
 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
UM 2317 

 
 

 
I certify that this day I served the foregoing document upon all the following 
parties or attorneys of record in this proceeding by delivering a copy in person or 
by mailing a copy properly addressed with first class postage prepaid or by 
electronic mail pursuant to OAR 860-001-0180 (which may include a link to a 
secure shared file service). 
 
Dated this 6th day of July 2026 at Salem, Oregon. 
 
 
 
 
 
/s/ Emily Dolph 
Emily Dolph 
Public Utility Commission 
201 High Street SE, Suite 100 
Salem, Oregon 97301-3398 
Telephone: (503) 510-7925 
 



UM 2317 – Service List 

1 of 4 

      QUINN BECKHAM 
      KEY CAPTURE ENERGY 

 
 
quinn.beckham@keycaptureenergy.com 

      KARI CAMERON 
      BEST BEST & KRIEGER 

360 BOND ST 
BEND OR 97702 
kari.cameron@bbklaw.com 

      BRUNA DA SILVA 
      KEY CAPTURE ENERGY 

 
 
bruna.dasilva@keycaptureenergy.com 

      JAMES DEASON 
      ATTORNEY AT LAW 

2180 MEMORIAL DR. SE 
ATLANTA GA 30317 
jimdeason.or@gmail.com 

      DINA DUBSON KELLEY 
      NOVA GEN CONSULTING LLC 

 
 
dina@novagen.us 

      MEGAN GOICOECHEA-ALLEN 
      IDAHO POWER COMPANY 

 
 
mgoicoecheaallen@idahopower.com 

      ELLIE HARDWICK 
      SANGER GREENE PC 

4031 SE HAWTHORNE BLVD 
PORTLAND OR 97214 
ellie@sanger-law.com 

      DOCKETS@ MRG-LAW 
      MCDOWELL RACKNER GIBSON PC 

419 SW 11TH AVE STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
dockets@mrg-law.com 

      DANNY MUSHER 
      KEY CAPTURE ENERGY 

 
 
danny.musher@keycaptureenergy.com 

      GREGORY REISS 
      VERITION FUND 

437 MADISON AVE 19TH FL 
NEW YORK NY 10022 
greiss@veritionfund.com 

      JONI SLIGER 
      OREGON DEPARTMENTOF ENERGY 

550 CAPITOL ST NE 1ST FL 
SALEM OR 97301 
joni.sliger@energy.oregon.gov 



UM 2317 – Service List 

2 of 4 

      BENEDIKT SPRINGER  (C) 
      PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF 
OREGON 

PO BOX 1088 
SALEM OR 97308-1088 
benedikt.springer@puc.oregon.gov 

      HEATHER WONG 
      KEY CAPTURE ENERGY 

 
 
heather.wong@keycaptureenergy.com 

      PETER ZULLO 
      KEY CAPTURE ENERGY 

 
 
peter.zullo@keycaptureenergy.com 

IDAHO POWER   

      ADAM LOWNEY  (C) 
      MCDOWELL RACKNER GIBSON PC 

419 SW 11TH AVE, STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
adam@mrg-law.com 

      TIM TATUM 
      IDAHO POWER COMPANY 

PO BOX 70 
BOISE ID 83707-0070 
ttatum@idahopower.com 

      DONOVAN E WALKER  (C) 
      IDAHO POWER COMPANY 

PO BOX 70 
BOISE ID 83707-0070 
dwalker@idahopower.com 

KEY CAPTURE ENERGY   

      KAI LIN 
      KEY CAPTURE ENERGY 

 
 
kai.lin@keycaptureenergy.com 

      YI ZHANG 
      KEY CAPTURE ENERGY 

 
 
yi.zhang@keycaptureenergy.com 

NIPPC   

      GREGORY M. ADAMS  (C) 
      RICHARDSON ADAMS PLLC 

515 N 27TH ST 
BOISE ID 83702 
greg@richardsonadams.com 

      SPENCER GRAY 
      NIPPC 

 
 
sgray@nippc.org 



UM 2317 – Service List 

3 of 4 

      IRION A SANGER  (C) 
      SANGER GREENE PC 

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

OREGON CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD   

      Share OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY 
BOARD 
      OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD 

610 SW BROADWAY, STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
dockets@oregoncub.org 

      CLAIRE VALENTINE-FOSSUM 
      OREGON CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD 

610 SW BROADWAY STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
claire@oregoncub.org 

PACIFICORP   

      OREGONDOCKETS@ PACIFICORP 
      PACIFIC POWER 

825 NE MULTNOMAH ST, STE 2000 
PORTLAND OR 97232 
oregondockets@pacificorp.com 

PIVOTGEN   

      ROB CURULLA 
      PIVOTGEN 

500 W MADISON ST STE 1000 
CHICAGO OR 60661 
rob.curulla@pivotgen.com 

POWERWORKS   

      EVAN HELLMICH 
      POWERWORKS 

5420 W. WICHER ROAD 
GLENNS FERRY ID 83623 
eh@powerworks.com 

      RICK KOEBBE 
      POWERWORKS 

5420 W. WICHER ROAD 
GLENNS FERRY ID 83623 
kr@powerworks.com 

      MORGAN MCGOVERT 
      POWERWORKS 

5420 W. WICHER ROAD 
GLENNS FERRY ID 83623 
mm@powerworks.com 

RENEWABLE NORTHWEST   

      KATIE CHAMBERLAIN 
      RENEWABLE NORTHWEST 

421 SW 6TH AVE STE 1400 
PORTLAND OR 97204 
katherine@renewablenw.org 



UM 2317 – Service List 

4 of 4 

      MAX GREENE 
      SANGER GREENE PC 

4031 SE HAWTHORNE BLVD 
PORTLAND OR 97214 
max@sanger-law.com 

STAFF   

      NATASCHA SMITH  (C) 
      Oregon Department of Justice 

BUSINESS ACTIVITIES SECTION 
1162 COURT ST NE 
SALEM OR 97301 
natascha.b.smith@doj.oregon.gov 

    

 



 
 

 

Report on Contract Negotiations 
2028 All-Source Request for Proposals for Peak 

Capacity and Energy Resources 
 

covering Group 1 and Group 2 bids of the bifurcated process 
 

 

 

 
 

Sayad Moudachirou 
Hannah Braun 

Sandy Chen 
 
 
 

 

 

London Economics International LLC 
717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite 1A 

Boston, MA 02111 
 

 

June 12, 2026 
 

 
a 



 
2 

London Economics International LLC 
 717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite 1A 

Boston, MA 02111 
www.londoneconomics.com 

Table of contents 

LIST OF ACRONYMS .............................................................................................................................................. 4 
1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................................................................ 5 
2 REPORTING ON THE PRICE AND COMMERCIAL TERMS OF THE EXECUTED CONTRACTS
 12 

2.1 BENNETT GAS BY IPC ................................................................................................................................. 12 
2.2 BLACKS CREEK BY  (FORMERLY ) ...................................................................................... 12 

