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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS
Please state your name, business address, and current position with PacifiCorp
d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“PacifiCorp”).
My name is Daniel J. MacNeil. My business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street,
Suite 600, Portland, Oregon 97232. My present position is Commercial Analytics
Adviser.
Please describe your education and professional experience.
I received a Master of Arts degree in International Science and Technology Policy from
George Washington University and a Bachelor of Science degree in Materials Science
and Engineering from Johns Hopkins University. Before joining PacifiCorp, I
completed internships with the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Policy and
International Affairs and the World Resources Institute’s Green Power Market
Development Group. I have been employed by PacifiCorp since 2008, first as a member
of the net power costs group, then as manager of that group from June 2015 until
September 2016. In my current role, I provide analytical expertise on a broad range of
topics related to the company’s resource portfolio and obligations, including oversight
of the calculation of avoided cost pricing in the PacifiCorp’s jurisdictions.
Have you testified in other regulatory proceedings?
Yes. I previously provided testimony before the Wyoming Public Service Commission
(“Commission”) in various qualifying facility proceedings, including updates to the
avoided cost prices in Schedule 37. I have also provided testimony in California, Idaho,

Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission dockets.
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II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

What is the purpose of your testimony in this case?
First, I provide a discussion of the details and considerations underlying the selection
of a preferred portfolio for an Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) or IRP Update, as well
the limitations of a 20-year resource plan in the face of a dynamic planning
environment. Second, I respond to several recommendations raised in the testimony of
the Wyoming Industrial Energy Consumers (“WIEC”) and Sierra Club, as well as to
comments from the Wyoming Energy Authority (“WEA”).

III. SELECTION OF A PREFERRED PORTFOLIO
Can PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP preferred portfolio be presented in a relatively concise
way?
Yes. Figure 9.2 from the 2025 IRP, reproduced here as Figure 1, presents the total
installed capacity of PacifiCorp’s existing fleet and executed contracts, as well as the

new proxy resources that would be added to achieve the least-cost, least-risk outcome. !

! PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP. Volume 1. Chapter 9 (Modeling and Portfolio Selection Results). March 31, 2026. p.
227. Available at: https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-
resource-plan/2025-irp/2025_IRP_Vol 1.pdf
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Q. Does Figure 1 capture any of the nuance underlying these resource selections or

the role that individual resource types play in making the preferred portfolio
least-cost and least-risk?

A. Not at all. In reality, PacifiCorp’s loads and resources must balance in every interval,
subject to limited imports and exports from other entities that can reach PacifiCorp’s
system from across the western interconnect. In the same way, PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP
modeling considers the balance of load and resources in every hour of every year
through 2045. PacifiCorp’s loads vary widely by season and across the day, and its
available resources vary as well, including not just the effects of weather on
hydropower, wind, and solar output but also the availability of PacifiCorp’s fleet of
thermal resources. Capturing the interplay between different resource types is a key

part of the analysis in the IRP, across all the conditions that are likely to be experienced.
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Q. Did PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP evaluate the reliability and cost of operation under a

wide range of weather conditions?

A. Yes. For the 2025 IRP, PacifiCorp revised its modeling inputs to better capture the

relationships between load, market prices, and wind and solar output, as well as the
discrete impacts of thermal unit outages. This helps to identify both periods in which
resources may be insufficient, as well as periods in which large resource surpluses
would exist, potentially necessitating curtailment of resources that would lose
significant production tax credit value. While many possible combinations of weather
conditions are possible, to better capture weather conditions that are likely, PacifiCorp

developed inputs based on historical results from 2006-2023:

e Load: Actual daily loads were compared to weather-normalized conditions, and
the resulting daily patterns are reflected in the forecast. This can result in multi-day
swings in loads based on sustained weather patterns.

e Market prices: Actual daily market prices were compared to monthly averages,
resulting in a range of prices across each month. The forecasted market prices
reflect values from the same days underlying the forecasted load, which can result
in higher market prices on peak load days and lower market prices when loads are
below average.

e Thermal forced outages: Most of PacifiCorp’s resources existed throughout this
timeframe, and PacifiCorp used the actual thermal outage events from the same
days underlying the forecasted loads. While forced outages generally cannot be
deferred, some types of maintenance outages can be delayed until a weekend or

another period when demand is lower. This gets captured by these modeling inputs.
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e Wind and solar generation: Most of PacifiCorp’s owned and contracted wind and
solar resources were only operational for a portion of the historical period. The
2025 IRP also contemplates new wind and solar resources in a variety of locations.
PacifiCorp contracted with a consultant, Hendrickson Renewables, to develop
hourly generation estimates for 2006-2023 based on historical weather data sets.
This allows the modeling inputs for existing, contracted, and future wind and solar
resources to be aligned with the same weather conditions underlying forecasted
loads, just like the other parameters.

e Hydropower: Hydro output varies seasonally as well as from year to year.
PacifiCorp adjusted its hydro inputs to correspond to the monthly actual hydro
results.

