
needs identified for 2029; here, it would be inappropriate to compare such bids with bids offering
a 2029 in-service year. In this respect, for both proxy and non-proxy groups, IPC further clustered
bids based on their in-service year and technology type. The clustering of bids based on the
diversity of generator interconnection process, in-service year, and technology led to the creation
of the 23 distinct categories of bids evaluated by IPC. From these distinct 23 categories, IPC
identified the best performing bids making up the initial shortlist for Phase 1 of the Round 2 bid
assessment process; this process is described in Section 5.2 below.

According to the 2028 AS RFP, “the highest ranking and relatively lowest cost bids within each
technology category will become the Initial Shortlist.” 1> The initial shortlist is the result of (1) bid
eligibility screening results, (2) the non-pricing and pricing scores and subsequent ranking by
technology type, and (3) the “identification of the lowest cost bids.”16 In addition, IPC took several
steps to finalize the list of shortlisted bids. At a high level, IPC first chose to advance a project if
it was the only bid submitted for a particular technology type. Next, if IPC advanced any one
particular bid (i.e, a solar project), then it automatically also advanced all submitted
combinations of that bid (i.e., a proposal consisting of the same solar project combined with
BESS), even if those alternative bid combinations did not themselves make the initial shortlist.

15 Jdaho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. August 14th,
2024. P. 28.

16 Jdaho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. August 14th,
2024. P. 23.
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IPC also advanced bids with pricing proposals that it viewed as more attractive than those of
other bids of the same technology type.

Furthermore, IPC explained in its ISL memo?? that it “desired a reasonable and diversified
quantity of projects that represent each technology category that met the following principles:

a. sufficient capacity/energy quantity to meet the stated needs of the RFP;
b. technology categories that only had one bidder were automatically moved forward; and
c. step increases to price and total score were utilized as a natural cutoff.”

LEI discusses this initial shortlist process in the subsections that follow.

5.2 IPC’s initial shortlist

IPC’s ISL is comprised of the highest-ranking scores from the eligible bids. The ISL reflects
Company’s desire for a diversified mix of projects organized by categories based on technology,
separating standalone from combined bids; separate categories were created for each technology
for standalone bids (i.e., solar-only or wind-only bids) and for each combination of combined
resources (i.e., solar with BESS). IPC ended up with subcategories for allocating price scores to
the bids, as shown in Figure 13.

Figure 13. ISL ranking subcategories

1. Standalone BESS

. Standalone BESS 2028 COD 2. Standalone Solar
. Standalone LDES 3. Solar plus BESS

. Standalone Wind 2D ED

. Solar plus BESS 1. Standalone BESS

2. Standalone Solar
s 2029 COD 3. Standalone Wind
4. Solar plus BESS

Eligible bids <l 5. Wind plus Solar plus BESS

1. Standalone BESS
2030 COD 2. Standalone Solar

. Standalone BESS 3. Solar plus BESS

: Standalone SOIar -
. Standalone Gas-H2 2031 COD 1. Solar plus BESS
. Standalone LDES AN EOD

. Solar plus BESS )
. Wind plus Solar plus BESS 2032 COD 1. Standalone Wind

Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP

17 IPC. 2028-2029 AS RFP - 2029 Initial Shortlist Recommendation. Updated April 8th, 2025.
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In each subcategory, IPC ranked bids from the lowest to the highest price offer, with the lowest
price receiving the highest points (75 points) and the lowest score being awarded zero points. The
rest of the scores were determined using a formula that examined the variance between the bid
price and the lowest bid price. The greater the difference between a given price and the lowest
price, the lower the score; conversely, the smaller the difference, the higher the score.

The ISL selected a total of 53 proposals consisting of 33 facilities with a collective capacity of
13,159.4 MW. Notably, this selection encompasses a diverse range of technologies, ensuring
representation of all the technologies offered during the RFP process, as depicted in Figure 14.
Solar capacity dominates the ISL’s resource-based bids, constituting 54% of the total, followed by
BESS with 35% of the total capacity. The remaining shortlisted resource-based capacity is derived
from wind, LDES, and Gas-H2 resources.

Figure 14. Fuel mix of the ISL’s resource-based facilities

Wind
8%

Solar
54%

2%

LDES 1%

Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP

In terms of the bids’ contract structures, standalone solar PPAs and solar PPAs plus BESS BSAs
dominate the ISL, with nine and ten bids, respectively. This is followed by seven BESS BSA bids,
as shown in Figure 15. The shortlisted bids are listed in Figure 16 and Figure 17. Furthermore,
after taking into account the sensitivity conducted on the discount rate of the Investment Tax
Credit (“ITC”)/Production Tax Credit (“PTC”) sold on the secondary market, an additional bid
that would not have originally made it into the ISL is now qualified as an ISL bid (see Figure 18),
as per Scoring and Modeling Methodology Condition 4 of OPUC Staff’s report of March 7th 202518
(see Section 5.3 for more details).

18 OPUC. Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. March 7, 2025.
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Figure 15. Number of ISL bids by contract type and technology
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Figure 16. ISL proxy bids
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Figure 17. ISL non-proxy bids
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Figure 18. ISL proxy/non-proxy bid selected following ITC/PTC sensitivity
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5.3 Sensitivity Analysis on ITC/PTC resale value

In OPUC Staff report dated July 29th, 2024,19 the Commission expressed concerns over a scenario
in which a high resale value of ITC/PTC credits (on the secondary market) could favorably
impact utility-owned bids by making them more cost-effective. As a result, utility-owned projects
could outbid PPA or BSA bids if the ITC/PTC credits are already baked into their prices. This
concern led Staff to propose Scoring and Modeling Methodology Condition 4, or “SMM
Condition 4,” which requires that IPC work with the IE to develop a sensitivity analysis that
evaluates the impact of a range of ITC and PTC discount rates on bids. In OPUC Staff report dated
March 7th, 2025, Staff added an additional condition to SMM Condition 4 requiring that “In Round
2 of this RFP, IPC must include bids on the ISL if they are competitive when a 20 percent discount
rate for ITC and PTC is applied.”2 In order to respond to SMM Condition 4, IPC carried out a
sensitivity analysis to evaluate the assumptions of the resale value of the ITC and PTC on bids’
overall scores and relative rankings within the ISL. The Company tested 20% ITC and PTC
discount rates.

5.3.1 Methodology

IPC conducted the ITC and PTC sensitivity analysis as part of the ISL selection stage. IPC used
ITC and PTC discount rates of 20% applied to the full credits (i.e., a 20% discount on the credit
value of ITC/PTC).

For each case, IPC recalculated the price score of each BTA and benchmark bid and updated the
ranking. Given that the ITC/PTC assumptions only apply to utility-owned bids, all PPA and BSA
bids were excluded from the analysis; this includes most of the solar and BESS projects in the ISL.

5.3.2 Key observations

Overall, the impact of ITC/PTC resale value assumptions on the ranking of utility-owned bids
can be considered marginal; while we observed some changes in the overall scores of the asset

19 OPUC. Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. July 29, 2024.

20 OPUC. Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. March 7, 2025.
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purchase bids, it hardly resulted in ranking changes leading to modification of the ISL. As a result
of this exercise, only one bid (ﬁ Bid #58) was added into the ISL following the
sensitivity analysis. We discuss in the next paragraphs some key observations from the sensitivity
analysis.

e Scores and rankings in categories including exclusively BSA and PPAs bids were not
affected by the sensitivity analysis. However, in categories mixing BSA/PPA and BTA
structures, because price scores are determined in relation to the best offer price, this
sensitivity analysis did lead to changes in the price scores of BSA and PSA bids. It is in
one of these categories (standalone non-proxy solar for the year 2029) that we observed
the promotion ofi Bid #58 to the ISL.

e Bids that are “alone” within their technology categories such as IPC-Orchard BESS
(LDES/2029), IPC-Bennett Gas (Gas-H2/2030), _—Sawtooth (wind/203221),
and -Bluebird (solar/2028) were not affected by the sensitivity analysis —because
as the “only” bids, they were automatically selected for the ISL.

¢ Inthe proxy wind technology group (2029), under the PTC/ITC sensitivity, the price score
of ﬁ Bid#62 drops by almost 50%, bringing the total score from 70.1 to 46.4. If the
solar facility was considered as a standalone bid, the bid would have fallen off the ISL.
The bid remains under consideration in the ISL because the facility exhibits a relatively
high score in the category combining BESS and solar (proxy combined solar and BESS
with COD of 2029).

5.4 IE’s assessment of the initial shortlist

Following LEI's review of IPC's proposed ISL, LEI finds IPC’s approach reasonable; the process
was determined to be executed in a fair and impartial manner. IPC's ISL identified a pool of top-
ranking scores for each vintage and technology category, demonstrating consideration for
technology and COD diversity. While the IE considers the separate evaluation of proxy and non-
proxy bids to be reasonable, it remains to be seen how appropriate such a methodology will prove
to be (i.e., how accurately historical cluster study results will reflect future cluster study results).
Regardless of this outcome, there is no sure way of estimating un-studied interconnection costs.
This is one risk of conducting a bifurcated RFP process, which considers projects coming online
several years in the future. IPC might need to further investigate network costs for proxy bids
selected in the final shortlist. We also recommend discussing with the IPC how to address
situations where high network costs, when known, could make the final shortlisted proxy bids
less competitive.

21 While the bid’s actual COD is 11/1/2031, it is considered by IPC to meet 2032 needs.
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1 Executive Summary

In this Closing Report, London Economics International LLC (“LEI”) —Independent Evaluator
(“IE”) for the 2028 All Source (“AS”) Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for Peak Capacity and Energy
Resources (together, “2028 AS RFP” or “AS RFP”) prepared by Idaho Power Company (“IPC” or
“Company”) — provides an overview and assessment of the eligibility and shortlist evaluations
of all bids submitted for projects with a commercial online date (“COD”) of post-summer 2028.

The 2028 AS RFP was approved by the Oregon Public Utility Commission (“Oregon PUC,”
“OPUC,” or “Commission”) in a Special Meeting held on August 15t, 2024. The Commission also
approved a waiver requested by the Company in its response to Staff’s Public Meeting
Memorandum and the Second Independent Evaluator Assessment Report to adopt the schedule
proposed in the Company’s draft 2028 AS RFP.! The proposed schedule accommodates a two-
round, bifurcated procurement process under which bids with projects coming online before the
summer of 2028 (i.e., “Group 1 bids”) could be submitted and scored (Round 1) prior to the
submission of bids with projects coming online post-summer 2028 (i.e., “Group 2 bids”) (Round
2). A report on the Group 1 initial shortlist (“ISL”) was submitted on November 1st, 2024, followed
by a Closing Report on January 10th, 2025.2 A report covering the Initial Shortlist for Group 2 bids
was submitted on April 14th, 2025.3 This closing report covers the Group 2 bid evaluation and
final selection process.

In this Round 2 process, a total of 83 proposals and 117 resource bids were submitted for
consideration by 18 companies by the January 27th, 2025 due date. The 117 resource bids originate
from 36 facilities, with a collective capacity of 19,8224 MW.* The large number of bids
demonstrates the competitiveness of the RFP process.

The bids cover a wide spectrum of technologies, ranging from solar, wind, natural gas to
hydrogen conversion (“G2H”), to both short- and long-duration battery energy storage systems
(“BESS”). Furthermore, not only do the resource capacity bids vary in contract structure,
featuring power purchase agreements (“PPAs”), battery storage agreements (“BSAs”), and asset
purchases (“APs”), but there is also some noticeable diversity in the stage of project development.
While some projects have already secured generation interconnection agreements, others have

1 OPUC. Docket No. UM 2317, Order 24-272. August 16th, 2024.
2 A supplemental to this Closing Report was filed on January 31st, 2025.
3 Errata for the report were submitted on April 16th, 2025 and May 20th, 2025, respectively.
4Idaho Power Company. CONFIDENTIAL ISL Scoring and Summary - IPC Response to LEI - 4.3.25.xIsx. April 3rd, 2025.
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yet to secure a spot in the Transitional Cluster Study; in terms of the latter, information on
network upgrade costs for these projects was lacking.

The diversity in generation interconnection status, combined with the variation in proposed
CODs in Round 2, required IPC to undertake additional steps to estimate network upgrade costs
for projects lacking such information. To do so, IPC divided Group 2 bids into two categories:
proxy bids (or bids scheduled to submit a generator interconnection application into the next
available Cluster Study window —March 1st, 2025 through April 15th, 2025 — for which IPC had to
estimate interconnection costs, as discussed in Section 7.2.1.1), and non-proxy bids (or bids
established in the generator interconnection queue with known costs derived from applicable
Large Generator Interconnection Agreements or from the Transitional Cluster Study Report).

As per the RFP’s schedule, the IE evaluated the eligibility of five benchmark bids submitted by
IPC prior to extending the eligibility review and evaluation process to third-party bids. These five
benchmark bids consisted of three BESS projects, one long-duration energy storage (“LDES”)
project, and one natural gas-fired project. Among the BESS projects, two are proposed asset
purchases (“APs”) (ID1B and Milner BESS) while one standalone BESS project (ID1) is split
between a build transfer agreement/ownership (“BTA”) and a BSA with H
(”-”). The LDES project (Orchard LDES) and the natural gas-fired project (Bennett Gas
Expansion (“Bennett Gas”)) are also proposed APs. The IE assessed the eligibility of these
benchmark bids as well as their advantages and unique risks to ratepayers.> The IE determined

that the benchmark bids were eligible to proceed with the RFP process. The identified advantages
and unique risks of the benchmark bids are discussed in Section 5.

Following a comprehensive eligibility screening process that considered both benchmark and
third-party bids, 83 proposals were determined to meet the minimum requirements outlined in
the RFP and, as such, proceeded to the ISL evaluation (Phase 1). The IE assessed and scored these
resource bids based on established price and non-price scoring criteria. As per the RFP,¢ a
maximum of 75 points were allocated to the price score and a maximum of 25 points to the non-
price score, for a total maximum score of 100 points.

Subsequently, the proposals were ranked within their respective technology groups, by COD; in
a given COD category, the highest-scoring bids in each technology group were selected for the
ISL. Through this evaluation process, 53 bids from the pool of eligible bids were identified as part

5 While LEI assessed the eligibility and the unique risks and advantages of the benchmark bids, we nonetheless grouped
the benchmark bids with third-party bids when evaluating and scoring bids using the non-price and price
criteria.

6 Jdaho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. Updated
November 25th, 2024. p. 26.
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of the ISL. The ISL reflected a diverse range of technologies, ensuring that all technologies offered
during the RFP process were duly considered. Bidders were notified through the Company’s
portal (Zycus) that they were selected for the ISL. The Phase 1 ISL process is described in detail
in Section 0.

Introduced to the 2028 AS RFP (for both Group 1 and Group 2 bids) was an incremental analysis
focusing on Investment Tax Credit (“ITC”)/Production Tax Credit (“PTC”) resale value. This
evaluation was developed and conducted in response to a concern raised by the OPUC7 that a
high resale value of ITC/PTC credits (on the secondary market) could potentially favorably
impact utility-owned bids by making them more cost-effective. As a result, utility-owned projects
could outbid PPA or BSA bids if ITC/PTC credits are already baked into their prices. This concern
led Staff to propose Scoring and Modeling Methodology Condition 4, or “SMM Condition 4,”
which requires that IPC work with the IE to develop a sensitivity analysis that evaluates the
impact of a range of ITC and PTC discount rates on bids. IPC carried out a sensitivity analysis to
evaluate the assumptions of the resale value of the ITC and PTC on bids” overall scores and
relative rankings within the ISL. The Company tested 20% ITC and PTC discount rates. While the
overall impact of the ITC/PTC resale value on project ranking was found to be marginal, the
sensitivity analysis nonetheless resulted in the promotion of one bid (_ Bid #58 ) to
the final ISL. Details pertaining to this analysis can be found in Section 8.3.

Next, bidders on the ISL were invited to submit updates to their bids, incorporating pertinent
price or schedule modifications, interconnection study results, or any other significant changes
that could influence the Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) production cost model or RFP
minimum requirements. These updates were reviewed in detail and incorporated into the
Company’s cost models. In alignment with the treatment of capital revenue requirements in IPC's
IRP modeling, IPC converted any calculated revenue requirement associated with capital costs to
first-year real levelized costs. Similarly, all other bid costs were levelized and formatted for
inclusion in the Company’s long-term capacity expansion (“LTCE”) model, AURORA. Projected
renewable resource performance data® and projected effective load-carrying capability (“ELCC”)
for each bid were also processed for inclusion in the modeling tools. Section 9.1.3 provides a
summary of the key assumptions used in the AURORA modeling.

7OPUC. Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. July 29th, 2024.

8 IPC hired Henrickson Renewables, LLC to independently review site-specific critical performance factors for wind
and solar resources, including but not limited to i) an evaluation of the variable energy resource assessments
submitted with each applicable proposal, ii) quantification of any potential impact on energy production, and
iii) adjustment (if any) to the P50 Net Capacity Factor, including the associated confidence level where
differences are identified.
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To comprehensively evaluate the ISL bids under a range of potential environmental and policy-
price scenarios, a rigorous scenario analysis was conducted as part of Phase 2. A total of seven
scenarios were independently simulated using AURORA LTCE, encompassing: varying
configurations of commercial online dates for the Boardman to Hemmingway ("B2H") (pre-2028
versus 2029) and the Southwest Intertie Project-North ("SWIP-N") transmission line projects (2028
versus 2030), along with sensitivities around the Clean Air Act section 111 (d) carbon emissions
rules (“111(d) Emissions Rule”)? natural gas prices, carbon prices, and a scenario where no
resources were procured in 2028. The different scenarios employed in the scenario analysis are
discussed in Section 9.1. A total of eight bids were selected for the Preliminary Final Shortlist
(“FSL”) based on their performance and costs under each of the scenarios (see Section 9.1.3).

To supplement the scenario analysis, IPC conducted a portfolio stochastic (sensitivity) analysis
on the Preliminary FSL to assess the performance of bids under dynamic market conditions and
comprehend the range of Net Present Value ("NPV") portfolio costs under a broad spectrum of
stochastic shocks. The portfolio stochastic analysis was a two-step process consisting of a (i)
portfolio analysis and a (ii) stochastic analysis. IPC utilized AURORA LTCE to create ten
portfolios based on the following criteria: (i) energy and capacity needs and (ii) inclusion of every
bid in one portfolio.

IPC performed a stochastic risk analysis on these ten portfolios, incorporating five stochastic
variables: (i) natural gas prices, (ii) load, (iii) hydroelectric generation, (iv) carbon prices, and (v)
Renewable Energy Credit (“REC”) prices. The stochastic risk analysis aligns with the
methodology used in IPC's 2023 acknowledged IRP and 2025 IRP development process. Utilizing
the stochastic analysis, IPC calculated the NPV costs of each portfolio using key statistics (P25,
P50, and P75) to identify the least-cost, least-risk bids. These statistical measures provided
valuable insights into the distribution of NPV costs and the potential range of outcomes under
various sensitivities. Finally, IPC ranked the resources that were most consistently selected across
the sensitivity runs. Based on this analysis, 12 bids were identified for the FSL and for contract
negotiations. A detailed discussion of this process is provided in Section 9.2.

Newly introduced, though only in Round 2 of this RFP, was another sensitivity-like assessment
developed and conducted in response to the uncertainties associated with new policy priorities
originating at the federal level. What we will refer to as the “risk adder analysis” looked at two
key points of uncertainty: (i) the risk of repeal of the Inflation Reduction Act (“IRA”) (which has
financial implications on renewable project development) and (ii) the risk of higher import tariffs
that may result in higher equipment costs, which may in turn raise project prices. This risk adder
analysis was applied to the projects that made it onto the FSL to get a sense of (i) whether repeal

9 US Environmental Protection Agency. Standards of performance for new, reconstructed, and modified sources and
emission guidelines for existing resources: Oil and natural gas sector climate review. Effective May 7th, 2024.
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of the ITC/ PTC associated with the IRA and (2) the extent to which higher-than-anticipated
import tariffs impact the FSL ranking. This is discussed in greater detail in Section 9.

The diagram below provides a summary illustration of the RFP process, and the accompanying
table shows the number of bids for each key stage of the RFP process.

Figure 1. Summary of the RFP process

Portfolio
sensitivity/

Update bids
of Initial
Notification Shortlist
of Initial bids (if Scenario

Price and
Benchmark Bid non-price
bid eligibility evaluation

Notification
Issuance of of Final
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Shortlist
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stochastic
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Shortlist ﬁppllcﬁble) analysis
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g 8 bids and
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(® For Group 2 of the 2028 AS RFP, the portfolio sensitivity and stochastic analysis were augmented with a risk adder
analysis of various parameters of uncertainty.