2.2.1 Evolution of price terms ......................................................................................................................... 12 
2.2.2 Key commercial terms ........................................................................................................................... 13 
2.2.3 Evolution of energy or capacity provided .............................................................................................. 13 
2.2.4 Key risks ................................................................................................................................................ 13 

2.3 BLUEBIRD BY  (FORMERLY ) ............................................................................................... 14 
2.3.1 Evolution of price terms ......................................................................................................................... 14 
2.3.2 Key commercial terms ........................................................................................................................... 14 
2.3.3 Evolution of energy or capacity provided .............................................................................................. 15 
2.3.4 Key risks ................................................................................................................................................ 15 

3 ASSESSMENT OF KEY OUTCOMES AND RISKS OF THE NEGOTIATED CONTRACTS ........ 15 
4 FINAL SHORTLIST BIDS FOR WHICH CONTRACTS WERE NOT EXECUTED .......................... 17 

4.1 DEVELOPMENT CHALLENGES CONTINUE TO IMPACT PROJECT FEASIBILITY ................................................. 18 
4.1.1 Overview ................................................................................................................................................ 18 
4.1.2 Implications for future RFPs ................................................................................................................. 20 

4.2 INCREASING UNCERTAINTY OVER LONGER PLANNING HORIZONS ................................................................ 20 
4.2.1 Overview ................................................................................................................................................ 20 
4.2.2 Implications for future RFPs ................................................................................................................. 21 

5 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RFP PROCESSES .................................................................... 23 
5.1 SCORING OF THE RFP PROCESS SHOULD BE ADJUSTED TO PLACE GREATER EMPHASIS ON FACTORS THAT 
PROVIDE EVIDENCE OF PROJECT FEASIBILITY ........................................................................................................... 23 

5.1.1 Scoring formulas should be adjusted so that projects are more explicitly rewarded for their relatively 
advanced development stage or more explicitly penalized for being higher risk ............................................... 23 
5.1.2 Reflecting added uncertainty for projects contingent on enabling infrastructure in the score .............. 24 

5.2 RESTRICTING PRICE (AND TERM) CHANGES DURING THE PROCUREMENT PROCESS ...................................... 24 
5.3 ELIGIBILITY/ NON-PRICE QUESTIONS PROVIDING LIMITED INSIGHT ON PROJECT VIABILITY AND BENEFITS 
SHOULD BE MINIMIZED OR REMOVED ....................................................................................................................... 25 
5.4 A “WAIT LIST” COULD BE DEVELOPED ALONGSIDE THE FINAL SHORTLIST TO ADD FLEXIBILITY .................. 25 
5.5 THE UTILITY SHOULD PROVIDE (IN WRITING) ITS ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT CRITICAL ISSUES TO THE IE AND 
OPUC 25 
5.6 THOUGH CHALLENGING TO IMPLEMENT, SHORTENING THE TIMEFRAME FOR THE RFP PROCESS COULD 
INCREASE THE LIKELIHOOD OF PROJECTS MOVING FORWARD ................................................................................... 26 
5.7 IF THERE IS APPETITE BY BOTH THE UTILITY AND THE REGULATOR, IT MAY BE WORTH TESTING OUT THE 
BIFURCATED PROCESS AGAIN ................................................................................................................................... 26 

 

Table of figures 

FIGURE 1. SUMMARY OF THE RFP PROCESS .................................................................................................................. 5 
FIGURE 2. SUMMARY OF TOTAL NUMBER OF BIDS IN EACH KEY RFP STAGE: GROUP 1 ............................................... 7 
FIGURE 3. CONTRACTING STATUS OF FINAL SHORTLIST BIDS: GROUP 1 ..................................................................... 8 



 
3 

London Economics International LLC 
 717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite 1A 

Boston, MA 02111 
www.londoneconomics.com 

FIGURE 4. SUMMARY OF TOTAL NUMBER OF BIDS IN EACH KEY RFP STAGE: GROUP 2 ............................................... 8 
FIGURE 5. CONTRACTING STATUS OF FINAL SHORTLIST BIDS: GROUP 2 ..................................................................... 9 
FIGURE 6. SUMMARY OF LEI'S EFFORT IN THE CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS PHASE OF WORK: GROUP 1 ................... 10 
FIGURE 7. SUMMARY OF LEI'S EFFORT IN THE CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS PHASE OF WORK: GROUP 2 ................... 10 
FIGURE 8. LEI'S RESPONSES TO ACKNOWLEDGEMENT REPORT CONDITION 2 ......................................................... 11 
FIGURE 9. LEI'S ASSESSMENT OF THE CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS PROCESS .............................................................. 16 
 

  



 
4 

London Economics International LLC 
 717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite 1A 

Boston, MA 02111 
www.londoneconomics.com 

List of Acronyms 

AFUDC Allowance for funds used during construction 
AP Asset purchase 
AS All Source 
B2H Boardman to Hemingway transmission line 
BESS Battery energy storage system 
BLM US Bureau of Land Management  
BSA Battery storage agreement 
BTA Build transfer agreement 
COD Commercial online date 
CUP Conditional Use Permit  
EIA Energy Information Administration 
EPC Engineering, procurement, and construction  
FERC US Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  
G2H Gas-fired system convertible to hydrogen 
GIA Generator Interconnection Agreement 
IE Independent Evaluator 
IPC Idaho Power Company 
IRA Inflation Reduction Act  
IRP Integrated Resource Plan 
LBNL Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory  
LDES Long duration energy storage 
LEI London Economics International LLC 
LTCE Long-term capacity expansion 
LTSA Long-term service agreement 
NPV Net present value 
O&M Operations and maintenance  
OATT Open Access Transmission Tariff  
OEM Original Equipment Manufacturer 
OPUC Oregon Public Utilities Commission 
PPA Power purchase agreement 
PTC Production tax credit  
RFP Request for proposals 
RFQ Request for quotes 
ROFO Right of First Offer  

  



 
5 

London Economics International LLC 
 717 Atlantic Avenue, Suite 1A 

Boston, MA 02111 
www.londoneconomics.com 

1 Executive Summary 

In this Independent Evaluator (“IE”) report, London Economics International LLC (“LEI”) 
provides an overview and assessment of the contract negotiations process associated with the 
2028 All Source (“AS”) Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources 
(together, “2028 AS RFP” or “AS RFP”) issued by Idaho Power Company (“IPC” or “Company”). 
This RFP consisted of a two-round, bifurcated procurement process under which bids with 
projects coming online before the summer of 2028 (i.e., “Group 1 bids”) were submitted and 
scored prior to the submission of bids with projects coming online post-summer 2028 (i.e., “Group 
2 bids”). The report covers the results of contract negotiations conducted for both Group 1 and 
Group 2 bids. IPC executed contracts with one project from each of the Group 1 and Group 2 final 
shortlists: the Blacks Creek solar project by QCells from Group 1 (a power purchase agreement, 
“PPA”) and the Bluebird solar project by rPlus from Group 2 (both a PPA and battery storage 
agreement, “BSA”). A third project, Bennett Gas from the Group 2 process, was issued a Notice 
to Proceed (“NTP”); the IE has no other information on this project and as such does not cover 
this project in detail in this report. 