The result of these inputs was 18 different annual forecasts of conditions,
corresponding to the years 2006-2023, and the preferred portfolio was assessed for
reliability and cost from 2025-2045 under all of those conditions. The preferred
portfolio must be able to meet the entirety of customer demand under nearly all of these
conditions — for planning purposes, utilities frequently use a one-day-in-ten-years loss
of load probability standard, which can be interpreted as loss of loads on an average of
no more than 24 hours in ten years, or 2.4 hours per year. A modeled loss of load event
will generally represent a resource shortfall for only a small fraction of the total load in
that hour.

Was the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio reliable?

Yes. While the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio includes significant additions of wind and

solar resources, it is able to reliably meet customer demand in all but a few hours. While

Response Testimony of Daniel J. MacNeil 6



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

a large amount of battery storage with four-hour duration is included in the preferred
portfolio, primarily for compliance with Oregon and Washington requirements, the
continued large presence of dispatchable thermal resources through 2045 helps to
ensure sufficient resources are available when resource needs are high over a sustained
period.

Is the interplay between the availability of different resource types in a portfolio
important?

Yes. The variable cost of the resources used to serve customers in each interval depends
on the level of customer demand and what resources are available. Load may be high
or low, just as the availability of thermal resources, hydropower, wind, and solar can
vary. Some tendencies are easy to identify, such as high load in the summer, high
hydropower in the spring, and high solar during the day, but there are a multitude of
possible combinations, and the range of outcomes that is experienced from day to day
and from year to year is very large. While PacifiCorp’s transmission system covers a
wide area, allowing for greater diversity in wind and solar generation than is possible
for most utilities, further increases in the level of wind and solar in a portfolio will
generally provide modest benefits during peak requirements while adding large
generation volumes when existing wind and solar resources are already plentiful. While
the inclusion of energy storage with four-hour duration in the 2025 IRP preferred
portfolio indicates it can be economic to meet peak requirements, it generally only is
able to shift energy surpluses within a day, with limited impacts within a week and next
to no impact between seasons. Still, the presence of wind and solar influences the value

of energy storage and vice versa.
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Does PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP modeling capture these distinctions between the
values of different resource types?

Yes. Resource selection in the 2025 IRP is influenced by the hourly locational marginal
prices (“LMPs”) in the hours when that resource generates. Most of a solar resource’s
generation may occur in hours with low LMPs when supplies are plentiful during the
middle of the day. Most thermal resource generation will occur in hours with high
LMPs when alternative generation sources are limited. Information about the benefits
specific to each resource type is calculated in a short-term model which includes every
hour of every year and incorporated in the decisions made by a long-term model which
simultaneously evaluates resources over the entire 20-year IRP horizon, but at a lower
level of detail.

Is it straightforward to differentiate the values of different resource types, given
the different roles they play in PacifiCorp’s preferred portfolio?

No. The installed capacity shown in Figure 1 provides an indication of the total amount
of each resource type that would be built but does not indicate how much generation
would come from each resource or when that generation would occur. The 2025 IRP
also includes a load and resource balance, indicating the contribution of every resource
to PacifiCorp’s resource adequacy requirements, i.e. the resources necessary to meet
peak loads plus planning reserve requirements to cover a range of possible future
conditions.? This indicates how much firm capacity different resource types contribute

as part of the portfolio, but again does not indicate the quantity or timing of generation

2 See PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP. Volume 1. Chapter 9 (Modeling and Portfolio Selection Results). Tables 9.12-
9.15. Available at: https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-
resource-plan/2025-irp/2025_IRP_Vol 1.pdf
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from different resource types. A different figure in the 2025 IRP identifies the

proportion of energy from different resource types for each year of the study horizon,

3

but this doesn’t indicate timing or relative value.

Q. Is PacifiCorp continuing to seek ways to express the differential value of resource

types to help stakeholders better understand the role each plays?

A. Yes. PacifiCorp originally presented Figure 2 at its January 28-29, 2026, public input

meeting as part of its 2027 IRP.*

Figure 2 — Proxy Resource Generation vs. Locational Margin Prices
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3 Ibid. Figure 9.15.

42027 Integrated Resource Plan. Public Input Meeting. January 28-29,2026.
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2027-

irp/PacifiCorp 2027 IRP_PIM_4.pdf The recording of this portion of the public input meeting is available at:

https://youtu.be/pG86FH4RF4U (at 2:11:40-2:18:30).
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Please explain what is shown in Figure 2.