Figure 2. Summary of the total number of bids for each key RFP stage

Procurement stage Total number of Total combined Total number of
& bids/projects capacity of bids (MW) project owners

Bids submitted 19,822.4

Bids deemed 83 19,822.4 18
eligible

Initial shortlist 53 13,159.4 15
Preliminary final

shortlist L2 122 7
Final shortlist 12 1,926 7

As IE, LEI attests to the reasonableness of IPC's approach in identifying bids for the final AS RFP
shortlist. The process was conducted with the utmost fairness and impartiality, upholding the
integrity of the selection process.
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2 Overview of the procurement process

On July 16t, 2024, Idaho Power published the final draft of its 2028 All Source RFP for Peak
Capacity and Energy Resources. The purpose of the RFP is to support the Company in meeting
resource needs identified in the 2023 IRP as well as its 2028 and 2029 incremental needs, as
provided in its application under Docket UM 2317. In total, the Company seeks a minimum of
about 138 MW of peak capacity and a maximum of 555 MW of variable energy to be delivered by
April 1st, 2028. Third-party bidders falling in the Group 2 category interested in this RFP
submitted their proposals to IPC by January 27th, 2025. The Company, through this RFP, solicited
bids for two types of products, namely:

(i) Unit-contingent energy and capacity delivered from electric resources that support the
energy and capacity needs identified through the 2023 IRP; and

(if) Market Purchase Proposals, or firm energy (preference for the Western Systems Power
Pool (“WSPP”) Schedule C or equivalent) that meets the eligibility requirements of the
Western Resource Adequacy Program (“WRAP”) in terms of resource or system
specificity, transmission, and other requirements.10

Resources can be existing or new; Group 2 resources are expected to have a target COD beyond
the summer of 2028.

The RFP also includes a provision in which IPC acknowledges the possibility of considering other
products that satisfy the ownership and electrical functionality criteria stated in the RFP Product
Tables. Bidders that propose a product not explicitly listed in the RFP must provide a
comprehensive description of how their product aligns with the overall objectives and intentions
of the Product Table.

While the RFP bid submittal deadline was January 27th, 2025, not all bids were submitted on that
date. It was found that parts of bid packages were missing, or folders within a package were
empty due to bidders not properly uploading their packages.!* IPC allowed the relevant bidders
to re-upload their submissions, and all bids were successfully uploaded by February 4th, 2025.12

10 The term “bids” and “proposals” will be used interchangeably throughout this report.

1 The bidders who re-uploaded their bids arc |IEEEG— Y -

12 Email from IPC dated February 4, 2025.
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After a thorough review of eligibility, along with the scoring and ranking of bids followed by an
incremental evaluation looking at the impact on utility-owned bids of ITC/PTC resale values on
the secondary market, an ISL was determined.

IPC requested clarifying and additional information from bidders with incomplete bids (a total
of 38 bids), providing them with a five-day cure period. The bidders were informed about their
status via email on February 19t, 2025.

Following ISL selection, bidders were granted the opportunity to provide updates to their bids,
including modifications to pricing, timelines, interconnection study results, or any other
significant changes that could impact the IRP product cost model or RFP minimum requirements.
These updates were thoroughly reviewed and integrated into the production cost models.

To comprehensively evaluate the ISL bids under a range of potential environmental and policy-
price scenarios, a rigorous scenario analysis was conducted under Phase 2. LEI, OPUC Staff, and
IPC discussed the parameters of the scenario analysis. A total of seven scenarios were agreed
upon and were independently simulated using AURORA LTCE. Based on the scenario analysis,
a total of 12 bids were selected based on their performance and costs under each of the scenarios.

To complement the scenario analysis, IPC conducted a comprehensive portfolio stochastic
analysis of the Preliminary FSL bids. FSL bids were also reviewed for their sensitivity to certain
federal policy adjustments that, at the time of conducting the RFP analyses and writing this
report, continue to remain in flux. These policy adjustments refer specifically to the repeal of the
IRA® and higher import tariffs on certain technologies, particularly from Asia. The purpose of
this so-called risk adder assessment was to get a sense of whether IRA repeal or higher tariffs
would significantly alter the FSL. The results of this assessment indicate that these policy
decisions, were they to be implemented, would not materially impact the FSL. Given that the
majority of projects that bid into this RFP are renewable developments, most would likely be
impacted by these policies.

13 Largely repealed in the “Big Beautiful Bill” signed into law by President Trump on July 4th, 2025.
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3 Lessons learned from the bifurcated procurement process

There are some lessons to be learned from monitoring this first-of-its-kind RFP that consists of a
two-part evaluation of projects with long lead-times. In fact, the non-pricing scoring stage of work
highlighted the challenges in: i) evaluating bids that are anticipated to come online four years in
the future, especially in terms of site control, permitting, and development schedule (all of which
are critical to ensuring that projects can ultimately reach operational completion), and ii)
conducting that evaluation in a fair fashion.

Diminished relative relevance of some scoring criteria in Round 2

Because Group 2 bids are anticipated to come online no earlier than mid-2028, it may not be
reasonable to assume significant progress on project development at this point in the RFP process.
In this respect, LEI has some reservations with respect to the relevance of criteria such as
permitting and site control, whose timing becomes challenging to appreciate for projects with late
CODs. We were concerned that—similar to Generator Interconnection Agreement (“GIA”) and
Network Resource Interconnection Service (“NRIS”)/Energy Resource Interconnection Service
(“ERIS”) —such criteria did not hold the same weight in Round 2 as they did in Round 1. While
we nonetheless understand the critical nature of such information and its general insights into a
project’s stage of development, we would recommend for a future Round 2 that IPC consider
reflecting the somewhat diminished relevance of such criteria (in its ability to provide pertinent
and timely information on project readiness and deliverability) in the non-price score weighting.

Evaluation fairness amidst diversity in development stage

At the beginning of the Round 2 process, with limited views on what to expect (in terms of project
progress/readiness) for Group 2 projects, LEI anticipated that most Group 2 bids would be at the
very early stages of development. LEI was considerate of these circumstances during the scoring
exercises, which began with the scoring of IPC’s benchmark bids. As dictated by the RFP process,
LEI reviewed IPC’s benchmark bids—which, to ensure fairness, are scored first and
independently —in isolation from third-party bids, and as such expected third-party bids to
exhibit similar levels of project readiness and development stage.

When scoring third-party bids, however, LEI developed a fuller, more comprehensive picture of
the development status of Group 2 bids and understood that some projects have in fact made
more progress on items like siting and permitting than anticipated, despite the long lead time
until the respective anticipated CODs. Knowing this earlier in the evaluation process would have
informed LEI's approach to the non-price scoring of the benchmark bids, and the non-price
scoring exercise more generally. To ensure fairness, since the non-price scores for the benchmark
bids were not retrospectively modified, LEI scored third-party bids with the same level of leeway,
particularly with respect to the permitting criterion. While this approach ensured fairness, it
muted the scoring impact (or advantage) that advanced bids would have had were the scoring
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format and weighting system designed to accommodate these specific Group 2 conditions. In
future RFPs, as informed by LEI's experience in this phase of the bifurcated RFP process, we
recommend (1) modifying the weighting of non-pricing factors (criteria) so that the most
insightful criteria are given greater weight and (2) adding additional scoring metrics that
acknowledge projects that are considerably more advanced in development and present lower
risk profiles.

The bifurcated process might provide some flexibility on commercial dates

The series of executive orders issued by the Trump Administration in 2025,1415 combined with
the One Big Beautiful Bill signed into law on July 4%, 2025 and volatile tariff policies, are
expected to challenge —at a minimum — the ability of projects to secure financing and meet target
commercial online dates. Amidst this uncertainty around the timeliness of projects’
commercialization, the bifurcated nature of the procurement process has provided bidders with
added flexibility. In fact, IPC was aware (based on its own experiences and discussions with
market participants) that Group 1 FSL bids could face challenges in meeting their proposed
CODs. To prevent these bids from dropping out of the process, IPC provided Group 1 FSL
bidders with the opportunity to add (not move) their projects into the Group 2 pool of bids.1” In
other words, Group 1 FSL projects would remain on the Group 1 FSL and would continue the

14 “Temporary Withdrawal of All Areas on the Outer Continental Shelf from Offshore Wind Leasing and Review of the
Federal Government’s Leasing and Permitting Practices for Wind Projects.” The White House. Presidential
Actions. January 20, 2025. <https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/temporary-
withdrawal-of-all-areas-on-the-outer-continental-shelf-from-offshore-wind-leasing-and-review-of-the-
federal-governments-leasing-and-permitting-practices-for-wind-projects />

15 “Ending Market Distorting Subsidies For Unreliable, Foreign Controlled Energy Sources.” The White House.
Executive Orders. July 7, 2025. <https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/07/ending-
market-distorting-subsidies-for-unreliable-foreign % E2 %80 %91controlled-energy-sources />

16 “President Trump’s One Big Beautiful Bill Is Now the Law.” The White House. July 4, 2025.
<https:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/articles/2025/07 / president-trumps-one-big-beautiful-bill-is-now-the-law>

170On May 14, 2025, IPC sent out emails to 2028 FSL bidders who did not bid into Round 2, inquiring about their interest
in being considered for Round 2 (with 2029 COD). From the bidders emailed, confirmed that it
is willing to set a 2029 COD for ( 178.6 MW Wind Asset

Purchase). displayed a willingness (but not a commitment) to consider a 2029 COD for the Martha
Fields project ( 400MW Solar PPA). However, a few FSL bidders were not
emailed. The bidder of the Blue Springs project was not emailed because the same project was bid both
into both the Group 1 and Group 2 processes. The Boise Bench benchmark bid (by IPC and -) was
deemed unviable and was removed from the Group 1 FSL; the - Falcon project likewise appears unviable
and was thus removed from consideration. IPC is currently in the process of actively negotiating contracts
with the Blacks Creek project (for a COD of 2028) owned by -
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contract negotiation process with IPC. However, if circumstances outside the control of the
developers prevent projects from meeting needs identified in 2028, then those projects could still
potentially come to fruition through the Group 2 process. This added flexibility was made
possible thanks to IPC running a Group 2 process concurrent to the Group 1 process. With this
flexibility, promising projects still have a chance of meeting needs identified by the Company,
albeit with a delay. As seen in the 2026 AS RFP, many projects withdrew from consideration,
leaving the Company’s identified needs unmet.

Additional conclusions can be drawn on the benefits of this bifurcated process as the outcomes
(or results, such as in terms of ultimate project viability and executed contracts) become clear.
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4 Overview of all proposals received®

The 2028 AS RFP saw participation from a total of 18 companies (including IPC), collectively
submitting 83 proposals’® in Round 2. All of these proposals were resource-based bids;2 no
market purchase proposals were received. Notably, three companies submitted more than ten
resource-based bids, with the highest number of bids from a single company (-) reaching
17. Round 2 accommodated the participation of six new bidders in the 2028 AS RFP; the
remaining bidders (two-thirds of Group 2 bidders) are returning companies from Round 1.

Figure 3. Number of submitted proposals by company
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Number of Bids

These proposals encompassed 36 facilities with a collective capacity of 19,8224 MW. The
breakdown of the fuel mix of these facilities is presented in Figure 4; largely, the proposals

18 The terms “bids” and “proposals” are used interchangeably throughout this report.
19 This number includes the five benchmark bids from IPC.

20 This number already excludes the bids that answered “no” to some of the eligibility questions or those that did not
have any answers to the eligibility, pricing, and non-pricing questions.
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covered a spectrum of renewable technologies including solar, wind, BESS, LDES, and G2H. Solar
encompassed over 57% of the submissions, with BESS as the second most offered technology.!
Several third-party bidders offered variations of the same resources under different ownership
structures and contract terms; these resource capacity proposals were offered under combinations
of PPAs, BSAs, BT As, and APs.

Figure 4. Fuel mix of resource capacity proposals and facilities

A total of 83 bids were submitted for consideration by IPC; 27% of the submissions (22 out of 83
bids) presented a combination of solar PPAs and BESS BSAs, and 24% of the resource capacity
bids (20 out of 83 bids) offered standalone solar PPAs. The remaining proposals were offered
under various structures for additional technology types. Figure 5 shows the breakdown of
resource capacity proposals by structure.

In terms of COD, 14% of the Group 2 bids offered an in-service date by December 2028; 49%
offered a COD by December 2029; 36% offer a COD by December 2030; and the remaining 1%
offered a COD by November 2031. These statistics are depicted in Figure 6.

21 Of note, a significant majority of the BESS BSAs were offered alongside solar PPA’s.
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Figure 5. Number of resource capacity proposals by structure
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Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP.

Figure 6. Breakdown of COD by year
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Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP.
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5 Review of the benchmark bids

As implied by its name, one of the main objectives of implementing Competitive Bidding
Guidelines is to ensure the unbiased procurement of resources by a state’s regulated utilities. This
is specifically necessary when utility-owned assets compete in the same procurement process
with third-party projects with various contract structures, such as PPAs, tolling agreements, or
lease agreements. Bias may occur because utilities —due in part to the ratemaking process —earn
a return on their assets but not on contracts like PPAs. As such, in Order No. 14-149 of Docket
UM 1182 (filed April 30, 2014), the Oregon PUC revised Guideline 10(d), which instructs the IE
to independently assess the fairness of the score assigned to any utility benchmark bid submitted
in the RFP process.

IPC submitted five benchmark bids: three BESS projects, one LDES project, and one natural gas-
fired project. Among the BESS projects, two of them are proposed APs (ID1B and Milner BESS),
and one standalone BESS project (ID1) is split between a BTA and a BSA with - The LDES
project (Orchard LDES) and the natural gas-fired project (Bennett Gas) are also proposed APs.
These projects are proposed as new developments (or expansion), with an intended COD set for
April 1, 2029 (all three BESS projects and the LDES project) or October 1, 2029 (the natural gas-
fired project). Figure 7 shows some of the key parameters associated with the benchmark bids,
which are listed below:

e ID1: a portfolio consisting of a 107.5 MW 20-year BSA and a 107.5 MW BTA to be
developed with - The project was submitted in Round 1 as one of the Group 1 bids
but was not shortlisted. The project was re-submitted in Round 2 into the pool of Group
2 bids with an updated COD, asset purchase price, operating and maintenance costs, and
development schedule;

e ID1B: a proposed 115 MW utility-scale BESS unit, which is the second phase of the ID1
BESS project (i.e., ID1B cannot move forward without ID1, so it is not a standalone
project), to be developed with - The project would be acquired through an AP;

e Milner BESS: a proposed 60 MW utility-scale BESS (4-hours) unit to be acquired through
an AP;

¢ Orchard LDES: a proposed 20 MW utility-scale LDES unit to be acquired through an AP;
and

e Bennett Gas: a proposed 167 MW utility-scale natural gas-fired plant to be acquired
through an AP, and to be developed alongside an existing IPC facility. The facility will be
designed with hydrogen blending capabilities.
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Figure 7. IPC’s benchmark bids
Bid No. 1 2 3 4 5
Facility Name ID1 ID1B Milner BESS Orchard LDES Bennett Gas
Resource Type BESS BESS BESS LDES Gas-H2
Structure Asset Asset Purchase |Asset Purchase Asset Purchase |Asset Purchase
Purchase/BSA
50% IPC (i.e.,
Ownership 100% ownership IPC IPC IPC IPC
of AP)
Capacity (MW) 107.5/107.5 115 60 20 167
Contract Term
(Years) 20 N/A N/A N/A N/A
COD 4/1/2029 4/1/2029 4/1/2029 4/1/2029 10/1/2029
Existing or New New New New New New
Point of Hemingway 230 | Hemingway 230 Milner 138 kV Pleasant Valley |Bennett Mountain
Delivery kV Substation | kV Substation Substation 230 kV Substation | 230 kV Substation
County, State Owyhee, Idaho | Owyhee, Idaho | Twin Falls, Idaho | Elmore, Idaho Elmore, Idaho

LEI evaluated the reasonableness of IPC’s submitted benchmark bids based on three overarching
factors: (i) bid eligibility, (ii) non-pricing score, and (iii) advantages and unique risks of the
benchmark bids to ratepayers. Each factor is discussed in the succeeding subsections.

51 Assessment of benchmark bid eligibility

In the first part of the bid evaluation process, IPC and LEI evaluated bids to ensure that they were
qualified to take part in the RFP process. This initial step was meant to screen out submissions
that have not met IPC’s minimum eligibility requirements so that only bids that are found to
qualify for this RFP advance into subsequent steps of the assessment process: namely, the non-
pricing and pricing scoring assessments (discussed in Section 7.1).

The following are the eligibility requirements for resource-based products, as listed in Bid Entry
Form (“BEF”):

1. the bid is submitted on or before the submittal deadline, with all applicable forms
completed;

2. theproposed product will be delivered to a point of delivery on IPC's transmission system
or —if the product will interconnect to a third-party transmission system — the bidder has
provided documentation that demonstrates it has submitted applicable transmission
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service requests to the relevant transmission provider to establish transmission rights to
deliver to IPC’s point of delivery;

3. the bidder has provided redlines or confirmed no redlines to Draft Form Agreements
(Exhibit F) for the resource-based product;

4. the bidder has provided redlines or confirmed no redlines to applicable Technical
Specifications (Exhibit G, H, I and J);

5. evidence of wire transfer was provided prior to the bid deadline in the correct amount for
the correct number of bids;

6. evidence that the bidder’s proposal has a GIA in place or generator interconnection
application in either the IPC Serial Study Process or the Transitional Cluster Study
Process, or other supporting documentation;

7. the bidder has provided a development schedule identifying timeline and schedule,
including contract execution and construction milestones to ensure commissioning by the
target COD; and

8. the documentation submitted indicates the viability of COD (or a contract effective date,
for market purchase proposals) that matches the COD submitted.

These criteria were slightly modified for Group 2 bids. Seeing as Group 2 projects are to come
online no earlier than mid-2028, with some projects potentially beginning operations in the 2030s,
it was decided by the IE, IPC, and OPUC Staff that bids would automatically be found to satisfy
the GIA requirement (eligibility requirement #6).

Following a thorough review, LEI assessed the benchmark bids against the established eligibility
requirements and determined that all submitted bids fully comply with the stipulated criteria,
thereby rendering them eligible and suitable for participation in the procurement process.

5.2 Benchmark bid non-pricing score

In general, the non-pricing score is designed to help understand the likelihood that submitted
bids would agree to IPC-approved contract terms and be delivered by the required COD. IPC
broke down the scoring assessment into 10 total questions under two umbrella factors: contracting
progress and viability and project readiness and deliverability. This is discussed in detail in Section 7.1.

LEI and the IPC Evaluation Team were in agreement on the non-pricing scores for both ID1 and
ID1B. For Milner BESS, LEI agreed with the IPC’s Evaluation Team's scoring on most non-pricing
factors expect for GIA and NRIS/ ERIS. Specifically, LEI scored both GIA and NRIS/ERIS as
“green” while the IPC Evaluation Team assigned scored both as “red.” In Exhibit R of the 2028
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AS RFP, IPC explicitly states that the 2029 AS RFP procurement process solicits bids that “require
long development timelines and do not meet the Bid Eligibility Criteria outlined in Exhibit C of
the RFP related to inclusion in Idaho Power’s Generation Interconnection Serial Study Process or
the Transitional Cluster Study Process are eligible to submit a 2029 and Later Bid.”22 Accordingly,
IPC should have removed the requirement for GIA and NRIS/ERIS for 2029 bids and changed
the rating scheme or the weights (listed in Figure 10). Therefore, while the Milner BESS project
did not provide any documentation pursuant to GIA or NRIS/ERIS, LEI scored these criteria as
green since the project was not in violation of the requirements. LEI disagreed with IPC’s score
of “red”; in fact, by scoring some projects “red” (for example Milner BESS) versus “green” for
others (for example ID1), IPC discriminates against projects without GIA documentation, which
is inconsistent with Exhibit R.

Similar to the case of Milner BESS, LEI agrees with the IPC’s Evaluation Team’s rating on most
criteria for Orchard LDES except for the GIA and NRIS/ERIS criteria for the same reason
explained above. In addition, LEI notes that both the IE and IPC scored the developer’s experience
as “yellow”; while _ claims to be developing several projects in the US at this time, it
is currently in violation of the requirement of having at least five projects in operation for one
year.

Similar to the case of Milner BESS, LEI agreed with the IPC Evaluation Team’s rating on most
criteria for Bennett Gas except for the GIA and NRIS/ERIS criteria for the same reason explained
above.