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the final contract price, key commercial 
terms, ownership structure, and potential risks associated with each project for which a contract 
was executed. The IE also reports on why contracts were not executed with other final shortlist 
projects.   

Figure 1. Summary of the RFP process 

 

Figure 1 provides a summary illustration of the RFP process. The content of this report covers the 
negotiation of contracts with final shortlist bids (the green marker of the timeline below)—or the 
contracting phase of the RFP process. Note that, because of the bifurcated nature of this RFP, the 
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process shown below was first conducted for Group 1 final shortlist projects; it was then repeated 
for Group 2 shortlist projects.  

Following precedent set in IPC’s 2026 AS RFP,1 the IE was tasked with monitoring contract 
redlines and shared correspondences between IPC and final shortlist bidders, as well as attending 
meetings between IPC and bidders. In this contract negotiations monitoring process, the IE paid 
attention to concerns raised ahead of the 2026 AS RFP negotiations process: changes in price, 
commercial terms, ownership structure, and other terms impacting the risk for cost over-runs or 
the risk that utility-owned bids may outbid third party-owned bids. Specific areas of concern 
included the following: 

• the potential for cost over-runs by utility-owned bids;2 

• the structure of bids could be modified over the course of contract negotiations and would 
no longer reflect the bid structure presented in the Final Shortlist;3 

• negotiated commercial terms may shape the Final Shortlist and impact bid price;4 

• contracts could be finalized prior to acknowledgement of the Final Shortlist;5 

• unique risks and advantages can come in several forms, such as “construction cost over-
runs, reasonableness of forced outage rates, end effect values, reasonableness of O&M 
costs, performance assumptions and construction schedules or delay risks”;6 

• the contract negotiations process may be used by the utility to provide more lenient terms 
for utility-owned bids or less attractive terms for third-party bids. This would lead to 
uncompetitive outcomes, as well as increased costs and risks to ratepayers;7 

• contract long term service agreement (“LTSA”) terms may be misaligned with the life of 
the relevant asset.8  

With respect to Group 1, out of the eight projects on the Final Shortlist, only one project was 
contracted with. Of the remaining seven projects, one (a benchmark bid) was removed from 
consideration for likely being unable to secure a conditional use permit (“CUP”), one was 
removed from the Final Shortlist by order of the OPUC,9 and the remaining projects were deemed 
unlikely to meet COD. Please see Section 4 for more details.  

 

1 In response to Condition 2 of the February 1, 2024 Final Shortlist Acknowledgement Report prepared by Oregon 
Public Utility Commission staff, LEI’s engagement in the 2026 AS RFP process was extended via a contract 
extension approved by the regulator to cover contract negotiations between IPC and final shortlist bidders. 
Source: Public Utility Commission of Oregon. Report dated February 1, 2024. Docket No. UM 2255. p. 16-17. 

2 Ibid. p. 16. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. p. 6.  
6 Ibid. p. 14. 
7 Ibid. p. 15.  
8 Ibid. p. 13. 
9 See Order 25-128.  
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Figure 2 shows the number of bids that were selected in each key stage of the RFP process. A table 
summarizing the contracting determinations of each project is provided in Figure 4. IPC 
ultimately contracted for 80 MW of resource bids and no market-based energy. The contracted 
facility is scheduled to come online in 2028.    

With respect to Group 2, the ability of resources to meet capacity needs was the primary factor 
that determined how IPC engaged with Final Shortlist projects. Out of the 12 projects on the Final 
Shortlist, one project was issued a notice to proceed (“NTP”) and a PPA and BSA were executed 
for a second project. The remaining renewable projects (standalone solar and wind resources), 
due to their low effective load carrying capacities (“ELCC”), were deemed by IPC to be unable to 
meet needs identified for post-summer 2028. The long duration energy storage (“LDES”) was also 
considered too small to meet identified needs. Of the remaining BESS units on the Final Shortlist, 
they were found to be less attractive than the contracted-for project. In addition to unfavorable 
capacity contribution attributes, several of these Final Shortlist projects that did not execute 
contracts with IPC were also found to be potentially unviable due to their inability to meet COD 
(due to network upgrade or permitting challenges) or for failing to include certain operating costs 
(wheeling charges) in their bids proposals. Please see Section 4 for more details.  

Figure 4 shows the number of bids that were selected in each key stage of the RFP process. A table 
summarizing the contracting determinations of each project is provided in Figure 5. IPC 
ultimately contracted 467 MW of resource bids and no market-based energy. The contracted 
facilities are scheduled to come online in 2028.    

Figure 2. Summary of total number of bids in each key RFP stage: Group 1 
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Figure 3. Contracting status of Final Shortlist bids: Group 1 

 

Figure 4. Summary of total number of bids in each key RFP stage: Group 2 
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Figure 5. Contracting status of Final Shortlist bids: Group 2 
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virtual meetings lasting up to an hour each. LEI is not aware of any other meetings or substantial 
contract redlines associated with other Final Shortlist projects. LEI’s effort in the contract 
negotiations phase of work is summarized in Figure 6 and Figure 7.  
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Figure 6. Summary of LEI's effort in the contract negotiations phase of work: Group 1 

 
Note: IPC also held a kick-off call with  – Soles Rest; LEI did not attend this call due to miscommunication. 

Figure 7. Summary of LEI's effort in the contract negotiations phase of work: Group 2 

 

Note: There was one additional call between IPC and  – Bluebird; LEI did not attend due to scheduling issues. 
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process. During the negotiations process, IPC was sensitive to the structure of commercial and 
legal terms, which have implications on future power delivery obligations by each project and 
the risk of incurring unforeseen costs. The Company made efforts to mitigate these risks and did 
not provide more “lenient” terms to one project over any other. All projects that entered the 
contract negotiations process were treated fairly and without discrimination.  

Group 1 projects that failed to result in executed contracts faced obstacles to meeting the 
guaranteed COD. These obstacles were not the result of the contract negotiations process but 
rather of external factors related to the current environment for renewable energy project 
development. These projects were “given a second chance” and considered in the Group 2 phase 
of this bifurcated RFP process. The lack of contracts executed from the Group 2 process is also the 
result of challenging development conditions as well as a change in the needs identified by IPC 
for the post-summer 2028 period. Many bidders would have also likely faced challenges in 
bringing their projects to fruition by COD given development challenges.  

In terms of monitoring activities, LEI found IPC to be forthcoming in its status updates with LEI 
and the OPUC, and diligent in ensuring the IE’s access to relevant materials and meeting 
invitations. LEI did not attend all calls between IPC and bidders; it is LEI’s understanding that 
some calls to IPC were initiated by bidders without any notice to IPC, while others were to discuss 
IPC’s determination on whether to pursue contract negotiations. In both cases, IPC provided 
updates and high-level summaries of these calls to the IE and OPUC. If LEI missed any additional 
meetings, it is not aware of them.  