Using results from its 2025 IRP Update preferred portfolio analysis, PacifiCorp

collected the forecasted LMP for its Southern Oregon transmission area for every hour

in 2035, and then ranked those prices from highest to lowest, shown as the black line

at the top of the figure. Each point on that black line represents one percentile or

roughly 88 distinct hours. PacifiCorp next looked at the specific conditions for wind

and solar in those 88 hours, and counted how many hours at each price point fit different

wind and solar generation conditions, shown by the different colors beneath the LMP

line:

e Solar generation hourly forecast exceeds a 20% capacity factor (“c.f.”) (orange),

i.e. equivalent to one-fifth of the installed capacity amounts shown in Figure 1.

e Wind generation hourly forecast exceeds a 20% c.f. (green).

e Solar and wind generation hourly forecasts both exceed a 20% c.f. (blue).

e Solar and wind generation hourly forecasts both less than a 20% c.f. (purple).
Also shown in the figure are the intervals where dispatch would be expected

from a natural gas-fired combined cycle combustion turbine (“CCCT”) at a 7 million

British thermal units (“MMBTU”) per MWh heat rate or a simple cycle combustion

turbine (“SCCT”) at a 10 MMBTU per MWh heat rate. A CCCT would be economic

in approximately 70% of the hours in the year, while a SCCT would be economic in

approximately 12% of the hours in the year, because of its higher heat rate and higher

variable costs. This analysis looks at variable costs only, and does not account for fixed

costs or the overall cost-effectiveness.
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What do the results in Figure 2 mean?
When LMPs are low, high generation from wind, solar, or both predominates, as shown
on the left side of the figure. While wind and solar generates at above a 20% capacity
factor in some hours with high LMPs (shown on the right), the majority of hours with
high LMPs do not have high levels of either renewable resource. Because the number
of data points under each LMP value is the same (roughly 88), the size of the colored
area at each LMP is proportionate with the value of the generation in that period, not
the volume. The result is that small amounts of generation can produce very high value
in hours when LMPs are very high. Or, with a CCCT, generation in 70% of the hours
results in savings relative to the LMP, while cycling offline or backing down to
minimum in the other 30% of hours can create additional savings, rather than operating
in all hours. While a baseload resource would provide the same value as a CCCT in the
70% of the hours in which a CCCT would operate, if that baseload resource operated
at maximum in all hours in the year, the value in the other 30% of hours would be much
lower.
Has PacifiCorp prepared additional discussion of future changes and
considerations that could lead to real-world resource procurement that differs
from its preferred portfolio?
Yes. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Update included a new Chapter “Alternative Path
Analysis” that covers an array of key decision points, including:

e Wind and solar;

e Future technology;

e Kemmerer Unit 1;

Response Testimony of Daniel J. MacNeil 11



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

e Boardman to Hemingway (“B2H”) transmission redirects;
e Carbon capture and sequestration (“CCS”);

e Continued coal-fired operation;

e New natural gas-fired resource procurement;

e Regional resource adequacy; and

e Short-term market reliance.

Each IRP and IRP Update results in a preferred portfolio composed of proxy
resource alternatives that are generically representative of what PacifiCorp expects to
be available, optimized around a snapshot of forecasted requirements and costs from at
least months ahead of publication. Unlike proxy resources, real-world supply has
unique development timelines, operational capabilities, and costs that may not
correspond to PacifiCorp’s assumptions in a recent IRP or IRP Update. Similarly,
forecasted requirements and other inputs will change over time, sometimes abruptly
and without warning. Sometimes alternative analysis published in an IRP (a variant
portfolio or sensitivity case) can provide an indication of the likely outcome as a result
of a change, but given the myriad combinations of changes, substantive actual
commitments and decision-making would require new analysis, and would not rely on
outdated information merely because it was part of a published IRP.

Will PacifiCorp continue to work with stakeholders to provide additional clarity
on the roles of the different resource types included in the preferred portfolio,
beyond what is included in the IRP document itself?

Yes. PacifiCorp’s public input meetings and stakeholder feedback forms provide a

great opportunity for stakeholders to identify areas where additional discussion would
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be helpful. In addition to the presentations from past public input meetings, each of
PacifiCorp’s recent meetings is recorded and posted online for later viewing.> Please
refer to PacifiCorp witness Rohini Ghosh’s testimony for more detail regarding
PacifiCorp’s IRP public input process.
IV. RESPONSE TO WIEC

Which of WIEC’s recommendations for future IRPs do you address?
I address WIEC’s recommendation related to possible transmission upgrades related to
Kemmerer Unit 1 (“KU1”). I also address WIEC’s concerns about the resources
identified to serve large loads in PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Update. The remaining issues
raised by WIEC are addressed in the testimony of PacifiCorp witness Ghosh.

Q. What is WIEC’s recommendation for the 2027 IRP related to the evaluation

possible transmission upgrades for KU1?