With respect to IPC’s three BESS benchmark bids, LEI found that, in general, the proposed
projects did not appear to present risks beyond the expected risks inherent to developing long
lead-time projects. The one concern would be the contingency of ID1B on ID1 —even if beneficial
to IPC and consumers, the ID1B project could end up being canceled if ID1 does not move
forward.

From the pool of benchmark bids, the IE was most concerned with the Orchard LDES and the
Bennett Gas projects, specifically with respect to their ability to be delivered on time, within
budget, and with the operational capabilities presented in the bid submission documentation.
LDES technology has not been developed at scale in the US, and as such there is no track record
of construction timeliness to support the current schedule. Importantly, there is no track record
to support the project’s fixed operations and maintenance (“FOM”) costs or declared forced
outage rate (“FOR”). With respect to Bennett Gas, there was some uncertainty as to the full scope
of permitting, which could derail the project’s schedule, as well as the full scope of costs
associated with construction and operations. Due to their respective risk profiles, both projects

22 [daho Power Company. Idaho Power 2028 All Source RFP. Exhibit R - Supplemental 2029 and later requirements. Updated
November 25, 2024.
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may require additional due diligence, or more consideration within the context of this RFP
process.

5.3 Benchmark bids” advantages and unique risks to the ratepayers

Per Oregon Administrative Rule (“OAR") 860-089-0450, the IE is required to “evaluate the unique
risks and advantages associated with any company-owned resources.” More specifically, the IE
must evaluate the following items:

a. construction cost over-runs (considering contractual guarantees, cost and prudence of
guarantees, remaining exposure to ratepayers for cost over-runs, and potential benefits of
cost under-runs);

b. reasonableness of forced outage rates;

c. reasonableness of any proposal or absence of a proposal to offer electric company-owned
or benchmark resource elements (e.g., site, transmission rights, or fuel arrangements) to
third-party bidders as part of the draft and final RFP;

d. end effect values;

e. environmental emissions costs;

f. reasonableness of operation and maintenance costs;

g. adequacy of capital additions costs;

h. reasonableness of performance assumptions for output, heat rate, and power curve; and
i. specificity of construction schedules or risk of construction delays.

ID1: LEI found that the ID1 project’s proposed FOR and FOM costs are reasonable. The ID1 BESS
has a lower FOR compared to what LEI found in its research, which is beneficial to ratepayers.
While - ID1—as part of construction overrun risk mitigation—reflected the tariff increase
associated with Section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974 in its cost assumptions, the proposed all-in
price lacks specific line item costs. This makes it difficult to gauge the reasonableness of the cost
proposal. Finally, LEI considers the project to have moderate counterparty risk; while - is not
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rated, its controlling beneficial owner, _ holds investment grade ratings of BBB-
(S&P)% and Baa3 (Moody’s).2*

ID1B: The ID1B project is the second phase of the ID1 project and is contingent upon the selection
of the ID1 project; if ID1 does not move forward, neither will ID1B. LEI found that the ID1B
project’s proposed FOR and FOM costs are reasonable. Similar to ID1, ID1B has a lower FOR
compared to what LEI found in its research, which is beneficial to ratepayers. Also, the ID1B
proposal lacks line item amounts making up the all-in price. Likewise, LEI considers the project
to have moderate counterparty risk, as explained above.

Milner BESS: LEI found that Milner BESS’s proposed FOR, FOM costs, and output are reasonable.
However, it is important to note that there are certain risks associated with potential construction
cost overruns. In particular, the proposal notes that the proposed pricing excludes tariffs at the
time of the proposal’s submission (November 2024) and that sourcing is expected to be from
outside of China. At the time of preparing this report, due to the Trump Administration’s ever-
evolving stance on tariff policy, it remains unclear what tariff(s) will or will not be imposed on
certain resources and technologies, and to what countries other than China these tariffs will
apply. As such, there remains a risk that imposed tariffs may increase the cost of the project,
however, at this point in time, this risk is undetermined.

Orchard LDES: Orchard LDES is a proposed long-duration storage project—a technology that is
still nascent and relatively untested. At the time of preparing this report, the selected technology
provider—_y— also seems to be a new entrant into this sector, not having
commissioned any LDES facility in the US (though several projects are currently under
development and anticipated to come online in either 2025 or 2026).25 Because both the supplier
and the technology itself are generally new to the market, it is difficult to determine whether
project specifications such as the proposed FOR, FOM costs, and output are reasonable. As LEI
understand it, it also requires IPC to retain several consultants with relevant expertise to support
the development process, including an engineer of record (“EOR”) and general contractor,2 in

23 BBB- is considered the lowest investment-grade rating by market participants. Source: S&P Global Ratings. Guide to
Credit Rating Essentials. Accessed July 2nd, 2025. <https://www.spglobal.com/ratings/_division-
assets/pdfs/guide_to_credit_rating_essentials_digital. pdf>

24 Baa3 is considered the lowest investment-grade rating by market participants, subject to moderate credit risk. Source:
Moody’s. Rating Scale and Definitions. Accessed July 2nd, 2025.
<https:/ /www.moodys.com/sites/products/ productattachments/ap075378_1_1408_ki.pdf>

%5 This is indicated both in the project’s submitted Exhibit G and on _ website (accessed January 234,
2005

2 JPC will work with an EOR—to be retained in Q2 2026 —that will provide Balance of System (“BOS”) design,
including interconnection, civil site development, drainage, foundation design, electrical underground,
transmission, station grounding, arc-flash analysis, conduit schedule, bill of materials, lighting plans, and any
other designs required for construction. IPC will also retain a general contractor that will “influence the design
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addition to Black and Veatch, which provides the Company support on certain engineering tasks;
IPC’s experience developing and operating BESS facilities may not necessarily be comparable
(and applicable) to developing and operating an LDES facility. In addition to the aforementioned
uncertainties, LEIl identified potential construction cost overruns. First, the total cost accounts for
the cost of a step-up transformer, estimated at _ IPC plans on issuing a notice to
proceed for this step-up transformer and all other equipment starting Q3 2025, and no later than
March 2026. There is potential for cost increases for this item given that the notice to proceed will
only be issued later this year (2025) or even next year (2026), whereas the bid was submitted in
2024. Second, the cost assumes a 10-year manufacturer warranty (excluding inverter and median-
voltage transformers skid (PCS), which will have a 63-month standard warranty) that is based on
the assumption of a throughput of 13 cycles per year over 10 years. The warranty may be
extended, however it does not currently cover the full 15-year expected life of the project. Further,
the proposal notes that the pricing excludes interconnection costs and augmentation costs and
does not consider the impact of Section 301 tariffs; And finally, the proposal also indicates that

pricing (which, according to the project narrative, covers equipment, installation,
and commissioning) does not include the price of fencing and the security system for the facility.
The developer’s lack of experience in itself could also lead to unexpected cost increases.

Bennett Gas: LEI considers the Bennett Gas?” project to still be a conceptual project. LEI notes that
IPC has some relevant experience as it relates to technology. For example, IPC already owns and
operates two reciprocating internal combustion engines (“RICE”) at the Salmon Diesel facility
(LEI notes the difference in fuel type used in the existing RICE facility) as well as hydraulic
turbines, gas turbines, and a combined cycle facility. As per the submitted bid documents, IPC
will also work with supporting engineering experts through conceptual design and construction.
LEI also notes that while some project specifications help to mitigate the risk of cost overruns,
like the ability to interconnect with IPC’s existing switchyard, other details are not yet known
(such as equipment and grid upgrade costs), which increases cost overrun risk. Moreover, data
on items such as FOR and FOM are not readily available for RICE units, let alone RICE units with
hydrogen blending capability. This makes it difficult to ascertain the reasonableness of the
project’s proposed FOR and FOM. Other potential areas for concern include IPC’s ability to secure
hydrogen delivery. These risks are to some degree mitigated thanks to the fact that the facility
can run on natural gas, only.

stages for improved constructability,” which will include overseeing BOS activities, electrical underground,
transmission, grounding grid construction, fencing, lighting, and installation of IPC-supplied materials.

27 Bennett Gas is a proposed 167 MW natural gas-fired RICE (a technology that is not new to the market) with an asset
life of 30 years. The RICE unit will be designed to accommodate a certain level (20-25%) of hydrogen blending
without modifications (a relatively new addition to RICE capabilities). Specifically, the project consists of nine
reciprocating engines, in addition to two three-winding generator set up transformers and a power generation
building and will interconnect with the existing switchyard without crossing public or private land.
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Finally, IPC does not intend to offer access to two of its benchmark resources to third-party
bidders; access to the rest of benchmark bids would be conditional. LEI finds this to be reasonable
based on IPC’s explanation. IPC stated in the RFP that the ID1 and ID1B projects are located on
“property that Idaho Power has no current rights directly and is relying on partnership site
control and thus cannot offer site access as Idaho Power has no authority to do so.”28 Milner BESS,
Orchard LDES, and Bennett Gas are located on “Idaho Power owned property and are intended
to be incorporated into existing substations, thus these sites are only available to third-part
bidders proposing a BTA (AP) based on access control and ongoing utility operation.”2

2 Jdaho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. Updated
November 25th, 2024. Exhibit P.

2 Ibid.
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6 Assessment of third-party bid eligibility

IPC followed a two-step evaluation methodology to generate its ISL. The first step —or Step #1 —
entails screening out non-conforming bids and the selection of a list of bids deemed eligible for
further evaluation and potential selection in the ISL (see Section 6.2 for further details). LEI
assessed the eligibility of the third-party bids against the eligibility requirements prescribed by
the RFP as discussed in Section 5.1. Step #2 (discussed in Section 0) consists of the assessment and
ranking of eligible bids based on both non-pricing and pricing considerations. According to the
RFP, the lowest-cost bids are identified for inclusion in the ISL.30 While ultimately no bids were
found to be ineligible, LEI and IPC resolved several inconsistencies before arriving at this
conclusion.

6.1 Non-conforming bids and cure period

IPC completed its eligibility assessment on February 17t, 2025; while LEI completed the majority
of its assessment by this time, as well, it nevertheless only shared its final results with IPC on
February 25t, 2025. During the eligibility stage, it came to LEI's attention that due to technical
issues, documentation associated with ﬂ (”-”) Blue Springs project was missing
from the files downloaded from the FTP platform. In order to proceed with the bid review, LEI
needed to wait for IPC to complete its own eligibility assessment, notify bidders of deficiencies,
and wait for deficiencies to be cured. This sequence of events created a slight delay in LEI's review
process.

Overall, LEI and IPC were generally aligned in their eligibility assessment, with some exceptions.

e LEI and IPC were aligned on the ineligibility of 16 bids (due to incomplete submissions
from four project developers: ﬂ ; )
and ﬁ In all cases excluding two bids by these projects were

missing Exhibits M and/or Exhibit L in their submissions. In the case of the two -
bids, technical Exhibit G was found to be missing. These bidders were given five
business days to cure their incomplete applications, as per the RFP guidelines. Following
the cure period, all bidders successfully addressed the eligibility concerns and were

included in the pool of eligible proposals.
LEI and IPC did not align on the eligibility of 27 bids submitted by three project
developers: (“_”), and

(” ). For the majority of the and

projects, IPC concluded that bids did not include the required draft form agreements. The

30 I[daho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. Updated
November 25th, 2024. p. 28.
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IE, however, noted that the project developers did submit the required documents; these
documents either used a labeling system misaligned with the labeling system outlined in
IPC’s RFP, or compiled multiple documents into single files that made it difficult to find
and/or identify the relevant exhibits. Following the cure period, these projects
successfully addressed the eligibility concerns and were included in the pool of eligible
proposals.

¢ In one instance, LEI and IPC agreed on the ineligibility of one bid —Bear Pride BESS by
—but for different reasons. IPC determined that Exhibits L and Q were
missing from the Bear Pride application, and as such concluded that it did not meet the
“applicable forms completed and submitted” criterium. LEI found that these exhibits
were provided in the bid narrative and Appendix 14 of the submission package,
respectively, and as such found the project to fulfill this criterium. However, while IPC
found the project to have met the “draft form agreements” criterium, LEI did not, as LEI
noticed that the project had not submitted any redlines to the draft BSA, nor did the
project confirm no redlines to the BSA. IPC agreed with LEI’s assessment and reached out
to _ to give the company the opportunity to cure; the company later confirmed
that it had no redlines to the draft BSA. Following this cure, the Bear Pride BESS was
found to be eligible to move forward in the RFP process.

e Finally, LEI and IPC disagreed with respect to the eligibility of _ Mayfield
BESS bid. LEI marked the project as ineligible given that no documentation had been
submitted as part of the bid package to support the project’s proposed COD. IPC,
recognizing that the project is scheduled to be delivered four years into the future, scored
the project more leniently on this category. To ensure alignment with RFP procedures and
fairness in the process, it was the IE’s recommendation to provide ﬁ with the
opportunity to cure; without supporting documentation, the project should not pass the
eligibility stage of the RFP process. While LEI understood IPC’s position, other bids with
CODs in 2030 and later managed to submit the required documentation; to ensure all
projects are treated equally, LEI concluded that no exceptions should be made. IPC
accepted this recommendation. Following the cure opportunity, the Mayfield BESS
project was determined to be eligible to move forward because it had secured site control
for a new site, not the site discussed in the bid documents.

Note that, because LEI reviewed the cured Blue Springs application (which consisted of eight
different bids), it did not find any additional items for the project to cure on top of what IPC had
already identified through its review of the original bid package. IPC concluded the eligibility
phase of work with no non-conforming bids. LEI was in consensus with this conclusion.
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6.2 Eligible proposals

IPC identified a total of 83 proposals from 18 companies as eligible (i.e., all bids are eligible) for
ISL consideration. Figure 8 shows the number of eligible bids by each bidder. The eligible
proposals have a total combined bid value of more than 19,822.4 MW.

Figure 8. Number of eligible proposals by bidder
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Solar facilities constitute more than half of the total capacity, with a greater majority of solar
resource proposals being offered alongside BESS proposals. As illustrated Figure 9, 34% of the
eligible resource-based proposals feature solar and battery storage components, with standalone
solar constituting the second highest number of eligible bids. The remaining proposals were
comprised of standalone battery storage systems, standalone wind, standalone LEDS, standalone
G2H, or wind and solar offered with battery storage systems.

In terms of the structure of the resource-based products, solar PPAs offered in combination with
BESS BSAs dominated the eligible bids, with 35 proposals.
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Figure 9. Fuel mix of the eligible resource-based bids
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7 Bid evaluation and scores for the Initial Shortlist

This section covers IPC’s ranking methodology, and specifically the non-pricing and pricing
scoring models underpinning bid ranking. As explained in Section 7.1, bidders could earn up to
25 points for the non-pricing component of the scoring methodology. Section 7.2 covers the
pricing component of the scoring methodology, for which bidders could earn up to 75 points. In
total, each bid could earn up to 100 points; the sum of the non-pricing and pricing scores were
then used to rank and compare bids, as covered in Section 8.1.

The diversity in generation interconnection status combined with the variation in proposed CODs
required IPC to estimate network upgrade costs for projects lacking such information. To do so,
IPC divided Group 2 bids into two categories: proxy bids (or bids scheduled to submit a generator
interconnection application into the next available Cluster Study window —March 1, 2025
through April 15, 2025—for which IPC had to estimate interconnection costs, as discussed in
Section 7.2.1.1) and non-proxy bids (or bids established in the generator interconnection queue
with known costs derived from the applicable Large Generator Interconnection Agreements or
from the Transitional Cluster Study Report). Ultimately, IPC recommended the best-performing
bids to be included in the ISL based on technology, commercial operation year, and approach
used to estimate interconnection costs.

7.1 Non-pricing scoring methodology
7.1.1 Description of the non-pricing scoring methodology for resource-based products

After evaluating bid eligibility, both IPC and LEI assessed the non-pricing factors of the bids
submitted. IPC prepared questions in the BEF that were meant to provide an understanding of
each bid’s key attributes. Factors were split into two categories of different scoring weights: (i)
contracting progress and viability, at a 10% weighting, and (ii) project readiness and deliverability, at a
weighting of 90%. Together, all factors and their respective weightings build the non-pricing
score for each bid, as shown in Figure 10. Bidders could earn up to 25 total points in the non-
pricing scoring component of the scoring methodology —up to 2.5 points for contracting progress
and viability and up to 22.5 points for project readiness and deliverability.

Figure 10 graphically depicts the different non-pricing scoring factors taken into consideration by
IPC in the bid evaluation process:

e contracting progress and viability seeks to confirm whether bidders have reviewed the
contract terms specified in the Draft Form Agreements, Technical Specifications, and Draft
Form Letter of Credit. Contract terms pertain to items such as product, price, term,
performance guarantees, damages, and payments, among others. Bidders were provided
the opportunity to submit redline documents to IPC, and were not penalized for these
redlines. Bidders could earn up to 2.5 points on this non-pricing factor;
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e project readiness and deliverability covers an additional pool of factors meant to give IPC an
understanding of whether proposed projects will be able to achieve commercial
operations by COD: site control, zoning, permits, GIA, NRIS/ERIS, experience, safety,
financing, development schedule, and existing conditions. At a high level, through
descriptions of each factor provided in the BEF, bidders were prompted to indicate the
extent to which they have site access, zoning approval, executed land agreements,
permits, interconnection approval, industry experience, safe working conditions, project
financing, construction milestones, and materials for construction. Bidders could earn up
to 22.5 points for these non-pricing factors.

Figure 10. Non-pricing factors for resource-based products

NO. I. Contracting Progress and Viability
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NO. II Project Readiness and Deliverability
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Source: IPC. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. Updated November
25,2024. p. 26-27.

An important modification made to the non-pricing assessment of Group 2 bids pertains to the
scoring of the GIA and NRIS/ERIS factors. Consistent with Exhibit R of the RFP,3! two of the
criteria—GIA and NRIS/ERIS —do not apply to Group 2 bids. The intended purpose of
bifurcating the RFP process was to allow the Company to meet its identified needs in April 2028,
while simultaneously allowing project developers to propose projects further out into the future.

31 “Bids that require long development timelines and do not meet the Bid Eligibility Criteria outlined in Exhibit C of
the RFP related to inclusion in Idaho Power’s Generation Interconnection Serial Study Process or the
Transitional Cluster Study Process ARE eligible to submit a 2029 and Later Bid.” Source: IPC. Idaho Power 2028
All Source RFP. Exhibit R - Supplemental 2029 and Later Requirements. Updated November 25, 2024. p. 1.
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These projects could have CODs at any time after April 2028. For projects with CODs of more
than three years into the future (starting from 2025), it was decided by IPC, OPUC Staff, and the
IE that it would be unfair to effectively penalize bidders for being in the early stages of project
development. As such, it was decided that bids would not be evaluated for progress on GIA and
NRIS/ERIS. Following discussions held between the IPC, OPUC Staff, and the IE, it was
determined that this decision would be reflected through the automatic assignment of a score of
“green” (not “red”) for all projects for these two non-pricing factors.

Bidders were required to self-score their performance on various non-pricing factors using the
BEF form. For certain factors, bidders were asked to assign themselves a score of either “red” or
“green” —indicating whether the proposed project possesses the requisite documentation to
substantiate a particular attribute. For example, a self-score of “green” for financing indicates that
the proposed project has the documentation to prove a feasible financing plan; a self-score of
“red” means that a project is unable to prove that it has a financing plan in place. For other factors,
bidders could also self-score “yellow” for items on which progress is being made. For instance, a
bidder should self-score “yellow” for the experience criterion if the bidder can demonstrate
commercial operations for facilities (of similar technologies) that total up to 50% of the nameplate
capacity of the proposed project.

In terms of contracting progress, IPC asked bidders to acknowledge that they have reviewed the
draft contracts and terms3? that would be signed between IPC and the parties upon project
selection. Though bidders cannot be eliminated from consideration based on the redlines and
comments they may submit to IPC along with their firm bids, IPC expects any feedback provided
to serve as an indicator as to the prospect of reaching a contractual agreement with the selected
bidder.

With respect to readiness and deliverability factors, bidders were not required to have all
required factors in place (i.e., bidders were not all expected to have executed interconnection
agreements), though more advanced projects would receive a comparatively higher non-pricing
score (i.e., bidders with executed interconnection agreements would receive a greater number of
points than those that have only completed interconnection studies). The greater the number of
“green” self-scored factors, the higher the bidder’s non-pricing score (based on the weighting
shown in Figure 10). Bidders provided their self-scores in the BEF and provided additional
context for their scores in their respective bid narratives (Exhibit N) and supplemental
attachments.

