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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 Rohini Ghosh, and my business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street, Suite
600, Portland, Oregon 97232. I am currently employed as Senior Director, Resource
Planning at PacifiCorp.
Please describe your education and professional experience.
I have both a Master of Science and a Ph.D. in Economics from the University of
Wyoming and a Bachelor of Science (Honors) Degree in Economics from the
University of Nottingham, Malaysia Campus. My doctoral research and prior role with
the U.S. Forest Service focused on energy economics, with particular emphasis on the
intersection of land use, resource availability, transmission constraints, and energy
demand. I joined PacifiCorp in February 2021 and have since held several positions
across resource planning and regulatory functions. My experience includes
contributing to the modeling, analysis, and development of integrated resource plans
(“IRPs”) since 2021; developing analysis and cost-allocation proposals as part of the
multi-state process (“MSP”); and leading strategic policy and implementation of clean
energy planning initiatives in the West. In my current role I oversee strategic direction
of PacifiCorp’s IRP.
Have you testified in other regulatory proceedings?

Yes. I have testified in regulatory proceedings in Washington.
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What is the purpose of your testimony in this case?
First, I briefly describe the 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update. Then, I respond to
testimony from the Wyoming Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”), the Wyoming
Industrial Energy Consumers (“WIEC”), and the Sierra Club regarding PacifiCorp’s
2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update. I conclude with a recommendation that the Wyoming
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) accept PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP and 2025
IRP Update.'
II. OVERVIEW OF PACIFICORP’S INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN

What is the purpose of an IRP?
PacifiCorp uses thorough analysis and modeling that measures cost and risk to develop
a comprehensive long-term proxy-based plan, known as the IRP, to comply with
requirements across its six-state service territory. The primary purpose of an IRP is to
evaluate long-term resource needs, produce a least-cost portfolio of resources, and
identify near-term actions. PacifiCorp completes an IRP cycle every two years, which
includes preparing a full IRP every odd-numbered year (usually by March 31%) and an
IRP Update with limited updates in even-numbered years (usually by March 31%). The
2025 IRP was filed by PacifiCorp in fulfillment of all states’ requirements on March
31, 2025. The 2025 IRP Update was published and filed on March 31, 2026.

Q. How does PacifiCorp evaluate long-term resource needs of its system?
In PacifiCorp’s long-term resource planning, the company leverages modeling software

to evaluate a wide range of inputs and assumptions to determine the optimal mix of

! “Acceptance” was the general term used for IRPs prior to the development and implementation of the Wyoming
Public Service Commission’s Chapter 7 Integrated Resource Plans in September 2025. Chapter 7 defines and
uses the term “Acknowledgement” (Ch. 7, Sec. 3(a)). The 2025 IRP was filed in March 2025 prior to
implementation of Chapter 7.
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resources to serve customers both reliably and economically and with consideration of
possible risks across different futures. Significant inputs for modeling include
forecasted loads, new proxy resource costs and performance characteristics and
projections of existing resource costs and performance, usually over a 20-year planning
horizon, to name a few. These inputs are added to PLEXOS, the optimization model
PacifiCorp utilizes to evaluate the long-term needs of the system. Additionally,
PacifiCorp tests a variety of alternative scenarios to evaluate long term system needs
under a variety of potential futures which may drive different selections by the
modeling software than in the normalized cases. In this way, PacifiCorp conducts a
robust evaluation of a variety of future conditions to determine the optimal mix of
resources to effectively serve customers in a variety of possible futures.

PacifiCorp’s IRPs have evolved over time to consider state-specific policy
requirements, and the 2025 IRP applied a “jurisdictional modeling” approach, that
allows PacifiCorp to assess state-specific needs and requirements independent from the
systemwide economic result, integrating all state-specific and systemwide optimal
results into the final preferred portfolio.

Does PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP and IRP Update comply with all Wyoming
requirements?

Yes. Appendix B of both the 2025 IRP and the 2025 IRP Update lists the Wyoming-
specific regulatory requirements established for this IRP and outlines how PacifiCorp

complied with them. Later in my testimony, I specifically address OCA witness
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William C. Achi’s claim that the 2025 IRP did not comply with the Wyoming
Commission’s 2019 IRP Order.

It is important to note that the 2025 IRP regulatory compliance requirements
stem from the Commission’s investigation of PacifiCorp’s 2019 IRP. The Commission
had not yet implemented the new administrative rules regarding IRPs when the 2025
IRP was filed.?

What is the purpose of the preferred portfolio in the 2025 IRP?

PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP presents a preferred portfolio that builds upon its vision to
deliver energy affordably, reliably and responsibly. The preferred portfolio provides a
directional indication of the types of new energy and storage resources, transmission
infrastructure and other investments, including upgrades to existing resources or
transmission, that PacifiCorp may require. For resource cost and characteristics, the
IRP uses proxy assumptions; as such, the actual types and quantities of resources
PacifiCorp seeks to acquire may change based on real project proposals, but generally
the preferred portfolio provides a roadmap indicating the general type, capacity and

timing of acquisition needed.

Q. How does PacifiCorp ensure that stakeholder input is meaningfully considered in
the IRP process?
A. Each IRP is developed through an open and public process, with input from an active

and diverse group of stakeholders, typically including state regulatory commission

staff, state consumer advocacy groups, resource advocacy groups, independent power

2 The Wyoming Public Service Commission issued Order Adopting Rules and Closing Rulemaking on September
16, 2025, in Docket No. 90000-180-X0-24 (Record No. 17669). The new rules were effective on September 11,
2025, almost six months after PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP was filed.
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producers, project developers, other utilities, and customers. During the public-input
process, which now spans more than a year before the release of a full IRP, PacifiCorp
holds regular meetings with stakeholders to solicit feedback on its planning
assumptions, methodologies, and model results.

Feedback is collected via live meetings, stakeholder feedback forms through
the company’s website, and the IRP mailbox which is always monitored. In the 2025
IRP, this feedback was incorporated into the IRP report itself through the use of
footnotes, references, analysis, narrative, and two distinct appendices: Appendix C
regarding the public input process and Appendix M regarding all public stakeholder
feedback forms and company replies. These forms and replies are also posted on the
company’s website throughout the process for public viewing.
How does PacifiCorp ensure that the public has sufficient time to respond and
comment on the IRP as it develops?
For the 2025 IRP, PacifiCorp significantly expanded its preview materials. In addition
to the substantial stakeholder meeting process, the company created an indicative
preferred portfolio and full Draft 2025 IRP for public review, issued on December 31,
2024, three months ahead of the final filing. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP process covered all
major modeling and assumptions as locked down in September 2024, with the
exception of error corrections and performance modifications. These changes were
discussed at public input meetings in January and February 2025 leading up the final
IRP filing. As the company has expanded its public input process and as stakeholder
input has become increasingly varied and sometimes political, a data lockdown has

become necessary to prevent the IRP from being forever suspended in public process.
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In other words, at some point changes must stop and the work of running studies based
on inputs and assumptions must begin. Currently, stakeholders have many months to
consider the overwhelming majority of key assumptions leading up to the final IRP
filing.

How does the company protect against obsolescence due to changes in the
planning environment?

PacifiCorp does not consider the data lockdown to be absolute, and takes steps to
explain its decisions, after-the-fact, if necessary, to make sure that the results of the IRP
will be useful despite changes in law and planning environment, and despite errors and
challenges discovered during the modeling period. The company is not able to keep the
IRP perfectly up-to-date or the public perfectly informed in a timely manner. However,
the IRP process provides a hedge against these challenges in several ways.

First, there is a process which allows for data requests and detailed assessments
to be made post-filing. Second, the company meets with stakeholders who have
expressed specific concerns and request a meeting. The company also holds additional
pre- and post-filing workshops where helpful or required. Third, every IRP is both a
referendum on the prior IRP and preparation for the next IRP cycle. Fourth, there is an
IRP Update in between full filings, inviting further updates and examination. Fifth,
each IRP contains studies covering many possible futures and configurations of
PacifiCorp’s system. The company also tracks any feedback for consideration in its
future processes. Sixth, the IRP is a long-term proxy-based plan, not a blueprint. The
IRP informs downstream processes, such as resource procurement, which has its own

rules and protections.
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How does PacifiCorp protect against mistaken assumptions or alternative views
being neglected?

Changing circumstances, including market fluctuations and changing regulatory
requirements, are always expected after the submission of an IRP. This reality is
incorporated in IRP modeling partially through the lockdown, which “freezes”
planning assumptions and methodologies at a certain point to accommodate the
extensive time that is needed for modeling and computing processes, post-modeling
analysis, public outreach, and subsequent drafting periods. Even before it is filed, an
IRP can quickly become outdated due to shifts in market conditions, load forecasts, and
regulatory environments at the federal, state, and local levels. In other words, IRPs
serve as a “snapshot in time” of when assumptions were locked down in the model
whereas prudent utility practice requires utilities use the most up-to-date information
to inform decisions.