A. WIEC notes the KU1 power-purchase agreement (“PPA”) does not include additional

transmission interconnection that would be necessary for KU1 to provide firm capacity
to the system. Noting the lead times necessary to plan transmission upgrades,
Mr. Mallory recommends that “the Commission require PacifiCorp to analyze the
economics of such a transmission upgrade to provide capacity and energy savings
within its 2027 IRP to be ready to implement such an upgrade should the demonstration

unit provide expected benefits within its first years of operation.”®

5 Presentations and recordings of PacifiCorp’s public input meetings are available online at:
https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/integrated-resource-plan/public-input-process.html
¢ WIEC Exhibit No. 200, Direct Testimony of Scott S. Mallory at 11.
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What is your response related to the evaluation of possible transmission upgrades
for KU1 in the 2027 IRP?

The KU1 PPA is premised on its use of surplus interconnection capacity at PacifiCorp’s
Naughton plant. Surplus interconnection allows multiple resources to generate at the
same time, so long as the combined output never exceeds the interconnection limit of
the original facility. Because the combined output is never higher than the original
resource was allowed to produce, impacts on transmission planning are minimal and
transmission upgrades are not necessary. While a surplus interconnection request has
been submitted for KU1 (though not yet approved), consistent with the PPA, US SFR
Owner, LLC (the owner of KU1) submitted an interconnection request in 2022 for 500
MW of interconnection capacity that would not be reliant upon Naughton’s
interconnection, and has since signed a large generator interconnection agreement
(“LGIA”) for KU1. Whether transmission upgrades associated with KU1’s LGIA will
ultimately be built is largely dependent on KU1’s owner and whether it continues to
pursue a separate interconnection after its surplus interconnection request is granted. If
required upgrades associated with the LGIA are completed, the output of KU1 and
Naughton would no longer be subject to the surplus interconnection limit. This could
also indirectly impact the KU1 PPA in ways that are outside of PacifiCorp’s control
(and are commercially sensitive and confidential). This commercial sensitivity makes
it inappropriate to isolate the costs and benefits identified by WIEC as part of an IRP;
however, PacifiCorp would absolutely develop such analysis when necessary to choose
among the options it has available, in particular as KU1 successfully meets various

milestones in its development and as its circumstances evolve. If transmission upgrades
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were required, analysis supporting PacifiCorp’s decision-making would be presented
as part of a certificate for public convenience and necessity filing. PacifiCorp would
also present analysis at the time it seeks a prudency determination for associated
contract or transmission costs, likely as part of a general rate case or net power cost
proceeding.
What is WIEC’s recommendation related to the treatment of large loads in the
IRP?
In reference to the 2025 IRP Update, WIEC recommends that “the Company provide
further explanation of and correct this apparent understatement in large loads it has
committed to serve or, conversely, correct this apparent overstatement of expected
resources to serve new large loads. I also recommend that the Company provide further
information in its 2027 IRP as to how it expects to allocate the capacity, energy, and
costs of the planned resources by state to meet new large loads, as this would lead to a
greater understanding of the cost implications of these expected resource decisions.”’
What is your response to WIEC’s recommendation on large loads in the 2027
IRP?
To clarify, large loads located in Wyoming will be required to meet their peak load plus
a planning reserve margin with firm capacity from new proxy resources. PacifiCorp
will not require that Wyoming large loads specifically procure any quantity of non-
emitting generation.

WIEC witness Scott Mallory correctly identifies the volume of total new large

load in the 2025 IRP Update as approximately 640 MW and correctly identifies the

71d., at 13-14.

Response Testimony of Daniel J. MacNeil 15



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

volume of resources assigned to new large loads as 4,734 MW.? The large volume of
large load resources is caused by the combination of Oregon’s House Bill 2021 and
Oregon’s House Bill 3546 (“Power Act”). House Bill 2021 requires a significant
reduction in the emissions assigned to Oregon customers, and the Power Act requires
that contracts signed with new large loads not worsen a utility’s compliance with House
Bill 2021.

In the 2025 IRP Update, PacifiCorp modeled the combination of these two laws
by requiring that any new large loads located in Oregon be assigned: (a) a quantity of
non-emitting proxy resources with firm capacity that is equivalent to their peak load
plus a planning reserve margin; and, (b) a quantity of non-emitting proxy resources
with generation equivalent to their annual load. These two requirements caused the
substantial volume of large load resources relative to the large loads. The 2027 IRP will
largely follow the same approach for large loads in Oregon, but would apply state-
specific requirements for large loads in other jurisdictions.

Do you oppose WIEC’s recommendation that PacifiCorp provide information
related to the capacity, energy, and costs of resources assigned to large loads in
the 2027 IRP?
No.

V. RESPONSE TO SIERRA CLUB
What issues do you address from Sierra Club’s testimony?
I respond to Sierra Club’s recommendations related to near-term procurement of

renewable resources and to the potential for updating Wyoming’s net metering tariff.

$1d., at 13.
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Can you briefly summarize Sierra Club’s testimony on near-term procurement
of renewable resources?