32 The list of documents includes Draft Form Agreements, Technical Specifications, and Draft Form Letter of Credit.
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7.1.2 Description of the scoring methodology for market purchase products

The non-pricing evaluation methodology for market purchase products mirrors that of resource-
based products, with the key distinction lying in the specific criteria and weightings employed
for each factor. These attributes, along with their corresponding weightings, are depicted in
Figure 11. Like resource-based products, bidders could achieve a maximum score of 25 points by
receiving a “green” rating across all non-pricing factors.

Figure 11. Scoring for non-pricing factors for market purchase products

Scoring methodology for market purchase products

Ability to deliver energy to a point of Z)
Product type (10.0%) delivery identified by IPC in Exhibit E /@
of the RFP (10.0%)

Contribution to identified needs Pricing structure (index price

(10.0%) preferred), (8.0%) P~ = -
LI
Shaping options (or ability to shape Pricing structure includes
into different time periods), (8.0%) regulatory/compliance costs (10.0%)
L

Ability to meet WRAP eligibility 5. .
requirements (10.0%) Term (minimum of 3 years (8.0%)

Ability to offer Qualified Capacity Form of agreement (WSPP or ISDA tll
Contribution under WRAP (10.0%) Power Annex Master Agreement (8.0%)

Source: IPC. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. Updated November
25,2024. p. 27-28.

None of the proposals submitted for consideration into the 2028 AS RFP were market-based
products.

7.1.3 LEI's assessment of the non-pricing scores

In accordance with the methodology outlined in Sections 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, both IPC and LEI
independently evaluated the non-pricing factors of each submitted bid. LEIl's evaluation was
guided by its understanding of IPC’s descriptions of each non-pricing factor, as detailed in the
BEF and RFP. Specifically, LEI assessed all submitted documents and used the content provided
in each submission to fill out the non-pricing tab of the BEF for each project. IPC employed a
similar approach to assessing the non-pricing factors of each bid. The results of the IPC Evaluation
Team’s score and the IE’s score are provided in Figure 12.

In general, LEI's non-pricing scores were in alignment with IPC’s on most of the bids, with an
average scoring difference of 0.61. The discrepancies in the ratings can mainly be attributed to
differing views on the degree to which bidders complied with the required information and
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provided documentation supporting their self-scores. The scoring divergences were small
enough that they did not have a marginal impact on the overall ratings of the bids from both LEI
and IPC. However, LEI did note meaningful divergences in the total scoring of nine resource bids:
Boardman projects (one solar and BESS bid and one solar only bid

(* ") Bennett solar and BESS project, “ ") Star Garnet
Energy storage projects (two BESS and two LDES bids), and i
Teapot Energy Storage project (one BESS bid and one LDES bid). In the case of the
and projects, the IE’s non-pricing score was higher than the non-pricing score determined
by IPC; the opposite was true for the h and projects. Specifically:

e LEI scored _ bids (proposals #8 and #9) at 23.75 versus 20 from IPC;

e LEI scored - bid (proposal #14) at 14.37 versus 19.37 from IPC;

e LEI scored - BESS bids (proposals #24 and #26) at 25 versus 21.25 from IPC;

e LEI scored - LDES bids (proposals #25 and #27) at 24.37 versus 21.25 from IPC;
e LEI scored _ BESS bid (proposal #47) at 20 versus 23.12 from IPC; and

e LElscored _ LDES bid (proposal #46) at 19.37 versus 23.12 from IPC.

The IE and IPC diverged on their scoring of the following factors: permits, GIA, NRIS/ERIS,
safety, development schedule, and experience. LEI explains the context for these differences
below. After reviewing IPC’s clarifying answers and related supporting documents, LEI is in
agreement with IPC’s non-pricing scores.

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the following four factors: permits, safety, GIA, and
NRIS/ERIS.

In terms of permitting, LEI gave the Boardman projects a score of “green”; the IE found the
amount of time between permitting and COD (i.e., at least one year) to be reasonable. IPC’s score
for this criterion was “yellow.” In terms of safety, LEI scored the project “red” given that the bid
submission did not provide a clear indication of the total recordable incidents rate (“TRI”). IPC’s
score for this criterion was “green.”

In terms of GIA and NRIS/ERIS, as discussed in Section 7.1.1, it was decided at the early stages
of this RFP process that all Group 2 bids would receive scores of “green” for the GIA and
NRIS/ERIS non-pricing factors. LEI scored all bids in this manner. In contrast, IPC initially took
into account the latest project developments or updates that occurred following bid submission,
where available. This impacted IPC’s non-price scoring, particularly with respect to GIA and
NRIS/ERIS, which it scored “yellow.” IPC recognized that use of such updates effectively
penalized bidders for being further along in the development process by negatively impacting
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their non-price scores. IPC was open to reverting all GIA and NRIS/ERIS scores to green, and did
so. This showcases one example of the challenges that arose in evaluating projects with long lead-
times and at various stages of development.

- - Bennett

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the safety and development schedule factors. In terms
of safety, LEI scored the project “red” given that the bid submission did not provide a clear
indication of TRI. IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.” In terms of development schedule,
LEI scored the project “red” seeing as the bid narrative notes that the project has already been
delayed. While past delays are not necessarily an indication of future delays, they do add an
additional layer of risk. IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.”

- - Star Garnet Energy Storage

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the permits and experience factors. In terms of
permitting, LEI gave the Boardman projects a score of “green”; IPC’s score for this criterion was
“red.” The IE found the amount of time between permitting and COD (i.e., at least one year) to
be reasonable. While LEI understands IPC’s concerns, since the project has a proposed 2030 COD,
the project developer still has several years to obtain the necessary permits. This is another
example of how it may be difficult to score projects with such long lead times—especially on
factors like permitting that are critical to making development possible (which, as seen in the 2026
RFP process, can “make or break” a project).

The IE also applied a lower score on the experience criterion for LDES projects on the basis that
experience with BESS development might not be fully transferable to LDES project development.
As aresult, LEI gave the LDES bids a score of “yellow”; IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.”

_ - Teapot Energy Storage

The IE and IPC diverged in their scoring of the permits, safety, and experience factors. In terms
of permitting, LEI gave the Boardman projects a score of “green”; IPC’s score for this criterion
was “yellow.” The IE found the amount of time between permitting and COD (i.e., at least one
year) to be reasonable. LEI recognizes IPC’s concerns, but seeing as the project has a proposed
2030 COD, the project developer still has several years to obtain the necessary permits.

In terms of safety, LEI scored the project “yellow” given that the bid submission notes “minimal”
recordable safety-related incidents. In contrast, IPC’s score for this criterion was “green.”

The experience factor is the reason that the IE’s score for the BESS bid differs from its score of the
LDES bid. Specifically, LEI applied lower scores on the experience criterion for LDES projects on
the basis that experience in BESS project development is not applicable to LDES project
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development. As a result, LEI gave the LDES bids a score of “yellow”; IPC’s score for this criterion
was “green.”

Figure 12. Comparison of non-pricing scores: bidder, IPC Evaluation Team, and LEI

Bidder Resource Bidder IPC Evaluation LEI Evaluation Score IP(.: and LEI
b Score Team Score Difference
1A ID1 25 25 25 0
1B ID1 25 25 25 0
Idaho Power 2 ID1B 25 25 25 0
3 Milner BESS 25 25 25 0
4 Orchard BESS 25 24.375 24.375 0
5 Bennett Gas 25 25 25 0
6 Mayfield BESS 20.625 21.25 21.25 0
7 Kuna IT BESS 25 23.125 23 0
[ ] 8A Boardman 21.875 20 23.75 3.75
8B Boardman 21.875 20 23.75 -3.75
9 Boardman 21.875 20 23.75 -3.75
N ] 10 Samantha 25 23.125 23.125 0
Il 11 Elko Solar 1 25 25 25 0

Continued on the next page...

The remainder of this page remains blank
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Bidder Resource Sites Bidder IPC Evaluation LEI Evaluation Score IP? and LEI
No. Score Team Score Difference

12 Lucky Star 1 25 21.25 21.25 0
I 13A Pingree 25 23.125 23.125 0
13B Pingree 25 23.125 23.125 0
- 14A Bennett 21.25 19.375 14.375 5
14B Bennett 21.25 19.375 14.375 5
15A Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
15B Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
16A Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
16B Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
17A Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
17B Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
18A Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
18B Hornstone Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
[ 19A Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
19B Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
20A Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
20B Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
21A Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
21B Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
22A Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
22B Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0
23 Jasper Solar 21.25 19.375 19.375 0

24 Star Garnet Energy Storage 25 21.25 25 -3.75

25 Star Garnet Energy Storage LDES 25 21.25 24.375 -3.125

- 26 Star Garnet Energy Storage 25 21.25 25 -3.75

27 Star Garnet Energy Storage LDES 25 21.25 24.375 -3.125
28A Western Russet Solar 25 21.25 21.25 0
_ 28B Western Russet Solar 25 21.25 21.25 0
29A Western Russet Solar 25 21.25 21.25 0
29B Western Russet Solar 25 21.25 21.25 0
30A Red Bridge Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
_ 30B Red Bridge Storage 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
31A Red Bridge Solar 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
31B Red Bridge Storage 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
32 Bluebird 25 25 25 0
33 Bluebird 25 25 25 0
- 34A Bluebird 25 25 25 0
34B Bluebird 25 25 25 0
35A Bluebird 25 25 25 0
35B Bluebird 25 25 25 0
36A Moon Crater 25 25 25 0
36B Moon Crater 25 25 25 0
37 Moon Crater 25 25 25 0
38 Gather Energy Storage 25 25 25 0
39 Volley Energy Storage 25 21.25 21.25 0
40A Wagon Trail Trifecta 25 23.125 23.125 0
- 40B Wagon Trail Trifecta 25 23.125 23.125 0
40C Wagon Trail Trifecta 25 23.125 23.125 0
40D Wagon Trail Trifecta 25 23.125 23.125 0
41 Wheatridge Wind 25 23.125 23.125 0
42 Heppner Wind 25 23.125 23.125 0
43A Dog Valley 25 23.125 23.125 0
43B Dog Valley 25 23.125 23.125 0
44 Dog Valley 25 23.125 23.125 0

Continued on the next page...
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Bidder Resource Sites Bidder IPC Evaluation LEI Evaluation Score IP(; and LEI

No. Score Team Score Difference
45 Banquet Energy Storage 20 25 25 0

_ 46 Teapot Energy Storage 20 23.125 19.375 3.75
47 Teapot Energy Storage 20 23.125 20 3.125

48A Desert Ridge 25 25 25 0
48B Desert Ridge 25 25 25 0
_ 48C Desert Ridge 25 25 25 0
49A Desert Ridge 25 25 25 0
49B Desert Ridge 25 25 25 0
50 Sawtooth 25 25 25 0
51 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
52 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
53 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
- 54 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
55 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
56 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
57 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
58 Soles Rest 25 25 25 0
59 Appaloosa 23.125 25 25 0
60 Appaloosa 23.125 25 25 0
61A Bear Pride 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
61B Bear Pride 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
_ 62 Bear Pride 23.125 17.5 17.5 0
63A Bear Pride 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
63B Bear Pride 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
64 Bear Pride 23.125 17.5 17.5 0
65 Locomotive 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
66 Locomotive 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
67 Coyote Spring Solar 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
68 Coyote Spring Solar 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
69 Coyote Spring Solar 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
70 Coyote Spring Solar 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
71A Coyote Spring Solar+BESS 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
71B Coyote Spring Solar+BESS 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
72A Coyote Spring Solar+BESS 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
- 72B Coyote Spring Solar+BESS 18.125 23.125 23.125 0
73 Blue Springs Solar 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
74 Blue Springs Solar 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
75 Blue Springs Solar 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
76 Blue Springs Solar 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
77A Blue Springs Solar+BESS 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
77B Blue Springs Solar+BESS 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
78A Blue Springs Solar+BESS 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
78B Blue Springs Solar+BESS 23.125 23.125 23.125 0
79 Sunnyslope 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
80 Sunnyslope 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
81A Sunnyslope 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
[ ] 81B Sunnyslope 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
82A Sunnyslope 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
82B Sunnyslope 21.25 21.25 21.25 0
83 Sunnyslope 21.25 21.25 21.25 0

Sources: IPC and LEI analyses based on submitted BEFs.
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7.2 Pricing scoring methodology
721 Description of the scoring methodology

After reviewing the eligibility and the non-pricing factors, IPC and LEI conducted the pricing
evaluation. Bids could earn up to 75 total points under the pricing evaluation. For this part of the
assessment, IPC prepared a pricing (financial) model in Excel format. As part of the pricing
assessment, IPC sought to understand the revenue requirement per kilowatt cost of each bid.
Bidders were asked to provide supplemental pricing information, including tax credit benefits,
carrying costs, and interconnection (upgrade) costs (if known), among others (if applicable). In
addition, bidders were required to submit revised pricing estimates through the submission of a
Resource Based Price Input Sheet.

According to the pricing methodology provided in the RFP, for each technology group, the bid
with the highest relative score receives the full maximum 75 points and the bid with the lowest
relative score receives a score of zero. All remaining bids receive a score of between zero and 75
based on the “relative relationship” of their pricing scores to the highest and lowest scored bids.

7.21.1 Network upgrade estimates - proxy and non-proxy bids

In Round 2 (Group 2 evaluation process), IPC further segregated the list of bids into two
categories based on the availability (or lack thereof) of information on network upgrade costs.
Because there was no restriction on the commercial operational dates of Group 2 projects bidding
into this RFP, the bidders proposed a variety of projects with CODs of as early as 2029 and as far
into the future as 2031. While some of these projects have already made significant progress in
the interconnection process (with some even securing generation interconnection agreements),
others have yet to enter a Transitional Cluster Study and, as such, information on network
upgrade costs for these projects is lacking. Such costs were thus estimated by IPC in order to
complete this price scoring exercise.

To this end, IPC separated Group 2 bids into two categories: proxy bids (bids with no assigned
interconnection and network upgrade costs) and non-proxy bids (bids with known interconnection
and network upgrade costs). IPC estimated the interconnection/network upgrade costs for proxy
bids using the results of the most recent Transitional Cluster Study. First, IPC assigned proxy bids
to corresponding interconnection study regions (the same regions used in the Transitional Cluster
Study) based on their indicated Point of Interconnection (“POI”); Figure 13 maps out the five
cluster interconnection study regions. For each of the study regions, IPC calculated the average
interconnection/network upgrade cost on a $/ MW basis using the latest regional costs provided
in the Transitional Cluster Study. The regional average interconnection costs were then applied
to each project’s total MWs to derive the proxy interconnection/network upgrade cost ($). Figure
14 illustrates IPC’s methodology and approach. The IE is of the view that this approach of
estimating interconnection costs is reasonable.
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Figure 13. Cluster interconnection study regions
*Cluster 6 - B2H: Not pictured since it extends all the way from Midpoint to Boardman
Source: IPC.
Figure 14. Illustrative calculation of proxy interconnection cost
e =S IDAHO POWE
Bids in 2029 and Beyond: \ S R
Interconnection and Network Upgrade Costs for bids
not in the queue - EXAMPLE a Region aw Tokal SiMw
Cluster 1 Far East | 455 $ 91,031,259.00 | $ 200,068.70 b FE
IPC Benchmark Bid #8 Cluster 3 Magic Valley 200 $ 29,400,786.00 | 5 147,003.93 s
(2029 COD): Cluster 4 Treasure Valley | 1180 $ 209,886,272.00 | $ 177,869.72 I
167 MW Natural Gas Cluster 5 Western | 100 $ 18,069,669.00 | 5 180,696.69
Plant Cluster 6 B2H 450 $ 101,343,530.00 | § 225,207.84 p
X A ] T A 5 Tk ¥ "_"'\:

Point of Delivery:
Bennett Mountain 230
kV Substation =
(Cluster Region 4) . . LN

Proxy Interconnection and

Network Upgrade Costs: P .
5177-872‘;/ ';’[']W; 1357 Mw *Cluster 6 - B2H: Not pictured since it extends all the :
= 529,704,24 way to Boardman
Source: IPC.
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7.2.2 IPC’s pricing scores

The figures below show IPC’s pricing scores for standalone resource-based bids that are
scheduled to come online post April 2028 and present the pricing scores for contingent bids. These
pricing scores are based on IPC’s model, which LEI evaluated (discussed in Section 7.2.3).

Figure 15. IPC’s pricing score for standalone bids

Standalone - BESS 2028

Sum of LCOC
($/kW/Month)
200 13.48 75.0
200 15.56 65.0

Bidder Facility Name Master Project Score

Gather Energy Storage
Moon Crater

Standalone - Solar 2028
Sum of LCOC

Bidder Facility Name Master Project ($/kW/Month)

Bluebird

Standalone - BESS 2029

: - . Sum of LCOC
Bidder Facility Name Master Project (/KW/Month)
Volley Energy Storage
IPC ID1 IPCBid3 215 15.04 47.9
IPC ID1B IPCBid4 115 15.17 457
IPC Milner BESS IPCBid5 60 13.76 75.0

Kuna II BESS 150 16.04 65.0

Standalone - Solar 2029
Sum of LCOC
($/kW/Month)

Bidder Facility Name Master Project

Soles Rest

Soles Rest 149 48.89 75.0
Dog Valley 275 49.23 73.9
Soles Rest 149 50.81 68.6
Soles Rest 149 51.52 66.2
Samantha 300 51.73 65.5
Soles Rest 149 52.75 62.1
Soles Rest 149 54.32 56.8
Soles Rest 149 54.42 56.4
Appaloosa 200 56.57 49.2

Standalone - Wind 2029

Bidder Facility Name Master Project MW Sum of LCOC Score

($/kW/Month)

Lucky Star 1 200 64.54 75.0
Locomotive 152 61.42 75.0
Bear Pride 342 64.22 52.6
Bear Pride 34.2 70.33 4.0
Locomotive 150 70.83 0.0

Continued on next page...
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Standalone - LDES 2029
Sum of LCOC

($/kW/Month)
IPC Orchard BESS IPCBid7 20 39.08 75.0

Bidder Facility Name Master Project

Standalone - BESS 2030

Sum of LCOC

Bidder Facility Name Master Project ($/KW/Month)

Sunnyslope

Sunnyslope 100 13.86 0.0
Mayfield BESS 330 12.04 75.0
Star Garnet Energy Storage 150 13.01 50.1

Standalone - Solar 2030
Sum of LCOC
($/kW/Month)

Bidder Facility Name Master Project Score

Blue Springs Solar 330 48.66 75.0
Blue Springs Solar 330 63.15 19.7
Coyote Spring Solar 125 45.78 75.0

Standalone - Gas-H2 2030
Sum of LCOC

($/xKW/Month)
IPC Bennett Gas IPCBid8 167 2593 75.0

Bidder Facility Name Master Project

Standalone - LDES 2030
Sum of LCOC

Bidder Facility Name Master Project ($/W/Month)

Star Garnet Energy Storage LDES
Star Garnet Energy Storage LDES

Standalone - Wind 2032
Sum of LCOC
($/kKW/Month)

Bidder Facility Name Master Project

Sawtooth

Source: IPC.

The remainder of this page remains blank

45
London Economics International LLC
717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite TA
Boston, MA 02111
www.londoneconomics.com




Attachment 3
REDACTED Page 46 of 94

Figure 16. IPC’s pricing score for combined bids

Solar plus BESS 2028

Sum of Sum of Combined
Combined MWs LCOC ($/kW/Month)
300 24.99 75.0

Bidder Facility Name Master Project

Bluebird

Solar plus BESS 2029

Sum of Sum of Combined

Bidder Facility Name Master Project Combined MWs LCOC (§/kW/Month)

Dog Valley 375 22.09 67.4
Boardman 900 20.59 54.2

Bluebird 300 25.28 19.0
Bear Pride 165 30.81 75.0
Bear Pride 165 29.1 65.0

Wind plus Solar plus BESS 2029
Sum of Sum of Combined

Bidder Facility Name Master Project Combined MWs LCOC ($/kW/Month)

Wagon Trail Trifecta

Solar plus BESS 2030

Bidder Facility Name Master Project Comli;i:;il:\/[Ws ngné?;/i&n /:/[1:;31)
Blue Springs Solar+BESS _

Red Bridge Solar & Red Bridge _ 600 2273 511
Storage

Sunnyslope [ ] 200 21.81 50.1

Red Bridge Solar & Red Bridge _ 600 99.33 6.6
Storage

Bennett [ ] 480 25.07 402

Sunnyslope I 200 2452 387

Coyote Spring Solar+BESS [ 146 3233 622

Desert Ridge I 600 12.54 39.3

Wind plus Solar plus BESS 2030
Sum of Sum of Combined

Bidder Facility Name Master Project Combined MWs LCOC (§/kW/Month)

Desert Ridge

Solar plus BESS 2031

Sum of Sum of Combined
Combined MWs LCOC ($/kW/Month)
255 29.54 75.0

255 28.17 65.0

Bidder Facility Name Master Project

Western Russet Solar
Western Russet Solar

Source: IPC.
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7.2.3 LEI’s assessment of the financial model used for ISL bids

As discussed in the Eligibility and ISL IE Report filed on April 14th, 2025, IPC used its proprietary
Excel-based financial model to develop the ISL. The final version of the financial model used for
the selection of the ISL, named “2029 RFP Financial Models Template ISL_3_24_25 Final I1SL LEI
Confidential.xIsx” (or “2029 ISL financial model”), was provided by IPC via email on March 25th,
2025. The 2029 ISL financial model includes the bid pricing information and the results of IPC’s
pricing evaluation.