Figure 8. LEI's responses to Acknowledgement Report Condition 2 

  

LEI’s feedback Acknowledgement Report 
Condition 2 concerns

The IE finds IPC to have mitigated this risk to the best of 
its ability; IPC gave careful attention to terms related to 
price and cost, recognizing that over-runs detrimentally 
impact ratepayers and as such are at risk of disallowance 
by the regulator 

Condition 2.1: Risk of cost over-
runs by projects involving utility 
ownership

No projects turned into utility owned bids. While the 
developers for Blacks Creek and Bluebird changed, this 
had no substantial impact with regard to contract 
negotiations

Condition 2.2: Risk of projects 
changing ownership structure 
(specifically into utility-owned 
projects)

Commercial terms were important levers of negotiation 
for each party; there was significant “give and take” in the 
negotiation of commercial terms to arrive at agreements 
with which each party was comfortable moving forward. 
The execution of contracts indicates that each party had 
sufficient confidence in the risk allocation implied in the 
commercial terms of the agreements to move forward 
with execution 

Condition 2.3: Commercial terms 
shaped the Final Shortlist and 
impacted bid prices 

Contracts were not executed primarily due to challenging 
development conditions for renewable energy projects 
(for both group 1 and group 2 projects) and a change in 
the needs identified by IPC for the post-summer 2028 
period (for group 2 projects)
The bifurcated process did not effectively mitigate project 
development risks. It might be worth adding stringency to 
the RFP process to more efficiently screen out projects that 
are unlikely to move forward within the designated 
timeframe. 

Condition 2.4: Lessons learned 
(including the drivers of 
unexecuted contracts as well as 
advantages and disadvantages of 
the two round RFP design)
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2 Reporting on the price and commercial terms of the contracts executed   

The contract negotiations process was monitored for three projects: Bennett Gas, Blacks Creek 
BESS, and Bluebird Solar + BESS. All three projects have executed contracts.  

These three projects are discussed in further detail below. Key price, commercial terms, and risks 
are discussed on a project-by-project basis. LEI finds that the negotiations of these contracts were 
conducted in a fair and transparent manner, and each party tried to minimize the risks associated 
with the development of these projects.   

2.1 Bennett Gas by IPC 

The IE was notified that the Bennett Gas project received an NTP from IPC. No changes in the 
design are expected for the Project. The 167 MW natural-gas fired facility is planned to be 
developed using reciprocating engine technology sourced from Wartsila (the Original Equipment 
Manufacturer or OEM). The EPC contractor for the project is MasTec. Both Wartsila and MasTec 
are under contract with IPC as primary vendors.   

2.2 Blacks Creek by  (formerly )  

The Blacks Creek 80 MW solar project has only a PPA component. The contract was executed on 
August 8, 2025. LEI notes that Blacks Creek project was purchased by  from  in 
November 2025, and benefits from a 320 MW offtake agreement between  and .10 In 
fact, the Blacks Creek project is tied to a separate 320 MW project being built to support  

 and the two projects were modeled together as one project at IPC’s request. Moreover, 
IPC believes that negotiating with  is beneficial given that  has already developed 
several projects for IPC (e.g., Pleasant Valley Solar 1 and 2). Moreover, Blacks Creek benefits from 
IPC’s Clean Energy Your Way program, which provides options for businesses looking to meet 
corporate sustainability or carbon emission goals.11 While these events had no impact on price, 
Blacks Creek was able to move forward due to this aggregate set of circumstances that was unique 
to the project. 

2.2.1 Evolution of price terms  

The PPA price term is the same as what was initially proposed in the original bid submission: 

• the PPA price remained at $ /MWh for a duration of 25 years.12 

 

10  

11 IPC. Clean Energy Your Way. Accessed May 15, 2026. 

12 IPC. Power purchase agreement between Blacks Creek Energy Centre, LLC and Idaho Power Company. Exhibit 5. 
Executed August 8, 2025. 
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2.2.2 Key commercial terms 

The PPA covered key items including the scheduled COD, transmission scheduling of energy 
effective date, transmission costs, curtailment, and output guarantee. Details of the clauses are as 
follows: 

• Scheduled COD:  and IPC agreed on the final scheduled COD of June 1, 2027, 
accelerated from the originally proposed December 31, 2027; 

• Scheduling:  and IPC agreed to coordinate on scheduling the net output; 

• Transmission costs: The parties agreed that  would be responsible for paying all 
costs incurred, including transmission costs, associated with scheduling and delivery of 
output up to and at the point of delivery, while IPC would be responsible for all costs 
incurred associated with delivery at and from the point of delivery;  

• Curtailment:  
 
 
 
 

 

• Output guarantee: The parties agreed that rPlus would deliver monthly net output equal 
to the output guarantee defined in the PPA, calculated as % of the estimated net output 
amount13 for such month less, any output not delivered to the point of delivery. Moreover, 
after the COD,  has the right to revise any future estimated monthly net output, 
provided that  has a reasonable basis for concluding that the output will be different 
than the estimated for defined reasons. 

Additionally, parties have discussed language around terms including liquidated damages 
clauses, availability commitments, security provisions, liability associated with tax credits, 
termination damages, ROFO, and force majeure. 

2.2.3 Evolution of energy or capacity provided 

There has been no change in the nameplate capacity offered, which remains at 80 MW, from when 
the bid was proposed to the time the contract was signed.  

2.2.4 Key risks 

As a third party-owned project, an assessment of utility-owned project risks is not applicable. 

 

13 The PPA outlined forecast annual production for each contract year and monthly estimates for first contract year. 
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Major project development risks include (1) impact to economic feasibility due to the potential 
repeal of federal tax incentives or the imposition of more stringent tariffs and (2) ability to secure 
the necessary permitting.  

2.3 Bluebird by  (formerly )  

The Bluebird 200 MW solar plus 100 MW battery storage project consists of PPA and BSA 
components. As of the draft of this report, IPC and the developers reached an agreement on both 
contracts on May 27, 2026. 

2.3.1 Evolution of price terms  

 PPA price term ended up higher than what was initially proposed in the original bid submission 
while the BSA price term was revised downward from the original bid submission: 

• The PPA price increased from $ /MWh to $ /MWh, or by %. The increment 
was proposed by , and IPC agreed to this provided that  

 
 

 

• The BSA contract price decreased from $ /kW-month to $ /kW-month,14 or by 
%. The new price was proposed by  and was accepted by IPC, provided that  

 
  

The original bid proposed a term of 20 years, which remained unchanged as indicated in the PPA 
and BSA.    

The economic feasibility of the Bluebird project depends on the availability of federal incentives 
such as through the IRA. Repeal of the IRA may result in project cancellation, which is a general 
risk to this RFP process. Tariff changes, such as import or economy-wide tariffs, also have the 
potential to adversely impact project viability.  