Sierra Club largely echoes the arguments it has advanced in support of Utah Clean
Energy’s (“UCE”) filings in Utah Public Service Commission Docket No. 25-035-22.
Sierra Club suggests that PacifiCorp could materially reduce power costs by
accelerating procurement of tax-advantaged resources. Sierra Club also quotes my oral
testimony in a Utah proceeding in an attempt to suggest that PacifiCorp is “not
answering the phone” to developers.’

How do you respond to Sierra Club?

I do not intend to provide a detailed rebuttal to Sierra Club’s testimony because
PacifiCorp has already addressed substantially similar arguments in its written
responses to UCE and Sierra Club in the referenced Utah Public Service Commission
docket.'” I included PacifiCorp’s response as an Exhibit to my testimony.

In general, PacifiCorp has explained that it currently has multiple active
solicitations for resources that can interconnect anywhere across its system, including
Utah. Through these solicitations, PacifiCorp receives actual bid pricing from
developers. Based on this real-world market evidence, PacifiCorp is not observing the
type or volume of cost-effective resources that UCE claims are readily available.

PacifiCorp has also addressed a fundamental flaw underlying the arguments
advanced by Sierra Club and UCE—namely, the assumption that developers who

qualify for production tax credits (“PTCs”) or investment tax credits (“ITCs”) will

? Sierra Club Exhibit 300, Direct Testimony of Emma Jones at 33-35.

19 PacifiCorp 2025 Integrated Resource Plan, Utah PSC Docket No. 25-035-22, PacifiCorp Response in
Opposition to Motion to Enforce (May 28, 2026), available at:
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/25docs/2503522/345571 RMPRspnsOpstnMtnEnfrc5-28-2026.pdf
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necessarily pass those benefits through to customers in the form of lower bid prices.
That assumption is unsupported. Developers are under no obligation to reduce bid
prices to reflect the value of tax credits and may retain some or all of those benefits to
maximize their own profitability. While PacifiCorp strongly encourages competitive
bidding that reflects the value of available tax incentives, it cannot compel such
outcomes, nor would a requirement mandating price adjustments based on tax credit
eligibility be practically enforceable.

Finally, although Sierra Club asserts on multiple occasions that wind and solar
resources have “no fuel costs,” that characterization is incomplete in the context of
utility ratemaking. Energy procured through power purchase agreements (“PPAs”)
carries a contract price that is fully reflected in net power costs. Accordingly, even
where the underlying resource has no fuel cost, the cost of procuring that energy
through a PPA constitutes a net power cost.

How do you respond to Sierra Club quoting your statement from a Utah
proceeding claim the company is “not answering the phone” to developers? !!
Sierra Club has now cited my statement out of context in two separate proceedings

across two jurisdictions. I respectfully request that, if Sierra Club continues to rely on

11 Sierra Club Exhibit 300, Direct Testimony of Emma Jones at 33-34.

Response Testimony of Daniel J. MacNeil 18



10

11

12

13

14

my testimony, it do so within its proper context. '

In particular, the cited testimony plainly relates to Utah’s Community Clean
Energy Program and reflects PacifiCorp’s intent not to proactively undercut the
ongoing request for proposals being conducted by Utah Renewable Communities to
procure resources for that program. This is evident as the testimony specifically refers
to the defined term “Agency,” which denotes the Community Renewable Energy
Agency.

Contrary to Sierra Club’s characterization, my testimony does not reflect a
refusal by PacifiCorp to engage the market. To the contrary, my testimony makes it
clear that PacifiCorp remains open to pursuing opportunities that provide value to
customers. As stated, “people call [PacifiCorp] and offer[] things all the time,” and “if
we thought it was worthwhile for customers, we would go for it and do it,” including,
where appropriate, seeking “a waiver [of competitive bidding requirements].”

PacifiCorp continuously evaluates time-sensitive commercial and technical

12 Application of Rocky Mountain Power to Implement Community Clean Energy Program Authorized by
Community Clean Energy Act, Docket No. 25-035-06. Hearing Transcript, Dec. 16, 2025. Available at:
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/25docs/2503506/343265RprtrTrnscrptDec162025Hrng 1-2-2026.pdf

[Witness MacNeil] “And we can always pick up the phone and say,"Will" -- you know -- "Would you accept
a 50-cent haircut to, like, give it to us instead of the Agency?" We're trying not to do that right now. We're out of
-- we're not answering the phone. Certainly, our Washington, Oregon customers are making us answer the phone
a lot to talk to developers and -- and bids and so on.

But I don't know. We would always look for the lowest-cost option. The lowest-cost option is, you know, the
costs that are on the table. I don't think there needs to be a finder's fee.

[Commissioner Harvey] Q. Well, if -- I guess I'm having a hard time understanding is when I asked the
question to your colleague and to you, you both responded that, Well, the -- essentially, the utility would -- would
buy this anyway or we could buy it. But you don't have an RFP in Utah and you're not buying them and you're
not soliciting.