With that being said, the IRP document itself contains a wide variety of variant
portfolios and forward-looking pricing which differs from expectations. Portfolio
selections which are indicated across these variants and prices would be expected to
remain relevant across a variety of futures, and to the extent that the exact future
proposed by any variant comes to pass, incremental changes are indicative of the kinds
of actions PacifiCorp would take to continue to serve customers reliably and at the least
cost possible. As such, while the selections indicated by a single portfolio cannot be
expected to be realized as the exact future for PacifiCorp customers, the signals
provided to the market by the portfolios presented in an IRP remain valid across wide

ranging futures.
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Through this broad range of outcomes and possible futures, the IRP retains
value throughout the next cycle where important changes can be fully incorporated
where appropriate.

Can you provide an example of the IRP planning process timing and scheduling?
Yes. For example, the development of the 2025 IRP began with a public input meeting
in January 2024. PacifiCorp held a total of nine public input meetings and responded
to numerous stakeholder feedback forums. After substantial stakeholder engagement,
PacifiCorp finalized the assumptions in the IRP model in September 2024. The 2025
IRP represents a “snapshot in time” based on the assumptions, proxy costs, and
information available as of September 2024. Following the finalization of assumptions,
input data was loaded into the model, and model runs were conducted between October
and December 2024. Thereafter, PacifiCorp distributed a draft IRP for public comment
in January 2025. After considering public comments received during the January-
February 2025 timeframe, PacifiCorp filed the 2025 IRP on March 31, 2025. Table 1

depicts a schedule outlining the development of the 2025 IRP.
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Table 1 — PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Public Input Schedule

2025 IRP Upcoming Meeting Dates and Milestones
Calendar Year 2024

Wed-Thurs January 25, 2024 — General Public Input Meeting 1

Wed-Thurs March 14, 2024 — General Public Input Meeting 2

Wed-Thurs May 2. 2024 — General Public Input Meeting 3

Wed-Thurs June 26-27, 2024 — General Public Input Meeting 4

Wed-Thurs July 17-18, 2024 — General Public Input Meeting 5

Wed-Thurs August 14-15, 2024 — General Public Input Meeting 6

Wed-Thurs September 25-26, 2024 — General Public Input Meeting 7

» September timeframe — Assumptions are locked down for November and December model runs

Calendar Year 2025

» January 1, 2025 - Distribution of the 2025 Draft IRP

Wed-Thurs January 22-23, 2025 — General Public Input Meeting 8

Wed-Thurs February 26-27, 2025 — General Public Input Meeting 9

» March 31, 2025 — Filing of the 2025 IRP

What are the key findings of the 2025 IRP?

PacitiCorp’s 2025 IRP preferred portfolio includes continued operation of most of its
existing fleet, plus substantial new renewables facilitated by incremental transmission
investments, along with demand-side management (“DSM”) resources.

The 2025 IRP preferred portfolio included Kemmerer Unit 1 (previously
referred to as the advanced nuclear Natrium™ demonstration project), anticipated to
achieve online status by 2031. Over the planning horizon, by the end of 2045, the
preferred portfolio also included 3,782 megawatts (“MW”) of new wind and 5,912 MW
of new solar driven primarily by Oregon and Washington environmental policy
requirements. The preferred portfolio also included 7,524 MW of new energy storage
resources, including a combination of short and longer-duration batteries. To facilitate
the delivery of new renewable energy resources to PacifiCorp customers across the
West, the preferred portfolio includes additional transmission investment. Specifically,

the portfolio includes multiple upgrades to increase transfer capability from Utah South
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into the Wasatch Front area, and additional upgrades that increase transfer and
interconnection capability on the west side of PacifiCorp’s system.

Driven in part by the need for low-cost firm capacity, existing coal-fired
facilities generally continue to operate through the end of the planning period.
Majority-owned coal units which are required to cease coal-fired operation were
converted to natural gas where the option was available. The preferred portfolio
included the installation of carbon capture and sequestration (“CCS”) at Jim Bridger
units 3 and 4, natural gas conversion of Dave Johnston units 1 and 2, and continued
coal-fired operation of the Hunter, Huntington, and Wyodak coal plants.

How did the 2025 IRP Update change PacifiCorp’s preferred portfolio?

The outcomes across existing thermal generation units were largely unchanged in the
2025 IRP Update. In the 2025 IRP Update, the preferred portfolio includes 6,549 MW
of renewables (roughly the same amount of new wind and about 2,000 MW less of new
solar, relative to the 2025 IRP) and 4,677 MW of battery storage (roughly 3,000 MW
less relative to the 2025 IRP). Renewable wind and solar often trade-off depending on
specific model inputs, but total renewable volumes remain a major component of the
diverse portfolios across the 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update.