2.3.2 Key commercial terms 

The PPA covered key items including the guaranteed COD, transmission scheduling of energy 
effective date, transmission costs, curtailment, and output guarantee. Details of the clauses are as 
follows: 

• Guaranteed COD:  and IPC agreed on a guaranteed COD that is 120 days after the 
scheduled COD (May 31, 2028) which is consistent with what was proposed originally 
(June 1, 2028); 

 

14 June 2025 update: The tolling price assessed as part of the final shortlist was $ /kW-month (derived from 
$ /kW-year).  
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• Scheduling:  and IPC agreed to coordinate on scheduling net output; 

• Transmission cost: The parties agreed that  would pay for costs associated with the 
scheduling and delivery of net output up to the point of delivery, including transmission 
costs, while IPC would pay for cost associated with scheduling and delivery of net output 
at and from the point of delivery; 

• Curtailment:  
 
 
 
 

; 

• Output guarantee: The parties agreed on a guaranteed minimum output which is 
calculated as % of the sum of the forecasted annual production for each contract year. 
Default by  will be triggered if it fails to meet % of the guaranteed minimum output 
in any two consecutive years. 

The PPA also discussed other clauses associated with continuing obligations, green tags, net 
output after COD, security, defaults, termination, ROFO, and force majeure. 

With respect to the BSA, parties have reached agreements on most clauses, such as availability 
commitment, liability associated with tax credits, approved suppliers and associated technology 
performance, and force majeure. 

2.3.3 Evolution of energy or capacity provided 

There has been no change in the nameplate capacity offered, which remains at 200 MW of solar 
plus 100 MW of BESS, from when the bid was proposed to when the contract was signed.  

2.3.4 Key risks 

As a third-party-owned project, an assessment of utility-owned project risks is not applicable. 

Major project development risks include (1) impact to economic feasibility due to the potential 
repeal of federal tax incentives or the imposition of more stringent tariffs and (2) the ability to 
secure the necessary permitting. 

3 Assessment of key outcomes and risks of the negotiated contracts 

In its monitoring role, LEI focused on the items of interest specified in the OPUC’s March 31, 2025 
Acknowledgement Report and its August 20, 2025 Acknowledge Report and concluded that the 
process was fair. Key takeaways are provided in Figure 7. The IE believes that IPC took all 
reasonable precautions available to mitigate the risk to ratepayers.   
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Figure 9. LEI's assessment of the contract negotiations process 

  

LEI finds the results of the contract negotiations process to be reasonable, especially considering 
the circumstances of this RFP, where most bidders withdrew their projects from further 
consideration. The process was conducted in a fair and transparent manner, and IPC took 
reasonable measures to mitigate price and commercial risks, which ultimately fall on ratepayers.  

Additionally, some prices may have deviated from the original bid prices over the course of the 
negotiation process (this is the case for the Blue Bird with a higher PPA and a lower BSA – see 
Section 2.3.1 for more details). These adjusted prices, while small, were not reflected in the 
simulation (modeling) exercises undertaken by the utility in the earlier phases of work associated 
with this RFP. It might be helpful to understand whether these projects would have maintained 

LEI’s assessmentPotential concerns in the contract 
negotiations 

IPC has mitigated this risk to the best of its ability. Project 
costs are generally consistent with what was proposed in the 
initial bid structure; neither IPC nor the project developers 
have control over future circumstances that may impact real-
time construction cost over-runs

Cost over-runs for utility-owned 
bids

No project structure was modified to become a utility-owned 
bid from a third-party-owned bid. IPC does have the right of 
first offer for PPA projects, but this remains unchanged from 
bid submittal 

Changes of ownership structure 
from third-party-owned to utility-
owned project

Signed agreements consist of commercial terms to which 
both seller and buyer have agreed; terms were not 
negotiated in isolation but in synergy with one another. 
Executed price terms are generally more attractive than or 
consistent with what was submitted into the RFP process, 
and CODs remain unchanged with one exception where the 
timeline has been accelerated. Projects that withdrew from 
contract negotiations did so not because commercial terms 
were unattractive but as a result of external pressures 

Commercial terms impacted the 
Final Shortlist and price terms

No contracts were finalized prior to the start of the contract 
negotiations phase of work 

Contracts could be finalized prior to 
acknowledgement of the Final 
Shortlist

Unique project risks were assessed earlier in the RFP 
process; the IE’s position remains unchanged following the 
contract negotiations phase of work, though some 
clarification may be required of IPC

Utility-owned bids have unique 
risks and advantages 

No project received more lenient terms than any other 
project  

Utility-owned bids may receive 
more lenient terms than third-party 
owned bids

For full transparency, some clarification may be required on 
a project-by-project basis

The LTSA may not align with the 
life of the asset
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their respective positions in the initial and final shortlists had they submitted these updated 
prices as part of the original bid submission.  

4 Final Shortlist bids for which contracts were not executed   

Like the 2026 AS RFP process, most Final Shortlist projects did not execute contracts with IPC. 
Only three projects15 out of 14 shortlisted (Group 1 and Group 2 combined) have signed a contract 
with IPC. While the reasons for this outcome differ across projects, certain factors are unique to 
the respective final shortlisted groups (Group 1 and Group 2). There are key takeaways that can 
be extracted from both cases.  

As in the 2026 AS RFP process, both Group 1 and Group 2 bidders experienced various project 
development challenges. For Group 1 bids, this related primarily to the inability to obtain the 
necessary permits or LGIA suspension (where subsequent restudies would likely indicate the 
need for network upgrades and interconnection facilities). Failure to secure either would prohibit 
projects from meeting the guaranteed COD. Recognizing that these challenges may render their 
projects infeasible, bidders opted to take advantage of the opportunity to be considered in the 
Group 2 phase of the bifurcated RFP process. Note that the only Group 1 project to successfully 
execute a contract with IPC benefited from a unique set of circumstances that cannot be replicated 
for other shortlisted projects—namely, economies of scale associated with an adjoining 

 project for  and the Idaho Clean Energy Your Way program.  

For Group 2, in addition to uncertainties related to permitting and interconnection matters, bids 
were also exposed to risks arising from federal tariff and tax policy changes, as well as shifts in 
the federal government's stance toward renewable energy development. These factors created 
significant uncertainty regarding project economics and the approval of rights-of-way on federal 
lands. However, contracting also failed to advance because IPC determined that several Final 
Shortlist resources were not capable of effectively addressing the underlying capacity need. Most 
Group 2 Final Shortlist projects were intermittent resources whose output was not sufficiently 
aligned with system peak demand periods. Consequently, IPC concluded that relying on these 
resources alone would not provide a cost-effective means of meeting its capacity requirements  

The IE understands that part of the original intent of introducing a bifurcated process to this RFP 
was to increase the likelihood that projects will be able to move forward in a challenging 
development environment; the IE believes that there was value in testing out this bifurcated 
approach to an RFP. While the outcomes were generally positive, they suggest that a bifurcated 
RFP structure does not necessarily mitigate the development risks faced by projects. Although 
two Group 2 projects advanced, they remained subject to many of the same permitting, 
interconnection, and development challenges encountered elsewhere.  