[Witness MacNeil] A. I mean, I -- it's not me, thankfully. But, like, guy right around the corner, people call
him and offer him things all the time. And if we thought it was worthwhile for customers, we would go for it and
do it. And, you know, if it needed to be done really fast, we would ask for forgiveness. And if it needed to be done
on a slightly longer time frame, we would ask for a waiver. But we don't let, you know, the requirements of the
rules, you know, stand in our way if there are ways to get around it in -- it's important -- when it's important to
do so.
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opportunities and remains committed to pursuing those opportunities when they are

reasonably expected to benefit customers.

Q. What changes does Sierra Club recommend related to PacifiCorp’s net metering
tariff?
A. Sierra Club recommends that PacifiCorp be directed to investigate actions that would

increase adoption of private generation, including changes to the net metering tariff or

incentive programs for distributed energy resources.

Q. How do private generation resources, like rooftop solar, get assessed in
PacifiCorp’s IRP?
A. The analysis in an IRP identifies the least-cost, least-risk portfolio resources needed to

reliably meet customer demand in the future. The resources in that portfolio are
optimized based on the costs and benefits they provide to PacifiCorp as part of its
provision of service to retail customers. In contrast, private generation resources are
selected by individual customers, primarily based on the associated reduction in
charges on their retail bill. To project the adoption of private generation resources
(a.k.a. distributed generation resources) by individual customers, PacifiCorp
commissioned a Distributed Generation Study, which is included as an appendix to the
2025 IRP.'* This study assesses project economics and market adoption rates for
various distributed generation technologies, though solar photovoltaic systems are the

most common. The projected generation from these distributed resources is deducted

13 Sierra Club Exhibit 300, Direct Testimony of Emma Jones at 5.

14 PacifiCorp’ 2025 IRP. Volume II. Appendix L (Distributed Generation Study). Available at:
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-
irp/2025_IRP_Vol 2.pdf
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from the load forecast used in the IRP, i.e. a portfolio of resources is selected to meet
the remaining requirements.

Do the tariffs and policies in each state impact the private generation forecast
included in PacifiCorp’s IRP?

Yes. The Distributed Generation Study for the 2025 IRP accounts for the expected
impacts on customer bills of the available tariffs in each state, which in turn impacts
the payback period and likelihood of adoption.

Does PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP assess the optimal level of private generation
adoption?

No. Because the Distributed Generation Study assesses customer choices based on
retail rate savings, the private generation adoption levels used in the 2025 IRP are not
optimized for utility cost savings, unlike the resource types that are available for
selection and become part of the preferred portfolio.

Is an increase in incentives for net metering customers in Wyoming likely to be
competitive with the other resource options selected in the preferred portfolio?
No. The existing compensation for net metering customers in Wyoming is based on
savings in retail rates for both generation consumed onsite and for generation exported
to the electric grid. As discussed below, several states have adopted net metering
successor programs that provide compensation for generation exported to the grid that
is lower than retail rates.

Do you have experience with net metering successor programs and the associated
resource valuation?

Yes. I have provided testimony related to net metering successor programs in
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California'®, Idaho'®, Utah!’, and Washington '8, while in Oregon I provided testimony
on resource valuation techniques for applications like net metering. '

Have any of these states adopted changes to net metering tariffs?

Yes. California, Utah, and Idaho have closed their net metering tariffs to new service
and have adopted “net billing” tariffs that apply to customers seeking to connect new
generation resources to help offset their load.

Do the new net billing tariffs have similarities to net metering?

Yes. Any customer generation that is used onsite continues to reduce a customer’s retail
charges, just like the net metering tariff. The key difference with net billing is that
customer exports are sold back to the utility at specified price, rather than credited
against retail charges on a kilowatt-hour basis.

What export prices have other states adopted?

Utah adopted summer and winter export credit rates, which currently equate to
approximately 4.4 cents per kilowatt-hour.?° Idaho adopted summer and winter export
credit rates, with on-peak and off-peak time periods. Rates range from 14.7 cents per
kilowatt-hour in summer on-peak hours to 1.2 cents per kilowatt-hour in winter off-
peak hours, equating to approximately 4.2 cents per kilowatt-hour annually.?!

California’s current net billing rates are approximately 12.4 cents per kilowatt-hour for

15 A.19-04-013.

16 PAC-E-19-06 and PAC-E-25-02.
1717-035-61.

18 UE-250695.

UM 1910.