Additionally, the 2025 IRP Update preferred portfolio included new proxy
natural gas resources as a significant part of the optimal portfolio results. The 2025 IRP

Update included 2,223 MW of new gas resources by the end of 2045, including 1,370
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MW of combined cycle combustion turbines (“CCCT”) and 853 MW of new gas
peaking resources.

Please describe the action plan that was included in the 2025 IRP.

The 2025 IRP action plan includes the completion of gas conversion at Naughton units
1 and 2, initiation of the process of converting Dave Johnston units 1 and 2 to natural
gas, the issuance of a 2025 All-Source Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for jurisdictions
with significant near-term needs, and the continued acquisition of cost-effective
demand-side management resources.

Were there any significant changes to the planning environment after the filing of
the 2025 IRP?

Yes. In particular, House Resolution 1 of the 119" Congress phased out and repealed
some tax credits applicable to non-emitting generation and storage resources and also
introduced foreign entity of concern restrictions that may further restrict the ability of
projects to qualify for tax credits. Modeling included in the 2025 IRP Update reflected
these substantial changes to tax credit availability. In the 2025 IRP Update, no new
wind or solar resources were eligible for production tax credits; and new geothermal,
pumped hydro storage, nuclear resources, and new storage resources were eligible for
tax credits if built before 2038.

How did the 2025 IRP Update impact PacifiCorp’s near-term action plan?
Ultimately, the 2025 IRP Update had a minimal impact on the near-term action plan for
PacifiCorp. In the absence of tax credits for new renewable resources, the 2025 IRP
Update still indicates a need for new renewable resources (driven by Oregon and

Washington clean energy policies) prior to 2030. The gas conversions of Naughton 1
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and 2 were in process at the time the 2025 IRP Update was filed (and have since been

completed), and the conversions of Dave Johnston 1 and 2 continue to be indicated

though PacifiCorp is continuing to review its obligations and alternatives.
III. RESPONSE TO OCA

Please summarize the main points of OCA witness William C. Achi’s testimony.

Mr. Achi recommends that the Commission decline to accept the 2025 IRP and 2025

IRP Update for the following reasons:

1. PacifiCorp announced its intent to sell its Washington service territory after the
inputs and assumptions in the model were locked down for the 2025 IRP and
2025 IRP Update.

2. PacifiCorp does not have an approved replacement for its existing cost
allocation protocol, the 2020 PacifiCorp Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation
Protocol (“2020 Protocol™).

3. PacifiCorp failed to comply with two requirements established by the
Commission’s 2019 IRP Order.? In particular, Mr. Achi claims that PacifiCorp
failed to comply because it classified its reference case as a sensitivity rather
than a portfolio variant.

In the alternative, if the Commission accepts the 2025 IRP and Update, Mr. Achi
recommends that the Commission expressly state the filing should not be relied upon

as support for future filings regarding procurement decisions.*

3 In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation Pursuant to Wyo. Stat. § 37-2-117 of the Integrated Resource
Plan Filed by Rocky Mountain Power on October 18, 2019, Docket No. 90000-147-XI-19, Record No. 15389
(Jan. 15, 2021) (hereafter “2019 IRP Order™).

4 OCA Exhibit No. 400, Pre-filed Direct Testimony of William C. Achi at 18-19.
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Please summarize your response to OCA’s recommendations.

PacifiCorp respectfully maintains that its 2025 IRP satisfied all Commission
requirements and served its required purpose: creating a long-term plan, given the
planning environment known at the time. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP, and subsequent IRP
Update, served as an important signal to the market and as the appropriate first step in
making procurement or other resource decisions. Changes after the filing of the 2025
IRP do not invalidate the plan—all plans reflect uncertainty and rely on best-made
assumptions at the time they are prepared—and PacifiCorp does not rely on stale
information as it makes decisions in real time, though the IRP continues to serve its
purpose as a demonstration of PacifiCorp’s analytical tools and in identifying relative
value of resources to serve load. PacifiCorp recommends the Commission accept its
2025 IRP.