IPC’s model consolidates information provided for all bids in the BEF regarding pricing and
operational details specific to each bid, as well as IPC’s financial assumptions, to calculate the
delivered revenue requirement per kilowatt for each bid. IPC’s model determines the levelized
cost to support each bid’s score within each technology category (wind, solar, BESS, etc.) using
the levelized cost of capacity (“LCOC”) for battery storage units and the levelized cost of energy
(“LCOE”) for all the other technology types. IPC also developed its own assumptions for certain
model inputs, such as inflation, discount rate, tax rate, asset life, allowance for funds used during
construction (“AFUDC”) rates, integration costs, owner costs, adjustment on the ITC from resale
on the secondary market, etc. LEI confirmed that the assumptions made by IPC were applied
consistently across all bids.

LEI reviewed IPC’s 2029 ISL financial model to understand the model structure, utilization of
data by IPC, assumptions relied upon by IPC (methodology and sources), and how each bid price
score was calculated. The 2029 ISL financial model followed the same structure and assumptions
as the 2028 model. The only updates made to the model’s assumptions were (i) the addition of
O&M assumptions for LDES (fixed O&M of $3.63/kW-month and fixed O&M escalation of 2.6%)
as this resource type was not included in the previous model and (ii) the network upgrade
estimate costs, as discussed in Section 7.2.1.1.

Regarding the estimate for network upgrades, LEI reviewed IPC’s assigned cost estimates for the
proxy projects. The financial model had the following assigned costs for each project per cluster
region:

e Cluster 3 (CA 3 - Magic Valley): $147,003.93/ MW;
e Cluster 4 (CA 4 - Treasure Valley): $177,869.72/ MW;
e Cluster 5 (CA 5 - Western): $180,696.69/MW.

This is aligned with the March 2025 Cluster Interconnection Study values provided to LEI on
April 3rd, 2025.

LEI considers IPC’s 2029 ISL financial model and assumptions to provide a sound and justifiable
approach for ranking bid proposals. LEI also finds this approach reasonable because it is
consistent with the described process above and does not discriminate against any ownership
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type. LEI found that the model accurately pulls in and analyzes the pricing information submitted
by bidders for each bid.

7.2.4 LEI’s assessment of the financial model used for FSL bids

On June 6th, 2025, IPC provided LEI with the updated version of the financial model utilized to
produce the FSL for 2029 resources, named “2029 RFP Financial Models Template FSL_Final_5-13-
25 LEI CONFIDENTIAL.xIsx” (or “2029 FSL financial model”). The model incorporated: (1)
updated pricing from bidders requested upon finalization of the ISL, (2) updated network
upgrade costs, and (3) new financial data/ inputs that align with IPC’s current 2025 IRP
assumptions (LEI understands that all assumptions in the model were updated based on the
upcoming 2025 IRP).

Regarding network upgrade costs in the ISL and the FSL financial models, there were two
changes:

1. Cluster 4 (CA 4 - Treasure Valley) proxy projects reduced to $155,899/MW: the changes were
due to a project GI (queue #731) dropping out of the cluster study. The system planning
group re-studied the cluster area and calculated a new network upgrade cost and cost
distribution to the remaining projects in the cluster. This study provided an updated
$/MW average cost used for all the proxy projects in Cluster 4;

2. Network costs added to projects connecting to the PacificCorp (“PAC”) side of the Mona
substation: IPC confirmed that three projects _
_ and ) will connect to the PAC side of

Mona. In the ISL financial model, network upgrade costs for these projects were not
provided. IPC added to the FSL financial model the costs that these projects would have
to pay to PAC to bring their projects to the IPC side of the Mona substation.

LEI reviewed the financial model to understand the model structure, utilization of data by IPC,
assumptions relied upon by IPC (methodology and sources), and how each bid price score was
calculated based on its technology type. Based on LEI's understanding, below are the
assumptions used in the 2029 FSL financial model:

e sources for O&M assumptions:

o solar and natural gas: National Renewable Energy Laboratory (“NREL”) 2024
Electricity Annual Technology Baseline (“ATB”), less property tax and insurance;

o BESS: based on IPC’s BESS offers and IPC’s submitted benchmark bid;
o wind: based on _ bid from the 2028 RFP.
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e network upgrade costs: only takes into account the reimbursable share of the cost
identified in the interconnection cost studies that results in a cost impact on IPC
customers;

e financial assumptions: insurance, taxes and tax credits, financing composition, and
project life (tax and book values) were based on the upcoming 2025 IRP.

After thoroughly evaluating the financial model and its assumptions, the IE concluded that IPC
provided a robust and justifiable methodology for ranking bids. Additionally, the IE confirmed
that this approach would not unfairly disadvantage any particular ownership type. The IE’s
review of the model revealed its accuracy and fairness in extracting and analyzing pricing
information submitted by bidders for each bid. Therefore, the IE upholds the consistency and
reasonableness of IPC’s pricing scores as aligned with the described process.
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8 Selection Process - Phase 1: Initial shortlist

8.1 Ranking methodology

IPC’s ranking, resulting from the sum of the non-pricing and pricing scores determined for each
bid, is meant to encompass the completeness and competitiveness of bids for each resource
technology group. A ranking of bids within each individual technology group is also meant to
ensure that bids presenting comparable attributes are assessed against one another before being
compared to other technologies/bids that present different attributes and physical/operational
characteristics. The technology-specific rankings were used by IPC to develop its final ISL.

According to the 2028 AS RFP, “the highest ranking and relatively lowest cost bids within each
technology category will make up the ISL.”33 The ISL is the result of (1) bid eligibility screening,
(2) the non-pricing and pricing scores and subsequent ranking by technology type, and (3) the
“identification of the lowest cost bids.”34 In addition, IPC took several steps to finalize the list of
the bids shortlisted. At a high level, IPC first chose to advance a project if it was the only bid
submitted for a particular technology type. Next, if IPC advanced any one particular bid (i.e., a
solar project), then it automatically also advanced all submitted combinations of that bid (i.e., a
proposal consisting of the same solar project combined with BESS), even if those alternative bid
combinations did not themselves make the ISL. IPC also advanced bids with pricing proposals
that it viewed as more attractive than those of other bids of the same technology type.

Furthermore, IPC explained in its ISL memo® that it “desired a reasonable and diversified
quantity of projects that represent each technology category that met the following principles:

a. minimum of three bidders/projects where sufficient bids were included;
b. sufficient capacity/energy quantity to meet the stated needs of the RFP;
c. technology categories that only had one bidder, were automatically moved forward; and

d. step increases to price and total score were utilized as a natural cutoff.”36

3 Idaho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. Updated
November 25th, 2024. p. 28.

34 I[daho Power Company. 2028 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources. Updated
November 25th, 2024. p. 25.

35 Jdaho Power Company. 2028 AS RFP - Initial Short List Recommendation, October 11th, 2024.

36 [daho Power Company. 2028 All-Source Request for Proposals Eligibility and Phase 1 - Initial Short-List Evaluation Review.
October 11th, 2024. p.2.
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LEI discusses this ISL process in the subsections that follow.
8.2 Overview of IPC’s Initial Shortlist

IPC’s ISL consists of the highest-ranking scores from eligible bids; it also reflects IPC’s desire for
a diversified mix of projects organized into categories based on technology, separating standalone
from combined bids. Categories were created separately for each technology for (i) standalone
bids (i.e., solar-only or wind-only bids) and (ii) for each combination of combined resources (i.e.,
solar with BESS). IPC ended up with a total of 23 sub-categories for allocating price scores to the
bids (see Figure 17).

Figure 17. ISL ranking subcategories

1. Standalone BESS

. Standalone BESS 2028 COD 2. Standalone Solar
. Standalone LDES 3. Solar plus BESS

. Standalone Wind ADED
. Solar plus BESS

1. Standalone BESS
2. Standalone Solar
& 2029 COD 3. Standalone Wind

4. Solar plus BESS
Eligible bids

5. Wind plus Solar plus BESS
\ 1. Standalone BESS

2030 COD 2. Standalone Solar
. Standalone BESS 3. Solar plus BESS

: Standalone SOIar _
. Standalone Gas-H2 2031 COD 1. Solar plus BESS
. Standalone LDES ROSUCOR

. Solar plus BESS )
. Wind plus Solar plus BESS 2032 COD 1. Standalone Wind

Note: While the Sawtooth wind project (submitted by _) has a COD of November 2031, it was considered
as a 2032 project because the project is expected to be put in service at the end of the year 2031.

Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP.

In each sub-category, IPC ranked bids from the lowest to the highest price offer, with the lowest
price receiving the highest number of points (75 points) and the highest price being awarded zero
points. The rest of the scoring was determined using a formula that examined the variance
between the bid price and the lowest bid price. The greater the difference between a given price
and the lowest price, the lower the score; conversely, the smaller the difference, the higher the
score.

The ISL included a total of 53 bids consisting of 33 facilities, with a collective capacity of 13,159.4
MW. Notably, this selection encompasses a diverse range of technologies, ensuring
representation of all the technologies offered during the RFP process, as depicted in Figure 18.
Solar capacity dominated the ISL, constituting 54% of the total, followed by BESS with 35% of the
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total capacity. The remaining shortlisted resource-based capacity is derived from wind, LDES,
and G2H resources. Figure 18 below illustrates this in further detail.

Figure 18. Fuel mix of ISL resource-based bids

Wind
8%

54%
Gas-H2

2%

Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP.

In terms of the structure of the bids, standalone solar PPAs and solar PPAs plus BESS BSAs
dominated the initial shortlisted bids, with nine and ten bids, respectively. This is followed by
seven BESS BSA bids, as shown in Figure 19.

Figure 19. Number of ISL resource-based bids for each structure

Wind PPA

Wind Asset Purchase

Solar: PPA | BESS: BSA | Wind: PPA | Wind: PPA
Solar: PPA | BESS: BSA | Wind: PPA

Solar: PPA | BESS: BSA

Solar: PPA | BESS: Asset Purchase

Solar: Asset Purchase | BESS: Asset Purchase
Solar PPA

Solar Asset Purchase

LDES BSA

LDES Asset Purchase

Gas Asset Purchase

BESS: Asset Purchase | BESS: BSA

BESS BSA

BESS Asset Purchase

Asset Purchase

12

Number of bids

Source: Bids Entry Forms submitted by all bidders for the 2028 AS RFP.
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The shortlist bids are listed in the tables below. Furthermore, after taking into account the
sensitivity conducted on the discount rate of the ITC/PTC sold on the secondary market, as per
Scoring and Modeling Methodology Condition 4 of OPUC Staff’s report of March 7th, 2025,37 an
additional bid that would not have originally been selected for the ISL was subsequently qualified
as an ISL bid (see Figure 22 and Section 8.3 for more details).

Figure 20. ISL proxy bids

2029

Technology - Standalone BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
IPC IPCBid5 Milner BESS 100.00
Kuna II BESS
Technology - Standalone Wind
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Locomotive
Bear Pride
Bear Pride
Locomotive
Technology - Standalone LDES
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
IPCBid7 Orchard BESS
Technology - Combined Solar Plus BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Bear Pride
Bear Pride
2030
Technology - Standalone BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Mayfield BESS
Star Garnet Energy Storage

Technology - Standalone Solar
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Technology - Standalone Gas-H2
Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
IPCBid8 Bennett Gas

Technology - Standalone LDES

Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

_ Star Garnet Energy Storage LDES

Star Garnet Energy Storage LDES

Technology - Combined Solar Plus BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
- Coyote Spring Solar+BESS
Desert Ridge
Technology - Combined Wind Plus Solar Plus BESS

Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Desert Ridge

Source: IPC.

37 OPUC. Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. March 7, 2025.
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Figure 21. ISL non-proxy bids

2028
Technology - Standalone BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Garnet Energy Storage
Moon Crater
Technology - Standalone Solar
Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Bluebird
Technology - Combined Solar Plus BESS
Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Bluebird
2029
Technology - Standalone BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Volley Energy Storage 96.30
IPC IPCBid3 D1 72.90
IPC IPCBid4 ID1B 70.70
Technology - Standalone Solar

Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Soles Rest 100.00
Soles Rest 100.00
Dog Valley 97.00
Soles Rest 93.60
Soles Rest 91.20
Samantha 88.60
Soles Rest 87.10
Soles Rest 81.80
Soles Rest 81.40
Appaloosa 74.20

Technology - Standalone Wind
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
[ ] Lucky Star 1 96.30
Technology - Combined Solar Plus BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Dog Valley 90.50
Boardman 74.20
Bluebird 44.00

Technology - Combined Wind Plus Solar Plus BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
] Wagon Trail Trifecta 98.10
2030
Technology - Standalone BESS
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Sunnyslpoe
Technology - Standalone Solar
Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Blue Springs Solar
Master Project Facility Name

Technology - Combined Solar Plus BESS
Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Blue Springs Solar+BESS 87.20
Red Bridge Solar+BESS 72.30
Sunnyslpoe 71.30

Red Bridge Solar+BESS 67.90
Bennett 59.60
Sunnyslpoe 59.90

Continued on the next page...
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Bidder Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Western Russet Solar
Western Russet Solar

Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)
Sawtooth 100.00

Source: IPC

Figure 22. ISL proxy/non-proxy bid selected following ITC/PTC sensitivity

Bidder

Master Project Facility Name Total Phase 1 Score (Price/Non-Price)

Soles Rest 72.90

Source: IPC.

8.3 Sensitivity analysis on ITC/PTC resale value

In OPUC Staff report dated July 29th, 2024,3 the Commission expressed concerns over a scenario
in which a high resale value of ITC/PTC credits (on the secondary market) could favorably
impact utility-owned bids by making them more cost-effective. As a result, utility-owned projects
could outbid PPA or BSA bids if the ITC/PTC credits are already baked into their prices. This
concern led Staff to propose Scoring and Modeling Methodology Condition 4, or “SMM
Condition 4,” which requires that IPC work with the IE to develop a sensitivity analysis that
evaluates the impact of a range of ITC and PTC discount rates on bids. In OPUC Staff report dated
March 7th, 2025, Staff added an additional condition to SMM Condition 4 requiring that “In Round
2 of this RFP, IPC must include bids on the ISL if they are competitive when a 20 percent discount
rate for ITC and PTC is applied.”? In order to respond to SMM Condition 4, IPC carried out a
sensitivity analysis to evaluate the assumptions of the resale value of the ITC and PTC on bids’
overall scores and relative rankings within the ISL. The Company tested 20% ITC and PTC
discount rates.

38 OPUC. Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. July 29th, 2024.

39 OPUC. Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. March 7th, 2025.
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8.3.1 Methodology

IPC conducted the ITC and PTC sensitivity analysis as part of the ISL selection stage. IPC used
ITC and PTC discount rates of 20% applied to the full credits (i.e., a 20% discount on the credit
value of ITC/PTC).

For each case, IPC recalculated the price score of each BTA and benchmark bid and updated the
ranking. Given that the ITC/PTC assumptions only apply to utility-owned bids, all PPA and BSA
bids were excluded from the analysis; this includes most of the solar and BESS projects in the ISL.

8.3.2 Key observations

Overall, the impact of ITC/PTC resale value assumptions on the ranking of utility-owned bids
can be considered marginal; while we observed some changes in the overall scores of the asset
purchase bids, it hardly resulted in ranking changes leading to modification of the ISL. As a result
of this exercise, only one bid (i Bid #58) was added into the ISL. We discuss in the
next paragraphs some key observations from this sensitivity analysis.

e Scores and rankings in categories including exclusively BSA and PPA bids were not
affected by the sensitivity analysis as none of these bids are utility-owned. However, in
categories mixing BSA/PPA and BTA structures, because price scores are determined in
relation to the best offer price, this sensitivity analysis did lead to changes in the price
scores of BSA and PSA bids. It is in one of these categories (standalone non-proxy solar
for the year 2029) that we observed the promotion of i Bid #58 to the ISL.

e Bids that are “alone” within their technology categories such as IPC-Orchard BESS
(LDES/2029), IPC-Bennett Gas (G2H/2030), “—Sawtooth (wind/20324), and
Mission-Bluebird (solar/2028) were not affected by the sensitivity analysis—because as
the “only” bids, they were automatically selected for the ISL.

8.4 IE’s assessment of IPC’s Initial Shortlist

Following LEI's review of IPC's proposed ISL, LEI finds IPC’s approach reasonable; the process
was determined to be executed in a fair and impartial manner. IPC's ISL identified a pool of top-
ranking scores for each vintage and technology category, demonstrating consideration for
technology, interconnection costs status, and COD diversity. While the IE considers the separate
evaluation of proxy and non-proxy bids to be reasonable, it remains to be seen how appropriate
such a methodology will prove to be (i.e., how accurately historical cluster study results will
reflect future cluster study results). Regardless of this outcome, there is no sure way of estimating

40 While the bid’s actual COD is 11/1/2031, it is considered by IPC to meet 2032 needs.

56
London Economics International LLC
717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite TA
Boston, MA 02111
www.londoneconomics.com




Attachment 3
Page 57 of 94

un-studied interconnection costs. This is one risk of conducting a bifurcated RFP process, which
considers projects coming online several years in the future. IPC might need to further investigate
network costs for proxy bids selected in the final shortlist. We also recommend discussing with
OPUC and IPC how to address situations where high network costs, when known, could make
the final shortlisted proxy bids less competitive.
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9 Selection Process - Phase 2: Final Shortlist

IPC ran a multi-step process to arrive at the final selection of bids it would recommend for
contract discussion (the FSL). The selection process started with the list of ISL bids#! (from Phase
1), which was further refined via a scenario analysis to derive a Preliminary FSL of bids.*2 As part
of the ISL process, given that the proposed CODs for Group 2 bids are relatively far into the
future, IPC had to estimate (proxy) interconnection costs for projects lacking this information at
this point in development. Next, IPC performed a portfolio sensitivity analysis (stochastic
analysis) to further test the projects identified in the Preliminary FSL under various market
conditions to identify the best-performing, resilient, and least-cost projects. Finally, the bids
making up the FSL were ranked based on least cost. Following identification of the FSL, IPC
performed a risk adder assessment to test the durability of the FSL ranking under two scenarios:
one where the IRA is repealed and a second where tariffs on imported equipment (particularly
from Asian countries) are increased. Figure 23 depicts this Phase 2 FSL process.

Figure 23. IPC’s process for determining the Preliminary Final Shortlist and the Final Shortlist

Initial Shortlist - Bids with Scenario Analysis - . . .
o COD in 2028 and 2029 using AURORA LTCE © rretiminary F‘“a}\:;‘;':};“ from Scenario
: Erc()’gc/tsﬁlrmlecélr:ﬁe 1. Base With 111(d) Emissions |~ * Soles Rest Solar - 149 MW
» Interconnection Stud; \ Rule T ° Samantha Solar - 300 MW
Results v ’ 2. Base Without 111(d) Appaloosa Solar - 200 MW
» ELCC C Emissions Rule T Lucky Star 1 Wind - 200 MW
» Resource 3. Base + Alternate B2H COD - Volley Energy Storage BESS - 200
isti Nov 2029) T
Ch.am;;ae,r:eﬁ:te D 4. §3ase + Alternate SWIP-N . IPC ID1 BESS - 215 MW
capacit; COD (Jan 2030) T + IPCIDLBBESS - 115 MW
. SoIlDar/v)\,zind O 5. High Gas Price + High +— - Gather Energy Storage BESS - 200
shapes Carbon Price MW
- Fixed/variable D 6. Low Gas Price . IPC Oljchard LDES - 20 MW
costs N 7. No RFP Resources in2028 |~ *  IPCMilner BESS - 60 MW
« Ramp rates ) «  IPC Bennett Gas - 167 MW
. Amiﬁar}, 4+ + | Blucbird Solar + BESS - 200 MW +
services 100 MW
Portfolio Sensitivity Analysis
o ° Stochastic Risk o Portfolio Analysis
i i : i itivi ing AURORA LTCE
Final Shortlist project Analy/s\ls (lSet.1s1t1v1ty using
ranking 60 S[;ZE}’;ZI:L,C = Portfolio 1
. . A , = Portfolio 2
1. Portfolfo 4 > iterations using > . Pg:&gﬁz 3
2. Portfolio 9 C AURORA LTCE C + Postfoliod
3. Portfolio 5 «  Portfolio 5
4. Portfolio 2 « 1wy « X0 | -+ Portfolios
5. Portfolio 1 2 Load = Portfolio 7
6. Portfolio 3 O 3 Natural Gas O = Portfolio 8
7. Portfolio 7 4. Carbon Price = Portfolio 9
8. Portfolio 6 D 5. REC Price p = Portfolio 10
9. Portfolio 8 b
10. Portfolio J0 ) )

4 JPC focused its analysis on bids with COD no later than 2029.

42 In this section, the IE refers to bids and projects interchangeably.
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9.1 Scenario analysis

IPC conducted a scenario analysis to assess the performance of ISL projects under various market
conditions and to form an opinion on the best performing projects—with the purpose of
narrowing down bids into the preliminary FSL of projects. To be more specific, IPC used
AURORA to simulate seven “States of the World” with variable market conditions. The scenarios
tested are described in Figure 27; they include testing the impact of a change in the commissioning
timelines of the B2H and SWIP-N lines, changes in load conditions, consideration of EPA
emissions rules, and changes in gas, carbon, and REC prices. Each scenario was run
independently to isolate the impact of a given scenario on project performance. Projects were
selected based on performance (i.e., ability to fill energy and capacity gaps in all hours) and cost.
Below, the IE describes in detail each of the scenarios considered.