20 Utah Docket No. 25-035-64/26-035-T03. Rocky Mountain Power’s Proposed Tariff Changes to Electric

Service Schedule No. 137, Net Billing Service. January 26, 2026. Available at:
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/26docs/26035T03/343554Trf1-26-2026.pdf

2 Idaho Case No. PAC-E-25-02 PACIFICORP -- APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT

CHANGES TO NON-LEGACY CUSTOMER GENERATORS. Amended Application. July 30, 2025.
Available at: https://If-puc.idaho.gov/WebLink/DocView.aspx?dbid=0&id=150090

Response Testimony of Daniel J. MacNeil

22


https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/26docs/26035T03/343554Trf1-26-2026.pdf
https://lf-puc.idaho.gov/WebLink/DocView.aspx?dbid=0&id=150090

10

11

12

13

14

on-peak, and 9.6 cents per kilowatt-hour for off-peak, or about 10.1 cents per kilowatt-
hour annually.??

How do the approved export prices compare to retail costs in each state?

Export prices are well below the effective residential retail rates in each state. In Utah,
residential tariff rates start at approximately nine cents per kilowatt-hour in the summer
and eight cents per kilowatt-hour in the winter, but increase at higher usage levels.? In
Idaho, the residential energy rate is approximately 12 cents per kilowatt-hour in the
summer and 10 cents per kilowatt-hour in the winter.* After accounting for the various
adders and adjustments, standard residential rates in California are approximately 20
cents per kilowatt-hour.?> In each case, the export credit rate is less than half of the
overall volumetric retail charges for residential customers.

How often do export prices get updated?

In California and Utah, export prices are updated annually, using the approved

methodology in each state. In Idaho, export prices will ultimately be updated annually

22 Pacific Power California Schedule No. NB-136. Available at:
https://www.pacificpower.net/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificpower/rates-
regulation/california/rates/NB-136_Net Billing_Service.pdf

23 Rocky Mountain Power - State of Utah Price Summary - In Effect as of June 1, 2026. Schedule 1 —
Residential Service. Available at:
https://www.rockymountainpower.net/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/rockymountainpower/rates-
regulation/utah/Utah_Price_Summary.pdf

24 Rocky Mountain Power - Idaho Price Summary - In Effect as of June 1, 2026. Schedule 1 — Residential
Service. Available at:
https://www.rockymountainpower.net/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/rockymountainpower/rates-
regulation/idaho/ID_Price_Summary.pdf

25 Pacific Power - California Price Summary In Effect as of June 8, 2026. Schedule D, Standard Residential.
Available at: https://www.pacificpower.net/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificpower/rates-
regulation/california/CA_Price Summary.pdf (accessed June 22, 2026).
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but to reduce volatility will reflect a three-year rolling average and the first rate change
will not occur until 2028 when more years of historical data will be available.
Does PacifiCorp have other existing programs in Wyoming besides net metering
that encourage customers to adopt distributed resources?
Yes. PacifiCorp’s Wattsmart Battery program provides incentives to customers that
install battery storage and allow it to be dispatched by PacifiCorp to support system
needs.? The essential characteristic of battery storage procured under the Wattsmart
Battery program is that the timing of deliveries matters, and that distributed generation
delivered in response to a utility’s need is more valuable than distributed generation
when a customer’s load is low or based on favorable weather conditions. That is the
opposite of net metering, where deliveries are treated the same regardless of timing.
Do you believe any additional investigation or modification of Wyoming’s net
metering tariff is necessary?
Not at this time.

VI. RESPONSE TO WYOMING ENERGY AUTHORITY
What issues does the WEA raise with regard to PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP?
The WEA raises concerns about the “methodologies [Rocky Mountain Power] uses to
forecast load growth and the resulting lack of investment in generation and

transmission assets.””?’

26 Wattsmart batteries. Available at: https://www.rockymountainpower.net/savings-energy-choices/wattsmart-
battery-program.html
27 WEA Comments. July 8, 2025. p. 2.
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WEA notes the 2025 IRP excluded specific new large customers. Were any of the
large customer loads removed between the draft and final versions of the 2025 IRP
located in Wyoming?

No. PacifiCorp works directly with its largest customers when developing its load
forecasts, and for large new loads works to coordinate required upgrades with a
customer’s desired ramp up of load over time. At the time the draft 2025 IRP load
forecast (which included expected large new loads) was originally developed in 2024,
PacifiCorp had not had any requests for large new loads in Wyoming that were
sufficiently likely as to be included.

Will the absence of large new loads in Wyoming in the 2025 IRP preclude
investment in generation capacity and transmission infrastructure until the next
IRP?

Not at all. Each IRP is based on assumptions developed in advance and assessed in a
variety of ways. Reality marches on, both before and after an IRP is filed, and
PacifiCorp’s ultimate decision-making about generation resources and associated
transmission upgrades is made based on the specific costs and characteristics of real
projects that are under development, rather than the proxy assumptions used in an IRP.
PacifiCorp updates its load forecast at least annually but can begin working to identify
necessary upgrades as soon as requested for new or increased load are received.

Is the IRP model capable of identifying transmission requirements for large new
loads?