LEI discusses implications of these results in the subsections that follow; more detailed 
recommendations are covered in Section 5.  

 

15 This includes the Bennett gas project, which received a Notification To Proceed from IPC. 
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4.1 Development challenges continue to impact project feasibility  

4.1.1 Overview  

While no Group 1 Final Shortlist projects withdrew from the contract negotiations process (as 
was the case in the 2026 AS RFP), most elected to accept IPC’s proposal to be considered in the 
Group 2 portion of the evaluation. This was one of the envisioned benefits of the bifurcated 
process: giving projects the ability to remain in contention in a Group 2 phase. Only two projects 
were eliminated without the option to be considered in Group 2: Boise Bench Storage 2, a 
benchmark bid that was unable to secure permitting, and Falcon by , an asset purchase/ 
BSA bid that was removed from the Final Shortlist per OPUC Order No. 25-128. The remaining 
projects—Blue Springs by , Soles Rest by , Appaloosa Wind by IPC/ 

, Martha Fields by  (later ), and American Falls by —opted 
to move to Group 2 due to considerations related to timely project development. Development 
impediments included one or more of the following:  

• With respect to interconnection: 

o certain projects would have required additional development time to complete 
network upgrades and contingent facilities, impacting their ability to achieve 
COD; 

o several projects were in LGIA suspension. Upon exiting suspension, these projects 
would likely require an LGIA restudy that could potentially indicate the need for 
certain unaccounted-for network upgrades and interconnection facilities. The 
timing for this process—from coming out of suspension to conducting the 
restudies to developing the required facilities—would likely have rendered these 
projects unable to achieve the required COD.   

Group 2 Final Shortlist projects—specifically, Appaloosa Solar by , Soles Rest by 
, Milner by IPC, Samantha by , Lucky Star 1 by , ID1 by IPC, 

and ID1B by IPC—were also found to be affected by the same issues that led to the stalling of 
development activities. Several projects ran into generation interconnection concerns or 
permitting delays; IPC also expressed concern that the pricing for these renewable resources was 
prone to material change due to recent and ongoing changes to legislation and tax credit policies. 
The extended period of time between bid submission and COD (relative to Group 1 bids) did not 
necessarily shield projects from development challenges or improve project viability. 
Development impediments included one or more of the following:  

• With respect to interconnection:  

o one project’s LGIA indicated the need for multiple network upgrades that would 
have prevented achievement of COD; 

• With respect to permitting: 
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o for certain projects, it remained unclear whether it would be possible to obtain 
CUPs in time to meet COD. In one specific case, a CUP was repealed, which would 
have entailed a longer development timeframe than anticipated; 

o other projects rely on BLM right-of-way grants that have extended periods of wait 
times, again impacting the ability to achieve COD; and 

• With respect to tariffs/ tax changes, some contract pricing terms may have been adversely 
impacted by the loss of certain tax credits/ the implementation of certain tariffs. In these 
cases, project pricing could have potentially risen above levels tolerable by IPC and its 
ratepayers, or at the very least above bid submission levels.  

It is the IE’s view that these outcomes are not controlled by the utility. 

From the 2028 RFP process, permitting continues to be a key risk to project development, and one 
that is outside the control of either party. A 2023 survey of utility-scale wind and solar developers 
by Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (“LBNL”) found that: 

• about 60% of solar and over 45% of wind siting applications by participating developers 
were delayed by six months or more. Community opposition as well as local ordinances 
or zoning were two of the leading causes of project delays; 

• community opposition on average leads to a delay of 11 months for solar projects and 14 
months for wind projects; 

• close to half of respondents’ projects were delayed during the permitting stage of work;  

• 49% of solar respondents and 55% of wind respondents strongly agreed with the 
statement that community opposition is expected to be more of an issue in the future. 
Developers find themselves spending more to address or mitigate opposition than they 
had five years prior; 

• public opposition can be hard to predict, especially if a project has not yet been made 
public.16  

The generation interconnection process has also become a more challenging process to overcome. 
Data compiled by LBNL suggests that interconnection costs have grown substantially over the 
past few years, are generally higher for renewable and storage resources than for natural gas units 
and are higher for resources still in the queue than for those that have completed all required 

 

16 Nilson, Robi, Ben Hoen, and Joe Rand. Survey of Utility-Scale Wind and Solar Developers Report. Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory. January 2024. ; Nilson, Robi, Ben Hoen, and Joe Rand. Summary: Survey of Utility-Scale 
Wind and Solar Developers Report. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. January 2024.  
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interconnection studies. LBNL also concludes that many projects facing high interconnection 
costs tend to withdraw from the queue.17  

4.1.2 Implications for future RFPs  

This is now the second RFP process for which LEI has served as IE for IPC’s large-scale 
procurement process in Oregon. In both procurement processes, project viability within the 
designated COD date has emerged as a constant challenge. It is also worth noting that the 
bifurcated nature of this RFP did not necessarily eliminate this specific risk, although it still 
provided developers with additional time to remediate outstanding issues while remaining in 
consideration.  

If IPC’s objective is to improve the likelihood of successful contract execution (with Final Shortlist 
projects), it could adopt more stringent eligibility and screening requirements. However, doing 
so could significantly reduce the pool of eligible projects and limit competition, potentially 
excluding otherwise cost-effective resources. As such, there is an inherent trade-off between 
maintaining a competitive procurement process and screening out, at an early stage, projects that 
are likely to face significant development challenges. 

Also interesting to note is that only one project from the Group 1 Final Shortlist that deferred to 
Group 2 made it onto the Group 2 Final Shortlist: Soles Rest by . This suggests that 
Group 1 projects were unable to successfully outcompete Group 2 projects; this outcome indicates 
competitiveness and fairness in the process (i.e., Group 1 projects were not prioritized over Group 
2 projects).  

4.2 Increasing uncertainty over longer planning horizons   

4.2.1 Overview 

To the IE’s knowledge, the supply-demand balance and resulting capacity deficits underpinning 
the Group 2 evaluation assumed: i) existing resources on the IPC system; ii) the addition of 
resources procured through the 2026 All-Source RFP; and iii) the successful development of 
projects selected through Group 1 of the current RFP. The IE finds these resource assumptions to 
be reasonable. Following an updated assessment of system conditions conducted in late 2025 and 
early 2026, IPC determined that most standalone renewable resources bid into Group 2 would 
not be able to address the Company’s forecasted summer and winter capacity deficiencies in a 
cost-effective manner. Accordingly, IPC concluded that resources with higher capacity value, 
particularly BESS resources, represented a more effective means of meeting the remaining 

 

17 “Generator Interconnection Costs to the Transmission System.” Berkeley Lab Energy Markets & Policy. Accessed 
December 18, 2024. “Generator Interconnection Costs to the Transmission System – Summary Briefing.” 
Berkeley Lab Energy Markets & Policy. June 2023.  
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identified need.18 Group 2 projects for which IPC decided not to proceed with contract 
negotiations included Appaloosa Solar by , Soles Rest by , Orchard by IPC, 
Samantha by , Lucky Star 1 by , ID1 by IPC, and ID1B by IPC.  