91.1 Assumptions used in the AURORA model

IPC applied three resource-specific inputs to the AURORA model: resource characteristics
(nameplate capacity, solar/wind shapes, fixed/variable costs, and ramp rates), costs, and
capacity value/benefit.

The cost metrics input into the AURORA model included the resource specific LCOC and LCOE
values calculated in the financial model, described in Section 7.2.3. The capacity value/benefit
was calculated using the ELCC reliability metric to assess the contribution to peak of resources
selected in the ISL. The ELCC is based on each individual generator’s contribution to overall
system reliability given an existing/modeled portfolio of assets.

The ELCC of a resource is determined by first calculating the perfect generation required to
achieve a minimum electricity deficit without the evaluated resource—set at a Loss of Load
Expectation (“LOLE”) of 0.1 event-days per year. Then, every individual resource being
evaluated was added to the system one at a time, and the perfect generation required was
calculated once again. The ELCC of the evaluated resource is the difference in the size of the
perfect generators from the two runs divided by the resource’s nameplate capacity (see Figure
24).

Figure 24. ELCC calculation methodology

PG, — PG,
ELCC = ———x 100
Resourceyy,

Where:

- PG;: the perfect generation required to achieve a 0.1 LOLE without including the evaluated resource

- PGy: the perfect generation required to achieve the same 0.1 LOLE with the evaluated resource included
- Resource mw: the nameplate of the evaluated resource
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Figure 25 below compares the ELCC values calculated for ISL resources to the ELCC values
provided in the 2025 IRP. The ELCC of future resources depends on the resources built before
them and are specific to the contribution of each resource; therefore, ELCC values for the specific
ISL resources are expected to be different than the ones provided in IPC’s IRPs.%

Figure 25. ELCC results, ISL vs. IRPs#

AS RFP

(summer ELCC)* 2025 IRP
Solar (200 MW) 8.8% 13.9%
BESS (200 MW) 56.9% 33.1%
Wind (100 MW & 179 MW) 18.8% 18.7%
Solar + BESS (200 MW & 450 MW 1:1 ratio) 65.6% 66.0%

Source: IPC and 2025 IRP.

Other key non-project specific assumptions used in AURORA include load forecasts, supply (new
entry, retirements, and transmission capacity), fuel and carbon prices, and planned key scenarios.

9.1.2 Description of the scenarios and the outcomes of each scenario run

A scenario analysis was conducted to comprehensively assess the performance of the shortlisted
bids under a range of potential environmental and policy-price scenarios. This analysis involved
simulating seven different scenarios, each with varying assumptions on the commercial online
dates for the B2H and the SWIP-N transmission lines, and sensitivities around natural gas prices,
carbon prices, REC prices, emissions rules, and demand conditions. A detailed discussion of these
scenarios is provided below.

4 ELCC values from the IRPs are developed by IPC for informational purposes. For more information about how the
ELCC is calculated, please refer to IPC's 2025 IRP: <https:/ /www.idahopower.com/energy-
environment/energy/planning-and-electrical-projects/ our-twenty-year-plan/>

4 It is our understanding based on discussions with IPC that the 2025 IRP and the 2028 AS RFP’s ELCC values were
not calculated on the same basis/ year; in other words, the two analyses considered different load and
resource buildouts. The 2025 IRP ELCC values were calculated based on the 2026 load and resource year
whereas the AS RFP ELCC values were determined utilizing a 2029 load and resource year.
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SCENARIO #1 - Base With 111(d) Emissions Rule
Description:

The “Base with 111(d) Emissions Rule” AURORA scenario is consistent with the general base case
assumptions used in the filed 2025 IRP. In the Base scenario, a pre-2028 online date is assumed
for the B2H transmission line, as well as a November 2028 online date for the SWIP-N
transmission line. Idaho Power assessed SWIP-N as providing 500 MW of resource-equivalent
capacity from the Desert Southwest in the winter months beginning in November 2028. This
scenario also includes the recently revised Clean Air Act Section 111(b/d) carbon emissions rules
on potential new natural gas fired power plant project submittals.

Results: The AURORA LTCE results for this scenario are provided below:

e 2029
o 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest
o 300 MW solar: - Samantha
o 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
o 167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

SCENARIO #2 - Base Without 111(d) Emissions Rule
Description:

The “Base Without 111(d) Emissions Rule” AURORA scenario is consistent with the general base
case assumptions utilized in Scenario #1. In this scenario, it is assumed that the recently revised
Clean Air Act Section 111(b/d) carbon emissions rule on potential new gas fired power plant
project submittals do not apply.

Results: The AURORA LTCE results for this scenario are provided below:

e 2029:

o 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest

o 300 MW solar: - Samantha
o 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
o 167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

SCENARIO #3 - Base + Alternate B2H COD (Nov. 2029)
Description:

The “Base + Alternate B2H COD (Nov 2029)” AURORA scenario is consistent with the general
base case assumptions used in Scenario #1 with the exception of B2H, which is assumed to have
a delayed in-service date. In this scenario, B2H is modeled as having a November 2029 COD.
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Results: The AURORA LTCE results for this scenario are provided below:

e 2029
o 300 MW solar: - Samantha
o 200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
o 200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1
o 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
o 215MW BESS: IPC - ID1
o 115 MW BESS: IPC - ID1B
o 200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS: ||l - Bluebird
o 167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

SCENARIO #4 - Base + Alternate SWIP-N COD (Jan. 2030)
Description:

The “Base + Alternate SWIP-N COD (Jan 2030)” AURORA scenario is consistent with the general
base case assumptions utilized in Scenario #1 with the exception of SWIP-N, which is assumed
to have a delayed in-service date. In this scenario, SWIP-N is modeled as having a January 2030
COD.

Results: The AURORA LTCE results for this scenario are provided below:

e 2029:
o 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest
o 300 MW solar: - Samantha
o 200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
o 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
o 200 MW BESS: - Gather Energy Storage
o 20 MW LDES: IPC - Orchard
o 60 MW BESS: IPC - Milner
o 200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS: [JJli] - Bluebird
o 167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

SCENARIO #5 - High Gas Price + High Carbon Price
Description:

The “High Gas Price + High Carbon Price” AURORA scenario is consistent with the general base
case assumptions utilized in Scenario #1. The high gas, high carbon scenario adjusts the natural
gas price and carbon adder price forecasts, as described below:
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e natural gas price forecast: US Energy Information Administration (“EIA”) Low Oil and
Gas Supply (2025 Annual Energy Outlook);4 and

o carbon price adder forecast: Social Cost of Carbon, Methane, and Nitrous Oxide, Interim
Estimates under Executive Order 13990.

Results: The AURORA LTCE results for this scenario are provided below:

o 2029
o 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest
o 300 MW solar: - Samantha
o 200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
o 200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1
o 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
o 200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS:H'— Bluebird

SCENARIO #6 - Low Gas Price

Description:
The “Low Gas Price” AURORA scenario is consistent with the general base case assumptions

utilized in Scenario #1. The low gas price scenario adjusts the natural gas price forecast as
described below:

e natural gas price forecast: EIA High Oil and Gas Supply (2025 Annual Energy Outlook).

Results: The AURORA LTCE results for this scenario are provided below:

e 2029
o 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest
o 300 MW solar: - Samantha
o 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
o 167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

%5 US Energy Information Administration. Annual Energy Outlook 2025. Release date April 15t, 2025.
<https:/ /www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/>
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SCENARIO #7 - No RFP Resources in 2028
Description:

The “No RFP Resources in 2028” AURORA scenario is consistent with the general base case
assumptions utilized in Scenario #1. In addition, this scenario assumes no resources were
procured in 2028.

Results: The AURORA LTCE results for this scenario are provided below:

o 2029
o 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest
o 300 MW solar: - Samantha
o 200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
o 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
o 20 MW LDES: IPC - Orchard
o 60 MW BESS: IPC - Milner
o 167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

9.1.3 Preliminary Final Shortlist based on the scenario analysis

A total of 12 projects were selected for the Preliminary FSL based on their performance and costs
under each of the described scenarios (see Figure 26).

Figure 26. List of all projects selected through the AURORA scenario process

Year Bidder e Project description (capacity and
fuel type)

Soles Rest 149 MW solar

_ Samantha 300 MW solar

_ Appaloosa 200 MW solar
I Lucky Star 1 200 MW wind
IPC Orchard 20 MW LDES
IPC Milner 60 MW BESS
- Volley Energy Storage 200 MW BESS
- Gather Energy Storage 200 MW BESS
IPC ID1 215 MWBESS
IPC ID1B 115 MW BESS
Bluebird 200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS
IPC Bennett 167 MW gas
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Figure 27. Scenario analysis - description and results summary

Scenario Description Scenario results

1) Base With 111(d)
Emissions Rule

2) Base Without
111(d) Emissions
Rule

3) Base + Alternate
B2H COD (Nov
2029)

4) Base + Alternate
SWIP-N COD (Jan
2030)

5) High Gas Price
+ High Carbon
Price

6) Low Gas Price

7) No RFP
Resources in 2028

Pre-2028 online date for B2H

November 2028 online date for SWIP-N

SWIP-N provides 500 MW during winter months beginning
November 2028

Clean Air Act section 111(b/d) carbon emissions rules on
potential new natural gas fired power plant projects submittals

Pre-2028 online date for B2H

November 2028 online date for SWIP-N

SWIP-N provides 500 MW during winter months beginning
November 2028

November 2029 online date for B2H

November 2028 online date for SWIP-N

SWIP-N provides 500 MW during winter months beginning
November 2028

Pre-2028 online date for B2H

January 2030 online date for SWIP-N

SWIP-N provides 500 MW during winter months beginning
November 2028

Pre-2028 online date for B2H
November 2028 online date for SWIP-N
SWIP-N provides 500 MW during winter months beginning
November 2028
Natural gas price and carbon adder price forecast according to:
o EIA Low Oil and Gas Supply (2025 Annual Energy
Outlook)
o Social Cost of Carbon, Methane, and Nitrous Oxide,
Interim Estimates under Executive Order 13990

Pre-2028 online date for B2H
November 2028 online date for SWIP-N
SWIP-N provides 500 MW during winter months beginning
November 2028
Natural gas price and carbon adder price forecast according to:
o EIA High Oil and Gas Supply (2025 Annual Energy
Outlook)

Pre-2028 online date for B2H

November 2028 online date for SWIP-N

SWIP-N provides 500 MW during winter months beginning
November 2028

No resources were procured in 2028

149 MW soalr: - Soles Rest

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy
Storage

167 MW gas: IPC Bennett

149 MW solar: - Soles Rest

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy
Storage

167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy
Storage

215 MW BESS: IPC - ID1

115 MW BESS: IPC - ID1B

200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS: [ -
Bluebird

167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

149 MW solar: — Soles Rest

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy
Storage

200 MW BESS: |l - Gather Energy
Storage

20 MW LDES: IPC - Orchard

60 MW BESS: IPC - Milner

200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS: [l -
Bluebird

167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

149 MW solar: - Soles Rest

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy

Storage
200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS: [ -
Bluebird

149 MW solar: - Soles Rest

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy
Storage

167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

149 MW solar: - Soles Rest

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy

Storage

20 MW LDES: IPC - Orchard
60 MW BESS: IPC - Milner
167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett
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9.2 Determining the Final Shortlist using a portfolio sensitivity analysis

After the Preliminary FSL of projects was derived from the scenario analysis using AURORA
LTCE, IPC performed a portfolio sensitivity analysis on the aforementioned Preliminary FSL
projects. The overarching purpose of this analysis was to further understand the range of NPV
portfolio costs over a wide range of stochastic shocks (i.e., across the full set of 60 stochastic
iterations performed) and consequently the range of differences in portfolio costs. The portfolio
sensitivity analysis used in this process is consistent with the stochastic risk analysis methodology
used in IPC’s 2023 IRP and the 2026 AS RFP.

The portfolio sensitivity analysis employed a two-step approach. The initial step involved
conducting a portfolio analysis to generate the portfolios that will serve as the input for the
subsequent stochastic risk analysis. The second step entailed performing the stochastic risk
analysis, which involves running 60 iterations using four stochastic variables: natural gas prices,
load, hydroelectric generation, and carbon prices. These two steps are discussed in detail below.

9.21 Assumptions and portfolio selection

The “Base With 111(d) Emissions Rule” scenario (Scenario #1 - see Figure 27) assumptions were
used as the basis for FSL portfolio sensitivity modeling. IPC is currently seeking approval for 500
MW of south-to-north capacity with SWIP-N project developer Great Basin Transmission
(“GBT”). IPC and GBT have executed a contract and are currently seeking approval through the
Idaho Public Utilities Commission. The proposed November 2028 SWIP-N online date was
selected by IPC as the base assumption for the AURORA shortlist runs. This base SWIP-N
assumption matches the assumption utilized in the recent 2025 IRP analysis. The pre-2028 B2H
online date was selected as the base case assumption as this is the most recent projection of B2H's
online date.

The shortlist portfolio sensitivity process started with the creation of ten unique AURORA
portfolios (created specifically for the sensitivity process) based on the following criteria and
using the AURORA LTCE model:

e selected resources must meet identified energy and capacity needs once optimized by the
AURORA LTCE model; and

e every final shortlisted resource (Figure 28) is represented in one portfolio.
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Figure 28. List of portfolios

PORTFOLIO SUMMARY
PORTFOLIO 1

DELIVERY YEAR PROJECT
. 149 MW solar:

300 MW solar: - Samantha
200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

— Soles Rest
2029

PORTFOLIO 2
PROJECTS

- 300 MW solar: - Samantha
2029 - 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

DELIVERY YEAR PROJECTS
- 200 MW BESS:

PORTFOLIO 3

- Volley Energy Storage

2029 200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
- 167 MW gas: IPC — Bennett
- 200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1

PORTFOLIO 4
PROJECTS

. 200 MW solar +100 MW BESS: |l - Bluebird
149 MW solar: - - Soles Rest
20 MW LDES: IPC - Orchard
167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

DELIVERY YEAR PROJECTS
. 200 MW solar +100 MW BESS: |l - Bluebird

300 MW solar: _ - Samantha
60 MW BESS: IPC - Milner
167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

DELIVERY YEAR PROJECTS

- 149 MW solar: — Soles Rest
2029 - 200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1
- 200 MW BESS: -Gather Energy Storage

167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

DELIVERY YEAR PROJECTS
- 215 MW BESS: IPC - ID1

149 MW solar: - Soles Rest
- 167 MW gas: IPC — Bennett
. 300 MW solar:

DELIVERY YEAR PROJECTS
- 215 MW BESS: IPC - ID1

2029

PORTFOLIO 5

2029

PORTFOLIO 6

PORTFOLIO 7

2029

- Samantha
PORTFOLIO 8

- 115 MW BESS: IPC - ID1B
2029 - 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest

200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1
167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

PROJECTS
- 149 MW solar: - Soles Rest
2029 - 200 MW BESS: - Volley Energy Storage
- 167 MW gas: IPC - Bennett

PORTFOLIO 10
DELIVERY YEAR PROJECTS
. 149 MW solar:

PORTFOLIO 9

- Soles Rest

300 MW solar: - Samantha

2029 200 MW solar: - Appaloosa
200 MW wind: - Lucky Star 1
200 MW BESS

: - Volley Energy Storage
200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS:H— Bluebird

67
London Economics International LLC
717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite TA
Boston, MA 02111
www.londoneconomics.com




Attachment 3
Page 68 of 94

9.2.2 Variables used in the stochastic risk analysis

The ten portfolios were then subject to stochastic risk analysis (sensitivity analysis) in the
AURORA model. IPC identified four selected stochastic variables that are key drivers of
variability in year-to-year power-supply costs and therefore provide suitable stochastic shocks to
allow for differentiated results in the analysis. The variables selected for the stochastic risk
analysis included (i) natural gas prices, (ii) customer load, (iii) hydroelectric generation, and (iv)
carbon prices. These are discussed in the subsections below. The selection of these variables aligns
with IPC's 2023 IRP, ensuring consistency and coherence in the analytical framework.

As mentioned earlier, IPC performed a total of 60 risk iterations. Based on the sample size, [IPC
used the Latin Hypercube sampling technique over a pure Monte Carlo method. The Latin
Hypercube technique samples the distribution range with a relatively smaller sample size,
allowing for a reduction in simulation run times. The Latin Hypercube method does this by
sampling at regular intervals across the distribution spectrum. This differs from the Monte Carlo
method, where samples are taken randomly from the distribution range. The random Monte
Carlo draw requires far more than 60 iterations to ensure a good distribution of draws. Once the
stochastic elements were drawn, IPC then calculated the 20-year NPV portfolio cost for each of
the 60 iterations for all FSL portfolios.

9.2.2.1 Natural gas sampling (nominal $/MMBtu)

Based on historical Henry Hub natural gas prices, it was determined that the natural gas price
variance around the trend approximates a log-normal distribution with a year-to-year correlation
factor of 0.55. The graph provided in Figure 29 below shows the planning case average annual
price in the black dashed line; the remaining-colored lines reflect the 60 unique stochastic
iterations for Henry Hub gas prices.
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9.2.2.2 Customer load sampling (annual MWh)

Customer load follows a normal distribution and is adjusted around the planning case load
forecast, which is shown as the black dashed line in Figure 30 below. To assess the reasonableness
of the stochastic error bounds as they relate to customer load, the upper and lower bounds were
compared to the load forecast 90/10 error bounds. For both the upper and lower bound, the
stochastic values were found to fall slightly outside of the 90/10 bounds, which is to be expected.
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Figure 30. Load stochastic iterations
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Source: IPC.

9.2.2.3 Hydroelectric generation sampling (annual MWh)

Hydroelectric generation variability was found to approximate a uniform distribution based on
historical generation. Figure 31 shows that—although an unexpected result was identified based
on the non-uniform distribution of rainfall across the Snake River Basin—the regulation of
streamflow likely explains the difference between rainfall and generation distributions. The black
dashed line represents the base case planning forecast.
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Figure 31. Hydroelectric generation stochastic iterations
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Source: IPC.

9.2.24 Carbon price sampling (annual MWh)

Though historical carbon price adder prices have always been zero, a wide range of possible
values were modeled into the future. As reflected in Figure 32 below, the black dashed line
represents the base case planning forecast. The stochastic lower bound was set near zero and the
upper bound was set to approximate the social cost of carbon curve. Stochastic values were
then produced such that the average of all the values approximated the planning carbon price
adder case.

46 US Environmental Protection Agency. Report on the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases: Estimates Incorporating Recent
Scientific Advances. National Center for Environmental Economics, Office of Policy and Climate Change
Division, Office of Air and Radiation. September 2022. p. 67. <epa.gov/system/files/documents/2022-
11/epa_scghg_report_draft_0.pdf>
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Figure 32. Carbon price stochastic iterations
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Source: IPC.