Only at the very highest level. The IRP model has a very limited view of transmission

requirements, distilling the entirety of PacifiCorp’s Wyoming transmission system into
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six areas.?® While an IRP could potentially differentiate among load growth in these
different transmission areas, it cannot identify the specific costs or infrastructure
requirements associated with that load growth. Even if a large new load is connecting
at transmission voltage, these transmission areas generally represent multiple
transmission substations and the specifics of a location within an area would influence
costs and infrastructure requirements. The transmission upgrades represented in the
IRP allow for increased transfer capability between areas, or increased generation
interconnection capability within an area. Increased loads could result in an IRP
identifying transmission upgrades, but even in the absence of upgrades identified in an
IRP, upgrades may still be required at lower voltages or to accommodate load in a
specific location.
Does the IRP consider scenarios where load is higher than expected?
Yes. The 2025 IRP developed portfolios specific to various load conditions, four of
which were higher than the expected case used to develop the 2025 IRP preferred
portfolio.?’ The higher than expected load scenarios included:
e Low Private Generation (PG): lower than expected customer adoption of behind
the meter generation (primarily rooftop solar). This results in more customer load

being served by PacifiCorp, primarily during the daytime.

28 See Figure 8.3 in PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP. Volume I. Chapter 8 (Modeling and Portfolio Evaluation).
Available at: https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-
resource-plan/2025-irp/2025_IRP_Vol 1.pdf Note that some load in western Wyoming (as well as the
Naughton plant) is electrically contiguous with northern Utah and southeast Idaho, modeled as “NUT”.
2 Ibid. See Figure 8.6.
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e High Load Growth: This scenario includes optimistic economic drivers from S&P
Global, reflects the standard error band based on a 95% prediction interval, the low
private generation forecast, and high climate change temperature impacts.

e 1 in 20 Peak Load: This replaces median load conditions (exceedance in 10 of 20
years) with a higher load forecast based on peaks that reflect an expected 1 in 20
year exceedance level.

e High Data Center/Large-Metered Load Growth: this scenario includes active data
center requests from prospective data center customers assuming the demand
materializes as requested by the customer. Requests may be delayed by the
customer or to allow time for required upgrades, and may also be withdrawn.

Q. Do conditions need to correspond to the specific assumptions in the expected load
forecast or a particular load scenario in order to be informative?

A. No. Scenarios can be informative regardless of the specific inputs used to arrive at a
forecast result, particularly in IRP modeling which has limited differentiation between
locations, and does not distinguish customer classes, delivery voltages, or requirements
for new load service.

Q. What is the process for prospective large-scale load customers to request service
in Wyoming?

A. PacifiCorp’s website details the process and requirements for new large service

requests in Wyoming.*® That process is as follows, for loads of 25 megawatts or more:

30 See https://www.rockymountainpower.net/working-with-us/large-service-requests.html Select Wyoming in
the drop down menu.
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1. Large-Scale Service Request: customers email to request and complete forms
addressing the proposed load and financial requirements.

2. Submittal: customers execute a large load engineering service agreement and
provide the associated payment.

3. Evaluation: Rocky Mountain Power continuously accepts and evaluates requests
for new large load service in Wyoming.

4. Engineering Study/Service Proposal: Rocky Mountain Power provides a written
proposal identifying necessary modifications and upgrades, including costs and an
estimated timeline. For requests of 200 megawatts or more, special contracts are
required and incremental generation capacity requirements would be identified.

5. Contract Negotiation: customer would negotiate either a master electric service
agreement or a special contract.

6. Commission Approval: special contracts require approval by the Wyoming Public
Service Commission.

This process was adopted in 2025, as part of a stipulation and settlement agreement in

PacifiCorp’s general rate case in Docket No. 20000-671-ER-24 (Record No. 17659)

that was approved by the Wyoming Public Service Commission. 3!

31 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power For Authority to Increase Its Retail Electric
Service Rates by Approximately $123.5 Million Per Year or 14.7 Percent (Docket No. 20000-671-ER-24
(Record No. 17659)), Memorandum Opinion, Findings and Order issued June 2, 2025.
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What methodology does PacifiCorp use to develop a load forecast for its
residential and smaller commercial and industrial customers?

PacifiCorp uses econometric regression models, developed using county-level
economic projections provided by S&P Global. This helps to account for conditions
specific to PacifiCorp’s service territory, which can differ from Wyoming as a whole.
For residential customers, the key drivers are population and households, while for
commercial and industrial customers, the key driver is employment. These econometric
models produce monthly energy forecasts and PacifiCorp also develops hourly
forecasts that capture the range of weather conditions in each month, including
projected changes in peak-producing low temperatures in the winter and peak-
producing high temperatures in the summer. The hourly forecast also accounts for
evolving patterns of customer electricity demand as a result of energy efficiency
programs, rooftop solar, electric vehicles, and building electrification.

Does this conclude your response testimony?

Yes.
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