IPC assessed these standalone renewable resources as unable to adequately address the 
2029/2030 summer and winter capacity needs due to their relatively low ELCC values. To 
provide sufficient capacity support, these resources would have required additional BESS 
resources to firm their output, resulting in higher costs for ratepayers. As a result, IPC determined 
that procuring BESS resources directly would be a more cost-effective approach, as they are better 
equipped to meet both summer and, particularly, winter capacity needs.  

From the Group 2 Final Shortlist, IPC identified two contingency projects that would be 
considered if negotiations with Bluebird failed: the Gather Energy Storage and Volley Energy 
Storage BESS projects, both by . Both  projects were determined to be less 
economically attractive compared to the Bluebird project.19  

Between the announcement of the Final Shortlist and notification to bidders of its intent not to 
pursue contract negotiations, IPC held extensive internal discussions focusing on how the 
Company would like to proceed with reconciling load and resources in the 2029/2030 timeframe. 
IPC kept the IE and OPUC updated over the course of this decision-making process. IPC noted 
that it needed to reconsider its near-term assumptions; only thereafter would the Company be 
able to decide how to move forward. Options considered included issuing a new RFP and 
reevaluating previously submitted bids.  

4.2.2 Implications for future RFPs 

The IE finds this outcome to be a valuable lesson learned for future RFPs if the bifurcated process 
were applied. Namely, to the extent possible, IPC may need to reconsider how it would develop 
a Final Shortlist for a Group 2 pool of resources. The further out into the future for which planning 
needs to be done, the greater the uncertainty and risk that assumptions made today do not reflect 
future conditions. The pool of resources that entered the Group 2 procurement process today 
might not reflect the type of resources that would be most beneficial to the IPC system in 3 or 4 
months.  

 

18 Worth noting is that the Jackalope Wind project, contracted for through the 2026 AS RFP, has been “delayed 
indefinitely.” The project is partially sited on federal land and may no longer have access to that land as 
initially planned. 

19 In addition to the Gather and Volley projects,  also proposed to IPC for consideration an updated 2026 AS 
RFP Final Shortlist project: the 300 MW Moon Crater BESS project. This proposal with updated technology 
specifications and pricing updates was sent by , unsolicited by IPC. Though the project is fully 
permitted with completed interconnection facilities, the project was not on the Final Shortlist and was also 
found to be less economically attractive compared to  two projects on the 2028 AS RFP Group 2 
shortlist.  
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IPC could lower the uncertainty by either accelerating the timeline of Group 1 (see Section 5.6 for 
our recommendation on the matter) to reduce time-related uncertainty or delaying by a few 
months the second leg of the bifurcated process (Group 2), thus proceeding with the Group 2 
process under market conditions that reflect the results from the Group 1 contract negotiation 
process. 
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5 Recommendations for future RFP processes 

In the Final Closing Report of the 2028 AS RFP20 LEI summarized key lessons learned from the 
bifurcated procurement process and provided several recommendations to enhance similar 
future processes. In particular, the IE recommended that, for Group 2 projects, IPC consider 
adjusting non-price scoring to reflect the reduced relevance of certain criteria that carry 
significant weight in Group 1 but may be less indicative of project viability with a longer 
development horizon under consideration. For example, the pertinence of assessing permitting 
progress may be relatively limited for projects not expected to come online for many years. More 
broadly, the IE recommended that IPC: (1) revise the weighting of non-price criteria to place 
greater emphasis on the factors that are most informative of project viability and development 
risk; and (2) introduce additional scoring metrics that recognize projects that are more advanced 
in their development process and therefore present lower execution risk. 

In this section, we augment these recommendations with more general recommendations 
applicable to the overall RFP process. While these recommendations may help mitigate some of 
the risks identified through this RFP, they might not eliminate the inherent development risks 
faced by bidders or the planning risks faced by the utility, particularly given the uncertainties 
associated with long-term resource development. 

5.1 Scoring of the RFP process should be adjusted to place greater emphasis on 
factors that provide evidence of project feasibility 

The IE’s suggestions are intended to refine the scoring approach so that scores more accurately 
reflect project viability and development maturity. A more effective scoring framework could 
better distinguish projects that are unlikely to overcome critical challenges—or that face a high 
risk of delays or non-completion due to issues such as permitting and interconnection—and 
reduce the likelihood that such projects advance through the evaluation process.  

5.1.1 Scoring formulas should be adjusted so that projects are more explicitly rewarded for 
their relatively advanced development stage or more explicitly penalized for being 
higher risk  

Securing interconnection is a critical step in project development. For many shortlisted projects, 
securing interconnection proved to be challenging. It is the IE’s view that future RFP processes 
could be improved to appropriately reward projects with advanced interconnection status.  

There are currently three tiers of scoring for interconnection status: green (for projects with signed 
interconnection agreements), yellow (for projects where interconnection is in progress), and red 
(for projects with no documentation to prove any progress on interconnection). Many projects 
end up self-scoring yellow, which gives an unfair advantage to projects that are far from obtaining 
the necessary interconnection status. The IE believes it would be more prudent to consider 

 

20 Closing Report 2028 All Source Request for Proposals for Peak Capacity and Energy Resources, covering Round 2 
(Group 2 bids) of the bifurcated process, LEI, July 18, 2025. 
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making the scoring of interconnection stricter, for example, by cutting the scoring down to two 
tiers: green or red. A score of yellow does not provide an accurate picture of how likely projects are 
to secure interconnection promptly. The IE believes that the same logic applies to questions on 
permitting (at least for Group 1), where projects should either be scored red or green.  

The strategy for Group 2 stage of a bifurcated process would need to function somewhat 
differently. In the context of a procurement where the requested COD for projects is over 5 years 
in the future, the stage of development has proved to vary significantly across the proposed 
projects. The interconnection evaluation criterion currently used by IPC penalizes projects (with 
a score of red) without interconnection status and may not be appropriate for assessing the most 
promising projects among those at an early stage of development. Instead, IPC could consider 
adopting a rating criterion that rewards the most advanced projects. This could consist of a more 
granular scoring criterion that scores bids based on very specific stages of the interconnection 
process. 

5.1.2 Reflecting added uncertainty for projects contingent on enabling infrastructure in the 
score  

Another major issue has been the disruptive impact on the shortlist selection of projects whose 
COD is contingent on third-party infrastructure.  Projects that are contingent on other enabling 
infrastructure might be selected ahead of others on the Initial or Final Shortlists before being 
canceled when the enabling infrastructure does not pan out. The IE believes it would be valuable 
for contingency to be singled out as a criterion that deserves its own score. For example, it could 
be a separate question in the non-price scoring assessment, where lack of contingency on enabling 
infrastructure is rewarded with a score of green. Alternatively, it could also be reflected in the 
price scoring assessment, where projects contingent on enabling infrastructure are docked a 
certain number of points (i.e., penalized) unless that infrastructure is already operational or is 
known with certainty to come online in the near future.  