9.2.2.5 Renewable energy credit (REC) sampling ($/MWh)

New to the 2025 IRP, a stochastic variable was incorporated into the analysis for REC prices. As
demand has grown for RECs due to state based carbon goals, the REC market (and Idaho Power’s
requirement to sell RECs) has become an important risk variable for the IRP analysis. Given
limited historical data with which to formulate the future stochastic spread, the 2025 IRP model
used a wide range of values using a log-normal distribution due to complexity and compounding
factors that are likely to influence the future REC market.
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Figure 33. REC price stochastic iterations
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9.2.3 Results of IPC’s quantitative portfolio sensitivity analysis

For each portfolio, IPC calculated key statistics from the stochastic risk analysis, including
minimum, P25, median, P75, and maximum, to assess the impact of various uncertainties on each
portfolio's NPV costs. These statistical measures provided valuable insights into the distribution
of NPV costs and the potential range of outcomes under different sensitivities.

To effectively evaluate the portfolios, IPC employed the median NPV as the primary ranking
criterion. This approach prioritizes portfolios with consistently lower NPV costs, indicating their
overall cost-effectiveness. In simpler terms, a lower median NPV implies that the portfolio is less
susceptible to unfavorable cost fluctuations compared to its counterparts.

Selecting the portfolio with the lowest NPV costs provides the least cost option for ratepayers by
ensuring that the utility procures electricity at the most affordable price. NPV is a common
financial metric used to evaluate the profitability of an investment over its entire lifespan. It
considers all expected cash inflows and/or outflows, discounted to their present value using an
appropriate discount rate. Lower NPV costs translate to lower costs of utility service. This, in
turn, directly impacts electric ratepayers, who ultimately bear the cost of electricity generation
and transmission. By selecting the project with the lowest NPV cost, IPC can minimize the
financial burden on ratepayers and keep electricity costs as low as possible.
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Figure 34 provides the results of the sensitivity analysis and Figure 35 lists the resulting ranking
of bids from best (lowest cost) to worst (highest cost). Portfolio #9 had the lowest median NPV of
$10,688,360, and as such was ranked “best”; Portfolio #8 had the highest median NPV of
$11,006,765 and as such was ranked “worst.”

Figure 34. Stochastic sensitivity portfolio summary
Stochastic Sensitivity Portfolio NPV Costs ($000)

Min P25 Median P75 Max
$ 8,719,970 $ 9,994,962 $ 10,783,024 $ 11,483,877 $ 13,397,764
$ 8,727,992 $ 9,956,415 $ 10,743,420 $ 11,471,828 $ 13,398,770
$ 8,889,649 $ 10,151,723 $ 10,944,352 $ 11,590,215 $ 13,500,570
$ 8,639,081 $ 9,894,746 $ 10,711,142 $ 11,438,081 $ 13,368,715
$ 8,724,550 $ 9,972,736 $ 10,764,162 $ 11,471,584 $ 13,379,560
$ 8,836,627 $ 10,067,283 $ 10,853,908 $ 11,541,326 $ 13,415,079
$ 8,722,336 $ 10,010,098 $ 10,806,368 $ 11,517,248 $ 13,416,608
$ 9,006,787 $ 10,270,376 $ 11,006,765 $ 11,703,108 $ 13,572,084
$ 8,662,568 $ 9,873,895 $ 10,688,360 $ 11,498,808 $ 13,403,138
$ 8,795,415 $ 10,206,501 $ 10,814,706 $ 11,568,354 $ 13,274,192

Figure 35. Portfolio rankings

Portfolio
NPV Cost Portfolio # Median Portfolio NPV Cost ($000)
Rank

9 $ 10,688,360
4 $ 10,711,142
2 $ 10,743,420
5 $ 10,764,162
1 $ 10,783,024
7 $ 10,806,368
10 $ 10,814,706
6 $ 10,853,908
3 $ 10,944,352
8 $ 11,006,765

Moreover, IPC also considered the AURORA sensitivity portfolio impacts of an IRA repeal,
where IPC assumed an IRA repeal would affect solar, wind, and battery projects that would come
online post-2028, as presented in the HR-1 “One Big Beautiful Bill” legislation (or “OBBB”),
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recently signed into law.#” Figure 36 below demonstrates the impact of an IRA repeal on the ten
portfolios. Figure 37 and Figure 38 show the updated portfolio summary and portfolio ranking
with the IRA repeal cost adder.

Figure 36. IRA repeal portfolio cost adder

Portfolio # IRA Repeal Portfolio NPV Cost Adder($000)

1 $ 619,316
2 $ 437,609
3 $ 484,118
4 $ 226,265
5) $ 386,388
6 $ 591,447
7 $ 622,563
8 $ 709,865
9 $ 256,086
10 $1,029,056

Figure 37. Stochastic sensitivity portfolio summary with IRA repeal cost adder
Stochastic Sensitivity Portfolio NPV Costs with IRA Repeal ($000)

Min P25 Median P75 Max
$ 9,339,286 $ 10,614,278 $ 11,402,340 $ 12,103,193 $ 14,017,080
$ 9,165,601 $ 10,394,023 $ 11,181,029 $ 11,909,437 $ 13,836,379
$ 9,373,768 $ 10,635,841 $ 11,428,470 $ 12,074,333 $ 13,984,688
$ 8,865,346 $ 10,121,011 $ 10,937,407 $ 11,664,345 $ 13,594,980
$ 9,110,938 $ 10,359,124 $ 11,150,550 $ 11,857,972 $ 13,765,948
$ 9,428,074 $ 10,658,731 $ 11,445,355 $ 12,132,773 $ 14,006,526
$ 9,344,899 $ 10,632,661 $ 11,428,931 $ 12,139,811 $ 14,039,171
$ 9,716,652 $ 10,980,241 $ 11,716,630 $ 12,412,973 $ 14,281,949
$ 8,918,654 $ 10,129,981 $ 10,944,446 $ 11,754,894 $ 13,659,224
$ 9,824,471 $ 11,235,557 $ 11,843,762 $ 12,597,410 $ 14,303,248

Source: IPC.

47 The bill was signed into law on July 4th, 2025. See: <https://www.whitehouse.gov/articles/2025/07/president-
trumps-one-big-beautiful-bill-is-now-the-law />
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Figure 38. Portfolio rankings with IRA repeal cost adder

Portfolio
NPV Cost Portfolio # Median Portfolio NPV Cost with IRA Repeal ($000)
Rank

4 $ 10,937,407
9 $ 10,944,446
5 $ 11,150,550
2 $ 11,181,029
1 $ 11,402,340
3 $ 11,428,470
7 $ 11,428,931
6 $ 11,445,355
8 $ 11,716,630
10 $ 11,843,762

Source: IPC.

Accordingly, Portfolio #4 had the lowest median NPV of $10,937,407, and as such was ranked
“best”; Portfolio #10 had the highest median NPV of $11,843,762 and as such was ranked “worst.”

9.24 Additional stress factor evaluation: risk adder analysis

The 2028 AS RFP is unique to IPC RFPs in its bifurcated design. By happenstance, what made this
bifurcated design even more unconventional (but simultaneously challenging) is the fact that the
Round 1 and Round 2 processes were conducted under two different presidential administrations
(and political parties) with diverging policy priorities. This change in policy priorities presented
unique risks not previously contemplated. Though these policy directions are still in flux, it was
still important to acknowledge the potential impacts of these directives on renewable energy
project development in the US. As such, IPC conducted an additional, bookend assessment
estimating the greatest/largest potential impact that the implementation of these federal policy
directives — particularly repeal of the IRA% and increased US-imposed import tariffs —could have

48 The One Big Beautiful Bill Act largely repealed the IRA through various provisions, including shortening the
qualifying online dates for federal tax credits, introducing accelerated phase-out provisions, and
implementing new restrictions on clean energy tax credits, funding, and climate-related programs.
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on the feasibility and viability of FSL projects. While the assessment itself was quantitative, the
information it provides are qualitative—the purpose of the analysis was to test how portfolio
rankings would change in a world where the IRA is repealed and import tariffs are raised above
their current levels. To determine the bookend value of a repeal of the IRA, IPC added an IRA
repeal cost adder on top of each portfolio’s median stochastic portfolio cost. The value of the IRA
repeal (or exposure to the risk of a repeal) depends on the characteristics of each individual
project. For example, mathematically, the higher a project’'s MW capacity, the higher the exposure
to this risk. In another example, exposure also depends on a project’s proposed PTC amount. The
only project not impacted by any modifications to the IRA is the thermal project — Bennett Gas.

Figure 39 presents a summary of qualitative factors that IPC identified,** with additional details
by project.

Figure 39. Qualitative factors considered for each project

Final Shortlist Qualitative Factors

GIA/Transmission

IRA R 1 Tariff I t  Siting Fact
epea ariff Impac iting Factors Factors

X X
- . .
] X X X X
X X X
I X X X X
X X
X X X
X X X

Source: IPC.

4 This review by IPC was conducted prior to the signing of OBBB into law.
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Inflation Reduction Act considerations: At the time IPC prepared its analysis, existing tax law
under the IRA allowed ITC and PTC benefits for renewable projects; nonetheless, there were
some concerns about the impact of the then-proposed One Big Beautiful Bill, on the tax credits.

At that time, it was IPC’s understanding that the then-proposed One Big Beautiful Bill would
eliminate tax credit benefits for renewable projects placed in service after December 31, 2028,
assuming these projects were under construction within 60 days of the enactment date of the bill.
In addition, IPC was concerned by the Foreign Entities of Concern (“FEOC”) provision in the
proposed bill that further restricted projects from qualifying for the IRA tax credits. The FEOC
restrictions at the project level were reportedly intended to take effect on January 1, 2026. FEOC
rules would deny ITC and PTC to projects that receive “material assistance” (meaning projects
that use components, subcomponents, or critical minerals) from, or have ties to, companies in
China, Russia, North Korea, and Iran. The fact that most BESS components originated from
companies in China (based on the IPC’s experience) and nearly all solar components were
sourced from companies in China, the company was worried that all renewable projects
evaluated in this RFP would lose the benefit of the tax credits, which would substantially increase
the cost of these projects.

At the time of the analysis, due to the complexity of the House Bill and the uncertainty of potential
changes occurring in the Senate, IPC took a simplified approach to analyzing a potential future
with a repealed IRA bill. IPC’s IRA repeal scenario assumes that projects placed in-service in 2028
qualify for the ITCs or PTCs and projects placed in-service in 2029 do not qualify for the tax credit
benefits. In the final version of the bill, tax credits for wind and solar projects are essentially not
available after December 31, 2027.50

Tariff considerations: Since the Trump administration has taken office, numerous tariffs
covering nearly every sector and country in the world have been announced. Each resource
technology in this RFP is affected, albeit to various degrees. The below graph (Figure 40), from a
recent Wood Mackenzie report,5! highlights how various tariff scenarios could affect storage,
solar, wind, natural gas, and other resources. Based on this graph, battery storage technologies
appear to bear the highest tariff risk as compared to other final shortlist resources. Solar, wind,
and natural gas units appear to bear a similar general tariff risk.

50 H.R.1 - One Big Beautiful Bill Act SEC. 70512. Termination And Restrictions On Clean Electricity Production Credit.

51 Wood  Mackenzie. Trading  cases; Tariff ~ scenarios  for taxing times. May  2025.
<https:/ /www.woodmac.com/horizons/ tariff-scenarios-taxing-times />
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Based on this graph, battery storage technologies appear to bear the highest tariff risk as
compared to other final shortlist resources. Solar, wind, and natural gas units appear to bear a
similar general tariff risk.

Figure 40. Tariff scenarios affecting resources
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Source:  Wood  Mackenzie.  Trading  cases;  Tariff  scenarios  for  taxing  times.  May  2025.
<https:/ /www.woodmac.com/horizons/ tariff-scenarios-taxing-times />

Siting and Transmission/Interconnection considerations:

e 167 MW Gas - IPC Bennett: The project is currently in the cluster interconnection study.
The network upgrade costs were assigned using the proxy methodology. Actual
interconnection costs and required network upgrades will be known once the cluster
study posts its results. The network upgrades are considered low risk for both cost and

timeline to support the desired commercial operation date. The location is on Idaho Power
owned land and has an existing conditional use permit.

e 200 MW Solar + 100 MW BESS - - Bluebird: The project has a signed GIA; the
network upgrades are considered low risk. The project has existing site control and a

conditional use permit.
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200 MW Solar - _Agw: The project has significant network upgrades

with long-lead items identified. It is contingent on the construction of the first phase of
Gateway West. The project has site control and an existing conditional use permit.

200 MW BESS - - Gather Energy Storage: The project has a signed GIA; the
network upgrades are considered low risk. The project has site control. A conditional use

permit application is anticipated to start in 2025.

149 MW Solar - - Soles Rest: The project is contingent on an Idaho Power
transmission project scheduled to be completed at the end of 2028. The project has site

control. A conditional use permit application is anticipated to start in 2025.

20 MW LDES - IPC Orchard: The project has a system impact study in the small GIA
process; no network upgrades were identified in the system impact study. The project is

on Idaho Power-owned land and will likely complete a conditional use permit in 2025.

200 MW BESS - - Volley Energy Storage: The project is connecting to a substation
with limited space. The project does not have definitive site control and is working with

the US Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) through the National Environmental Policy
Act (“NEPA”) process. This presents some risk based on the timeline required for federal
permitting. A conditional use permit will also be required, and the application process
has not commenced.

300 MW Solar - _Mntha: The project is connecting to a location where

only summer capacity is available. The project is contingent on the build of a 500-kV

transmission line. The project does not have definitive site control and is working with
the BLM through the NEPA process. This presents some risk based on the timeline
required for federal permitting. A special use permit is not required.

60 MW BESS - IPC Milner: The project will use a surplus interconnection; no network

upgrades are anticipated. The project will be located on Idaho Power-owned land

200 MW Wind - _ Lucky Star 1: The project is connecting to a location where

only summer capacity is available. The project is contingent on the build of a 500-kV

transmission line. The project has site control for the facility but is working with the BLM
through the NEPA process for the generation tie line. This presents some risk based on
the timeline required for federal permitting. A conditional use permit has been secured.

215 MW BESS - IPC ID1 and 115 MW BESS - IPC ID1-B: The project is connecting to a
substation with limited space. The project has site control and an existing conditional use

permit. However, the permit is being appealed with results outstanding.
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9.25 Considering the risk of over-procurement

OPUC Staff expressed concern over a situation in which costs could be borne by ratepayers if the
Company procures resources to meet identified need (load) that does not ultimately materialize.
According to Scoring and Modeling Methodology Condition 1, or “SMM 1,” IPC shall file a report
with an explanation and justification for any procurement volume in excess of 216 MW of peak
capacity.® In calls with OPUC Staff and the IE, IPC expressed its concerns that there is a higher
relative risk of under-procurement than of over-procurement. According to IPC, the Company
does not have sufficient generation to cover its load and must engage in market purchases to
cover the difference. According to IPC, “From recent RFP experience, developers are finding it
challenging to secure the necessary materials, components, and permits to meet construction
schedules, which has led to final shortlist projects not being contracted as they cannot meet the
specified RFP online dates. The consequences of under-procurement can be severe, leading to
decreased system reliability and the potential inability to serve customer demand. Furthermore,
Idaho Power doesn’t intend to procure all resources on the final shortlist, and only those
resources that are viable to support the identified deficits would be contracted.”>* Nevertheless,
were IPC to over-procure, the Company would file an explanatory report with the Commission.
The IE expects to also cover this topic in its report on contract negotiations. Figure 41 presents the
ranking of the FSL projects.

Figure 41. Ranking of the Final Shortlist Bids

Deli
TeChn(’logy and Capa‘:lty Bld type

2028 Bennett 167 MW gas Resource-based product

2028 Bluebird - 200 MW solar + 100 MW BESS ~ Resource-based product PPA/BSA
2028 Appaloosa _ 200 MW solar Resource-based product AP
2028 Gather Energy Storage - 200 MW BESS Resource-based product BSA
2029 Soles Rest - 149 MW solar Resource-based product AP
2029 Orchard IPC 20 MW LDES Resource-based product AP
2029 Milner IPC 60 MW BESS Resource-based product AP
2029 Volley Energy Storage - 200 MW BESS Resource-based product BSA
2029 Samantha E 300 MW solar Resource-based product PPA
2029 Lucky Star 1 - 200 MW wind Resource-based product PPA
2029 ID1 PC 215 MW BESS Resource-based product AP/BSA
2029 ID1B IPC 115 MW BESS Resource-based product AP

52 OPUC. Redacted Staff Report. Docket No. UM 2317. March 7th, 2025.

5 Source: Final Shortlist Report Beyond April 2028 Bids, June 13, 2025, IPC.
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It is notable that projects with 2028 CODs have been prioritized on the FSL ranking due to lower
IRA repeal risk compared to projects with 2029 CODs. IPC also notes that, at this time, with
uncertainty related to IRA repeal impacts, potential tariffs, and administration changes, it will
not request acknowledgement of projects beyond 2029. However, IPC may request
acknowledgement of 2030 and beyond projects at a later date or run an additional solicitation
focused on future deficits.

9.2.6 Advantages and unique risks to ratepayers

Per Oregon’s Competitive Bidding Guidelines, the IE is required to assess whether utility-owned
bids pose any potential unique risks to IPC’s ratepayers. These guidelines apply not only to
utility-sponsored bids (i.e., benchmark bids), but also to any bids that involve an asset transfer to
the utility (i.e., asset purchase or BTA). These unique risks are discussed in the following
subsections in the context of two proposed non-benchmark AP bids, both included in the Final
Shortlist: the Appaloosa project by _ and the Soles Rest project by

Per OAR 860-089-0450, the IE is required to “evaluate the unique risks and advantages associated
with any company-owned resources.” More specifically, the IE must evaluate the following items:

a. construction cost overruns (considering contractual guarantees, cost and prudence of
guarantees, remaining exposure to ratepayers for cost overruns, and potential benefits of
cost under-runs);

b. reasonableness of forced outage rates;

c. reasonableness of any proposal or absence of a proposal to offer electric company-owned
or benchmark resource elements (e.g., site, transmission rights, or fuel arrangements) to
third-party bidders as part of the draft and final RFP;

d. end effect values;

e. environmental emissions costs;

f. reasonableness of operation and maintenance costs;

g. adequacy of capital additions costs;

h. reasonableness of performance assumptions for output, heat rate, and power curve; and
i. specificity of construction schedules or risk of construction delays.

In the subsequent sections, LEI analyzes the remaining distinctive risks and benefits associated
with the two BTA projects.
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9261 [ - Avpaloosa (Bid #1)
_ Appaloosa sinile—axis tracking solar PV project is a 200 MW solar project that was

selected for the FSL. While has identified some cost savings opportunities in the
proposal, there are still additional risks associated with potential construction cost overruns, as
elaborated in the subsequent sections. The Appaloosa project’s proposed FOR and capacity factor
appear to be reasonable and in line with industry standards.

Construction cost overruns

‘oposes an asset purchase price of _n including network upgrade costs
of

, which will be paid in a lump sum.>* However, this pricing assumes notably the
success of the Appaloosa Wind project proposal submitted under the Group 1 bids. The project
also plans to utilize the excess injection capacity for the solar project; thus, the interconnection
costs for the solar project are purely for informational purposes as the costs have already been
realized with respect to the Appaloosa Wind project.>> Without the interconnection costs, the true
asset purchase price is & Nevertheless, the proposal does not provide specific dollar
amount related to each cost component (construction cost breakdown). Thus, further clarification
is needed to fully understand construction cost components and to ascertain the risk of cost
overruns.

It is worth noting that, similar to all proposed renewable projects, the pricing of this project
integrates a 30% tax credit on capital costs. With the near full repeal of the IRA, the overall costs
of the project are likely to increase. We expect prices to be further discussed during the contract
negotiations stage. LEI reviewed the draft BTA agreement, which contains several measures to
address the risk of construction cost overruns:

i.  First, the purchase price (BTA) provided is fixed, subject to some exceptions such as events
beyond the developer’s control.’ These circumstances include liabilities incurred or
unanticipated by the developer due to events such as force majeure and other unforeseen
events, including delays caused by the buyer, certain interconnection delays, and changes
in applicable laws, permits, and transmission provider requirements.’” However, parties

54 . Price Update Form 2025.04.29.xIsx. “BTA Pricing” tab. Line 23. The file was attached in an email sent
from to IPC dated April 29th, 2025.

55 _ Appaloosa Solar Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27th, 2025.

56 _ Appendix 6 - - Appaloosa Build Transfer Agreement. Section 2.6. August 7th, 2024.

57 Ibid.
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are likely to negotiate a cap on liabilities, which would lower the risk of cost overruns
(including those incurred unexpectedly) being borne by ratepayers.

ii.  Second, there is a provision for regular reporting and monitoring of construction progress
and costs. The developer is required to provide the purchaser with: (a) a progress report
on or before the fifth day of each month for the work performed during the previous
month and (b) progress meetings held once every two weeks, convened by the developer,
as deemed necessary by the purchaser.

iii.  In addition to termination due to a force majeure event, if the BTA is terminated due to
developer (_) default, IPC is entitled to seek all damages available by law.5

In addition to the BTA offer, _ also offers IPC the option to acquire the project under
a Develop-Transfer Agreement (“DTA”), which will enable immediate project ownership transfer
upon execution of the DTA. Concurrently, _ will complete the development of the
project while receiving a monthly retainer under a Development Services Agreement (“DSA”).
Upon the closing of the DTA, IPC will take over the interconnection and other agreements
previously arranged by - and will proceed with the identification and contracting of
the Engineering, Procurement, and Construction (“EPC”) contract. proposes a DTA
price of ﬂw with a monthly DSA retainer fee of . NorthRenew has identified
several advantages for IPC to acquire the project under a DTA:

i.  greater technical flexibility and control during construction for IPC;

ii.  lower acquisition transaction costs and complexities;

iii. lower development fees payable to _;
iv. -61 equipment supply procurement through exclusive relationship with

with market pricing requirement; and

v.  adequate window for PUC approval while development advances on the project.

58 _ Appendix 6 - - Appaloosa Build Transfer Agreement. Section 11.6 & 11.7. August 7th, 2024.

5 _ Appendix 6 - - Appaloosa Build Transfer Agreement. Section 26.1. August 7th, 2024.

60 Minimum development fee assuming the entire project is acquired by IPC. Source: _ Appaloosa Solar
Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27th, 2025.

61 Under the DTA structure, _ will retain its exclusive right to provide equipment to the project through a
market-based exclusive supply agreement with . Source: . Appaloosa Solar Project
Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27th, 2025.
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Reasonableness of FOR

_ is proposing a 0% FOR for the Appaloosa project, meaning that the project will
always be available to operate when required. This would require a proactive and robust
maintenance program. Nonetheless, according to IPC, the FOR does not impact the score of the
project.®? In fact, the key information considered in the financial model is the total energy output,
which depends on the energy production profile. The energy production profile considers a series
of parameters including the location of the project, the solar regime, losses, weather, and so forth.
The bidder conducts a probability analysis, determines a P50 profile and calculates the resulting
total energy (MWh), which is in turn input into the financial model (and impacts the LCOE and
the LCOC). The total energy output and solar production profile are also independently verified
by Hendrickson Renewables, LLC. The latter was hired by IPC to perform an independent third-
party review for wind and solar resources related to IPC’s 2028 AS RFP. Hendrickson Renewables
recommended a .% discount/adjustment to the total energy proposed by the bidder.®* This
indicates that the bidder’s assumptions on energy outputs are reasonable.

End effect values

The Appaloosa project does not mention any end-of-life plan or include decommissioning costs.
Decommissioning a solar PV system typically includes removing the PV array and all balance-of-
system equipment, as well as restoring land or infrastructure to its original condition or for new
use.®* Other costs such as labor and shipment should be considered. Moreover, major
components, such as PV modules, inverters or transformers, and metal parts may be used as spare
parts or recycled with some salvage value.®> According to NREL, the net cost estimate (including
salvage value) for decommissioning per solar PV system is $368,000/ MW.6 Accordingly,
Appaloosa would have a decommissioning cost of $73.6 million (based on 200 MW).

62 OPUC. Idaho Power Company’s Reply Comments. Docket No. UM 2317. February 4th, 2025.
6 JPC. Attachment E - CONFIDENTIAL Energy Production Estimate Reviews. May 26th, 2025.

64 NREL. A survey of federal and state-level solar system decommissioning policies in the United States. December
2021. <https:/ /www.nrel.gov/docs/fy220sti/79650.pdf>

65 NREL. Best practices at the end of photovoltaic system performance period. February 2021.
<https:/ /www.nrel.gov/docs/fy21osti/78678.pdf>

66 Tbid.
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Environmental emissions costs

Given the absence of emissions associated with solar PV, environmental emissions costs are not
applicable. The IE is assessing this criterion from the perspective of Scope 1 emissions.¢”

Reasonableness of operation and maintenance costs

Appaloosa has proposed FOM costs of $-/ kW-year.¢8 The FOM costs have been levelized
over 30 years with a @% annual escalation factor applied to: (i

. It is notable that the cost excludes, among others, property taxes and insurance. The
project’s projected FOM costs are in line with the industry benchmark.

Figure 42. Comparing NorthRenew Appaloosa’s FOM costs with other sources ($/kW-year)

Source $/kW-year
Appaloosa $ Solar PV with tracking (200 MW)
NREL 2024 v4 ATB $21.50 Utility-Scale, Class 5 PV*

EIA AEO 2023 $17.16 Solar PV with tracking (150 MW)

Notes: Class 5 PV has an alternating current capacity factor of 28.3%; Appaloosa has an alternating current capacity
factor of 29%.

Sources: NREL 2024 v4 Annual Technology Baseline (“ATB”) 2024, EIA Annual Energy Outlook (“AEO”) 2023,
NorthRenew Bid Entry Form 2029 RFP.

Adequacy of additional capital costs

Based on the network upgrades and system expansions currently underway, _
commenced an Optional Interconnection Study (“OIS”) to determine the implications of a list of
system improvements for network upgrades. The OIS identified a total conceptual-level cost
estimate of _, including;: (i) direct equipment, material and labor costs of

67 Scope 1 emissions are direct greenhouse gas emissions that occur from sources that are controlled/owned by an
entity. For the Appaloosa project, this would be emissions related to the operation of the solar PV facility.

68 Price Update Form 2025.04.29.xlsx. “BTA Pricing” tab. Line 23. The file was attached in an email sent
from to IPC dated April 29th, 2025.

6 The service agreement costs -/ year for years - and costs -/ year for years - Source:

. Appaloosa Solar Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January
27th, 2025.
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with a .% contingency and (ii) an overheads cost of _n.70 These cost estimates may be
subject to change.

Reasonableness of performance assumptions for output, heat rate,” and power curve

_ proposes a capacity factor of .%,72 which is in line with what LEI found in other
studies for plants with similar tracking capabilities. For instance, in its 2024 ATB, NREL estimates
a capacity factor of a class 5 PV solar tracking system at 26.8%.7 A high capacity factor is
beneficial to ratepayers. Moreover, IPC’s independent consultant notes that the modeling
assumptions are reasonable and the output forecast is consistent with regional expectations and
exhibits logical year-to-year variation.”4

Specificity of construction schedule or risk of construction delays

_ provided a detailed development schedule for the Appaloosa project. Overall, the
project remains in the early stages of pre-construction. The project has a secured interconnection
queue position with IPC Transmission and executed an LGIA effective August 1st, 2023.7> In
addition, the Elmore County Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) is fully submitted and approved.7
Moreover, Appaloosa’s environmental assessment and permitting programs are in an advanced
stage of completion and implementation, which were commenced in Q3 2021 and will last until
Q1 2027.77 In particular, the project’s 10% design and engineering activities have been completed
and 100% of the geotechnical analysis has been completed.”® The procurement of major

70 _ Appaloosa Solar Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27, 2025.

71 Heat rate is irrelevant to solar units because power is generated without fuel combustion, hence it is not discussed
in this section.

2 . Price Update Form 2025.04.29.xIsx. “BTA Pricing” tab. Line 23. The file was attached in an email sent
from to IPC dated April 29th, 2025.

73 NREL. 2024 v4 ATB. 2024. Updated February 26th, 2025.
74 IPC. Attachment E - CONFIDENTIAL Energy Production Estimate Reviews. May 26th, 2025.
75 _ Appaloosa Solar Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27, 2025.
76 Ibid.
77 _ Appendix 9 - Appaloosa Development Schedule. January 234, 2025.
78 _ Appaloosa Solar Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27, 2025.
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equipment began in Q3 2020, with construction commencement expected in Q3 2025 and COD
by Q3 2028.79

Furthermore, _ is working with the IPC Interconnection and Construction teams to
identify ways to ensure timely, or accelerated, completion of the required network upgrades,
focusing on identifying long lead time items that may be procured faster through the
NorthRenew vendor and consultant network, as well as ways exploring self-build alternatives
that may help to expedite the IPC substation construction program.s

Overall, _ is confident in meeting the target COD.

Comments on contract risk

_ provided proposed edits and comments to IPC’s draft BTA, noting that its redlines
reflect a preliminary review of the contract and that more comprehensive feedback will be
provided in the next stage of the process. Given that the BTA draft provided was for a BESS
project, will work closely with IPC to convert the draft to a project-specific contract
depending on IPC’s final selection of the Appaloosa project.s!

However, there is already a significant amount of markup to the draft BTA on important contract
terms including, but not limited to:

This may indicate that parties will
need to spend time coming to an agreement on key commercial terms.

In addition, the payment terms indicate the developer’s interest in

79 The COD was set as April 1st, 2029, but has been moved forward to August 1st, 2028 for the reason mentioned in the
subsequent paragraph. Source: _ Bid Entry Form. January 27th, 2025.

80 _ Appaloosa Solar Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27th, 2025.

81 _ Appaloosa Solar Project Proposal in response to Idaho Power Company 2029 and Later RFP. January 27, 2025.
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9262 [l - soles Rest (Bid #1)

The - Soles Rest project is a 149 MW single-axis tracking solar PV project which was
selected for the FSL. Soles Rest’s proposed FOR and output were deemed reasonable. However,
the project’s overall cost is not based on firm quotes, which can be a source of concern for cost
overruns. In addition, the bid presents significantly higher FOM costs compared to industry
benchmarks.

Construction cost overruns

. proposes an asset purchase price of _ with a network upgrade cost of -

8¢ The assumptions and sources underpinning the estimated purchase prices are not
based on firm commitments with vendors, which can raise the risk of cost overruns.

While - included some cost contingencies in its bid to help mitigate the risk of
construction cost overruns, it noted that the project is exposed to financial risks influenced by
changes in government policies or incentives, as well as regulatory uncertainties.®586 LEI notes
that this is not unique to the Soles Rest project. Furthermore, the Soles Rest project has yet to make
any firm or final commitments for major technology equipment (including main components
such as solar modules and inverters) and EPC. Therefore, the proposal price is subject to change,

82 The amount received at substantial completion equals the purchase price, less the closing payment, less the punch
list holdback amount. Source: H Appendix 6 - Appaloosa Build Transfer Agreement. Section
11.6 & 11.7. August 7th, 2024.

8 The amount received during punch list holdback is any remaining balance of the punch list holdback amount,
provided that ﬂ ay submit invoices for partial release of the punch list holdback amount prior
to final completion. Source: h Appendix 6 - - Appaloosa Build Transfer Agreement. Section 11.6
& 11.7. August 7th, 2024.

8¢ The pricing assumes the IPC will pay the network upgrade cost upon transfer. Source: - Soles Rest Price
Update Form 04-29-25.xlsx. “BTA Pricing” tab. Line 23. The file was attached in an email sent from - to
IPC dated April 29th, 2025.

8 ITbid.

86 Tbid.
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as it is currently informed by indicative pricing, supply quotes received from desired vendors,
and executed vendor supply agreements from other projects.5”

LEI reviewed the draft BT A agreement, which contains some measures that help mitigate the risk
of cost overruns. Similar to _ Appaloosa project, the developer proposes a fixed fee,
subject to some exceptions such as events beyond the developer’s control; there are provisions
for regular reporting and monitoring of construction progress, and termination due to force
majeure events. IPC is entitled to seek all damages available in case of default by the developer.

Reasonableness of FOR

- is proposing a .% FOR for the Soles Rest project, which suggests that the plant will be
available to perform almost 100% of the time. The ability of a solar plant to perform when
requested would hinge on a very efficient maintenance schedule and other factors including the
equipment’s overall performance, availability of spare parts, etc. The availability of a plant could
nonetheless be impacted by external forces such as extreme weather conditions, cyber-attacks, or
others. As discussed earlier, FOR assumptions do not impact the projects” scores.s8 In fact, the key
information considered in the financial model is the total energy output, which depends on the
energy production profile. Hendrickson Renewables recommended ap.% discount/adjustment
to the total energy proposed by the bidder.® This indicates that the bidder’s assumptions on
energy outputs are reasonable.

End effect values

The Soles Rest project does not mention any end-of-life plan or include decommissioning costs.
Decommissioning a solar PV system typically includes removing the PV array and all balance-of-
system equipment, as well as restoring land or infrastructure to its original condition or for new
use.® Other costs such as labor and shipment should be considered. Moreover, major
components, such as PV modules, inverters or transformers, and metal parts may be used as spare
parts or recycled with some salvage value.” According to NREL, the net cost estimate (including

87 Ibid.
8 OPUC. Idaho Power Company’s Reply Comments. Docket No. UM 2317. February 4th, 2025.
8 [PC. Attachment E - CONFIDENTIAL Energy Production Estimate Reviews. May 26th, 2025.

9% NREL. A survey of federal and state-level solar system decommissioning policies in the United States. December
2021. <https:/ /www.nrel.gov/docs/fy220sti/79650.pdf>

90 NREL. Best practices at the end of photovoltaic system performance period. February 2021.
<https:/ /www.nrel.gov/docs/fy21osti/78678.pdf>
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salvage value) for decommissioning per solar PV system is $368,000/ MW.92 Accordingly, Soles
Rest would have a decommissioning cost of $54.8 million (based on 149 MW).
Environmental emissions costs

Given the absence of emissions associated with solar PV, environmental emissions costs are not
applicable. The IE is assessing this criterion from the perspective of Scope 1 emissions.%

Reasonableness of operation and maintenance costs

Soles Rest projects FOM costs at $-/ kW-year ($-/ kW-month * 12), escalating at .%
annually. Ashtrom notes that the total cost excludes property taxes, insurance, asset management,
and inverter replacement costs.** LEI notes that the FOM costs are significantly higher than the
industry benchmark FOM costs listed in Figure 43.

Figure 43. Comparing Ashtrom Soles Rest’s FOM costs with other sources ($/kW-year)

Source $/kW-year

Soles Rest Solar PV with tracking (149 MW)
NREL 2024 v4 ATB $21.50 Utility-Scale, Class 5 PV*
EIA AEO 2023 $17.16 Solar PV with tracking (150 MW)

Notes: Class 5 PV has an alternating current capacity factor of 28.3%; Soles Rest has an alternating current capacity
factor of 29.7%.

Sources: NREL 2024 v4 ATB 2024, EIA AEO 2023, Ashtrom Bid Entry Form 2029 RFP.

Adequacy of additional capital costs

Soles Rest oriiinally proposed a network upgrade cost of _.95 This was later increased

to .% Costs may continue to rise.

92 Ibid.

9 Scope 1 emissions are direct greenhouse gas emissions that occur from sources that are controlled/owned by an
entity. For the Soles Rest project, this would be emissions related to the operation of the solar PV facility.

94 - Soles Rest Price Update Form 04-29-25.xIsx. “BTA Pricing” Tab. Line 23. The file was attached in an email
sent from - to IPC dated April 29th, 2025.

9 - Bid Entry Form. “BTA Pricing” tab. Line 23. January 24th, 2025.

9% - Soles Rest Price Update Form 04-29-25.xIsx. “BTA Pricing” Tab. Line 23. The file was attached in an email
sent from - to IPC dated April 29th, 2025.
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Reasonableness of performance assumptions for output, heat rate,*” and power curve

- proposes a capacity factor of -%,98 which is in line with what LEI found in other
studies for plants with similar tracking capabilities. For instance, in its 2024 ATB, NREL estimates
a capacity factor of a class 5 PV solar tracking system at 26.8%.% A high capacity factor is
beneficial to ratepayers.

Specificity of construction schedule or risk of construction delays

- provided a development schedule for the Soles Rest project. Overall, the project remains
in the early stages of pre-construction. - notes that the primary uncertainty for the project
is the interconnection timeline.1® The project schedule was developed around the established
generation interconnection in-service date (April 2028, as established in the GIA process) to allow
for proper planning and project execution by the target COD of January 2029.101

The project has cleared a series of key milestones and provided a schedule of outstanding ones.
The project’s LGIA was executed with IPC in March 2024, and a system impact re-study and
facility impact re-study were completed in August.’? In addition, the Soles Rest project has
established NRIS through the LGIA with IPC. NRIS has been assessed, and the Facility Study is
being completed for NRIS service.1%® Furthermore, Soles Rest has engaged with SWCA
Environmental Consultants to prepare the CUP application for submittal to Elmore County,
which is expected to be completed by Spring 2025.104¢ EPC solicitation commenced in Q2 2024 and
will last until Q4 2026; financing activities will commence in Q3 2025 and last until Q2 2026.105
The procurement of major equipment will begin in Q2 2026, with array construction
commencement expected in Q4 2026, mechanical completion by Q1 2028, and substantial

97 Heat rate is irrelevant to solar units because power is generated without fuel combustion, hence it is not discussed
in this section.

9% - Bid Entry Form. “BTA pricing” tab. Line 23. January 24th, 2025.
9% NREL. 2024 v4 ATB. 2024. Updated February 26th, 2025.
100 - Proposal for Soles Rest Solar. August 16th, 2024.
101 Tbid.
102 Ibid.
103 Tbid.
104 Tbid.
105 Ibid.
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completion by Q4 2028.1% Overall, - is confident in meeting the target COD, subject to
receipt of the required regulatory approvals.

Comments on contract risk

- provided proposed edits and comments to IPC’s draft BTA on critical contract terms
including, but not limited to:

107 This may indicate that parties will need to spend
time coming to an agreement on key commercial terms.

In addition, the payment terms i indicate the developer’s interest in

9.2.6.3 Conclusion

Based on its review, LEI does not have any major concerns relating to _ Appaloosa
project. While cost and timeline risks exist, they do not seem to be outside the range of what
transpires under current market conditions.

While the - project is subject to similar risks, it is worth noting that the project’s timeline
also remains in flux due to the system impact re-study and facility impact re-study. Both studies
may result in an amendment to the LGIA that was not completed as of Q1 2025.110 Accordingly,
the LGIA amendment may include an update to the interconnection timeline, which may impact
the project schedule.!!

106 Ibid.
107 - Build Transfer Agreement. February 4th, 2025.

108 The amount received at substantial completion equals the purchase price, less the closing payment, less the punch
list holdback amount. Source: ﬁ Build Transfer Agreement. February 4th, 2025.

109 The amount received during punch list holdback is any remaining balance of the punch list holdback amount,
provided that may submit invoices for partial release of the punch list holdback amount prior to
final completion. Source: h Build Transfer Agreement. February 4th, 2025.

110 - Proposal for Soles Rest Solar. August 16th, 2024.

111 Tbid.
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9.3 IE’s Assessment of the Final Shortlist and key takeaways
9.3.1 Methodology

The IE finds the scenario analysis carried out to test the performance of projects under various
market conditions to be sensible and a reasonable way to assess resource performance and
resilience in the face of uncertain market conditions. The IE also finds the use of a portfolio
sensitivity (stochastic) analysis, augmented with a risk adder analysis, to test the performance of
resources within portfolios subject to external shocks to be a sensible way to test the robustness
of resources within an evolving regulatory landscape, changing trade policies, and volatile
market conditions. The IE concurred with IPC’s decision to include the twelve projects in the FSL.

9.3.2 Other concerns

The IE notes significant regulatory and market risks that could result in higher costs for IPC and,
ultimately, consumers. The enactment of the OBBB is expected to have a significant impact on
both project costs and development timelines. IPC is all the more exposed to these risks because
the 2028 AS RFP Round 1 and Round 2 processes were dominated by renewables and BESS
projects, 12 all of which factored into their bids, various structures of federal tax credit benefits.
Losing federal tax credits (partially or in full), will likely lead to upward price adjustments across
the FSL, with a direct impact on consumers. The cost competitiveness of renewable technologies
could be further challenged by unstable and unpredictable trade policies. We should expect some
of these issues to be covered and discussed during the contract negotiations. The IE will monitor
and report on these discussions.

The potential silver lining of the recent changes in market conditions could be an urgency for
both IPC and counterparties to secure contract agreements and accelerate the development of
projects (especially the Round 1 projects) to clear the OBBB-imposed qualifying deadlines.

112 [t is worth noting, however, that BESS remains eligible for the ITC under sections 48E and 45Y, respectively: “Energy
storage and all other types of power projects (i.e., other than solar and wind) have until the end of 2033 to
start construction to qualify for technology-neutral tax credits at the full rate. Such projects that start
construction in 2034 will qualify for tax credits at 75% of the full rate and in 2035 at 50% of the full rate.”
Source: “Effects Of ‘One Big Beautiful Bill’ On Projects.” Norton Rose Fulbright. July 7, 2025.
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