With respect to non-price scoring specifically, IPC may also want to reconsider the weighting it 
assigns to various questions. From the IE’s perspective, scores of green on critical issues should 
be given significantly greater weight than other non-price scoring criteria (for example, contract 
risk)—in order to better reflect the importance of these criteria on project development. 

5.2 Restricting price (and term) changes during the procurement process  

Prices are allowed to evolve throughout the solicitation process, from bid submission to contract 
negotiation. First, bids are submitted with a price P; projects selected in the Initial Shortlist are 
authorized to update their price from P to P’ before the Final Shortlist process. In some instances, 
projects selected in the Final Shortlist can be subject to further terms and price modification 
during the contract negotiation process. The P’ price would then become P’’. 

The RFP process is time and resource-intensive. It requires several sets of scoring and analytical 
exercises that produce a list of the most advantageous projects for a utility to pursue. Any changes 
to price and commercial terms (outside of the existing structure described above) diminish the 
effectiveness of this rigorous process.  
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Going forward, IPC could impose stricter guidelines on price firmness; for instance, at the bid 
submission stage, bidders would be asked to submit a best price and a higher contingency price 
(reflective of uncertainty) that bidders would need to commit to. Both values will be reflected in 
the assessments of the bids. This approach might present its own modeling challenges for IPC. 
Alternatively, IPC could just eliminate price updates and request that bidders commit to a single 
bid price.  

5.3 Eligibility/ non-price questions providing limited insight on project viability and 
benefits should be minimized or removed   

Some RFP scoring requirements do not seem to provide IPC with meaningful insights; for 
example, bidders will often leave substantial redlining of IPC’s standard agreements to the 
contract negotiations stage. IPC may want to eliminate some of the scoring requirements that 
have little impact on project selection. Alternatively, as discussed in Section 5.5.1, the weighting 
factors could be modified so that the most insightful criteria are given greater weight in the 
scoring process. 

In another example, the request for bidders with no redlines to still submit standard form 
agreements (which are part of the RFP’s exhibits) can generate some confusion. This is a 
requirement that could potentially be eliminated and replaced with a request for bidders to add 
a statement in their respective bid narratives that they do not have any redlines.  

5.4 A “wait list” could be developed alongside the final shortlist to add flexibility 

As the IE wrote in its contract negotiations report following the conclusion of the 2026 AS RFP, 
establishing a “wait list” of high-scoring projects from the initial shortlist that were not selected 
for the final shortlist would provide clarity on which projects the utility could advance in the 
event that any contracts are not successfully finalized. Waitlisted projects would be given notice 
of their spot on the wait list at the same time as the utility reaches out to bidders that made the 
final shortlist. This way, wait-listed bidders are aware that they may be called upon if the utility 
is unable to procure sufficient resources through the final shortlist.  

This clarity could benefit all parties involved in the process. First, it would embed a contingency 
plan into the RFP selection process. This may avoid placing the utility in a position where it must 
take additional time and resources to determine potential next steps. Assuming the Commission 
has no objection to the concept of a project wait list and acknowledges the projects making up 
that list, this may also avoid the need to obtain regulatory approval for resources procured 
outside of the RFP process. A wait list, which provides greater clarity on the process, may also 
support buy-in to the RFP process.  

5.5 The utility should provide (in writing) its assessment of project critical issues to 
the IE and OPUC  

As part of its final shortlist report to the OPUC and IE, IPC should reflect on the reasonableness 
of moving select projects forward into the contract negotiations phase. Justification should not 
just detail the results of the Company’s modeling exercises but also provide insights into critical 
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issues. In most cases, bidders report in their bid submissions the progress made on such critical 
issues. However, these status updates do not always paint the full picture of the critical issues 
status. The utility, given its “front row seat” on such matters, is often in a better position to gauge 
how likely it is that a project will resolve permitting and interconnection issues in a timely manner 
(i.e., supportive of the proposed COD).   

For instance, permitting has proven to be challenging in several counties. Utilities, in their RFP 
documents, may not be comfortable providing preference for particular locations for project 
siting (when these preferences are not driven by a particular need). In this case, the Commission 
could consider requiring utilities to provide a narrative (to the IE and Staff) justifying their 
assessment of project feasibility based on location. The same logic can be applied to 
interconnection status, given that the utility has a good grasp of the types of resources in the 
queue and expected delays/ challenges in making it through the queue.  

5.6  Though challenging to implement, shortening the timeframe for the RFP process 
could increase the likelihood of projects moving forward 

The RFP evaluation process (from receipt of bids to establishment of a final shortlist) is a multi-
month endeavor. The Group 1 phase began in August 2024 and concluded in August 2025, for a 
total of 12 months. The Group 2 phase began in December 2024 and concluded in June 2025, for 
a total of 7 months. Several additional months are then needed for subsequent contract 
negotiations, preparing regulatory filings, and awaiting acknowledgement or approval of the 
final shortlist from the regulator. LEI understands that it would be difficult to trim down the 
amount of time that it takes to make it through an RFP from start to finish, particularly all-source 
RFPs and RFPs into which utility benchmark bids are submitted. LEI is also aware that the 
significant number of bids that have been submitted into IPC’s RFPs also complicates the outlook 
for shortening the timeline for the solicitation process.  

To the extent possible, it may be worth exploring whether any efficiencies can be found in the 
process that would support a more expedited RFP timetable. A shorter process would make it 
easier for both the utility and project developers to capitalize on key price and contract terms that 
are sensitive to volatile political and macroeconomic conditions. A shorter process may also 
improve the chances that developers commit to the terms provided in their bids 

5.7 If there is an appetite by both the utility and the regulator, it may be worth testing 
out the bifurcated process again 

While the bifurcated process was not necessarily able to mitigate current challenges related to 
project development, before any firm conclusion is reached about its benefits (if any) to large-
scale procurement processes, it may be worth testing out again in the future following 
implementation of certain adjustments to the RFP process (such as those recommended by the IE 
in the preceding subsections).  

The bifurcated procurement process provided added flexibility not just for IPC but for bidders, 
as well. Bidders selected in the Group 1 process who recognized they would face challenges to 
meet the 2028 in-service date were offered the opportunity to be considered in Group 2 pool of 
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bids, with a chance to engage with IPC on contract negotiations if selected in the Group 2 process. 
In a future iteration of a bifurcated RFP process, there may be more successful bidders that shift 
from Group 1 to Group 2. In such case, without the bifurcated process, these bidders would have 
had to wait for the next RFP, which would have resulted in lost opportunities for both IPC and 
bidders. 
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