1. Washington Asset Sale

What is the sale of Washington-based assets?
As described in PacifiCorp’s application for authority to sell certain Washington-based
assets, PacifiCorp has contracted to sell certain Washington-based generation and
transmission assets, and its entire Washington service area, to Gem Sub LLC (“Gem”),
a Washington affiliate of Portland General Electric Company (“PGE”).>

This proposed Service Area Transfer includes three generation assets located in
Washington: the 477 MW Chehalis combined cycle gas turbine power plant, the 94
MW Goodnoe Hills Wind Farm, and the 234 MW Marengo I and II Wind Farms. It also

includes certain Washington-based transmission assets, specifically 393 miles of

5 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power For the Authority to Sell the Washington-Based
Assets and Accounting Order (Docket No. 20000-706-EA-26 (Record No. 18110)), Exhibit 1.0.
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transmission lines, 10 transmission substations (two of which will be jointly owned),
and approximately 6,220 structures. Through the Service Area Transfer, PacifiCorp
proposes selling its entire Washington service area to Gem, with approximately
137,000 customers located in the state, and its Washington-based distribution assets for
the service area, specifically around 4,100 miles of distribution lines, 34 distribution
substations, and approximately 100,480 poles. The service area covers approximately
2,730 square miles and includes about 35 communities. The customer mix is
approximately 84 percent residential and 16 percent commercial and industrial.
How impactful is the sale of Washington-based assets to PacifiCorp’s long-term
planning trajectory?
The assets PacifiCorp is proposing to sell comprise a relatively small portion of its total
operation facilities: approximately 4,100 miles of 66,900 miles of distribution lines and
393 miles of its approximately 17,700 miles of transmission lines, system-wide.
Further, the generation assets comprise 805 MW of PacifiCorp’s approximately 15,452
MW of owned and contracted generation capacity. As demonstrated in PacifiCorp’s
application for approval of the Service Area Transfer, the sale of certain Washington-
based assets improves the company’s overall system load and resource balance,
increasing PacifiCorp’s system-wide capacity, among other benefits to customers.
From a long-term planning perspective, the key impact to future IRPs is the
removal of Washington area load, the transfer capability associated with certain
Washington-based transmission assets, and the three Washington-based generation
assets (Goodnoe Hills, Marengo I and IT and Chehalis natural gas plant). The decrease

in total PacifiCorp generation capacity is aligned with a decrease in load obligation,
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and in fact, the loss of Washington load is greater than the loss of generation capacity
— creating additional length in PacifiCorp’s total system, which is expected to defer
some additional capacity needs. PacifiCorp does not expect significant changes in the
IRP preferred portfolio as a result of the Service Area Transfer but would expect to see
benefits in the form of additional resource adequacy on the system, reducing the cost
of procuring additional capacity resources.

Additionally, PacifiCorp already largely plans for Washington separately from
the rest of system. Washington state-specific policies and regulatory guidance require
that PacifiCorp conduct Washington-specific long-term planning using unique price
adders, that PacifiCorp maintain a Washington-specific hedging practice and that
PacifiCorp cost-allocate Washington resources on a fixed basis. Removing Washington
from PacifiCorp’s long-term plans does not have significant impacts on the resources
attributed to PacifiCorp’s other jurisdictions given the independent practices and
policies in place.

Did PacifiCorp model the impact of the sale of Washington-based assets in its 2025
IRP Update?

No. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Update was filed on March 31, 2026, just over a month after
PacifiCorp announced its agreement to sell certain Washington-based assets on
February 17, 2026. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Update was nearly complete by the time this
agreement was reached and an announcement was made, leaving no reasonable amount
of time to incorporate the change into PacifiCorp’s modeling. The transaction requires
approval from PacifiCorp’s six retail states and the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission (“FERC”) before it can be executed. PacifiCorp will incorporate the
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Service Area Transfer of certain Washington-based assets into its base assumptions for
modeling and analysis in the 2027 IRP, expected to be filed March 31, 2027.°
PacifiCorp will also include a sensitivity that models the existing system in the event
the Service Area Transfer is not executed.

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Achi’s concerns regarding events that occur after
model input and assumptions are locked down in an IRP — like the announcement
of the Washington Sale?’

A. There appears to be a fundamental misunderstanding of the practical purpose of an IRP.
An IRP represents a variety of portfolios considering a variety of possible futures using
assumptions which practically must be locked down at a specific moment in time so
that all assumptions are comparable. These proxy-based model inputs and assumptions
are then updated on a regular cycle for future IRP proceedings. An IRP is intended to
provide directional guidance and market signals, recognizing that its underlying
assumptions are anchored to that fixed point in time and will inevitably become
outdated — potentially even prior to the time an IRP is filed. If it were necessary to file
an IRP with all updates to inputs and assumptions made at the time of filing, an IRP
might never be filed as IRP analysis would devolve into a constant cycle of updating
inputs and assumptions to then produce portfolios. This concept is further explained in
a United States Department of Energy Report:

Utilities are not expected to update their modeling during the IRP

process every time something changes. If they did, they would never
finish the exercise. Instead, utilities can acknowledge when a charge

6 See PacifiCorp’s 2027 IRP April 22-23, 2026 public input meeting materials, p. 78, and PacifiCorp’s 2027
IRP June 3-4, 2026 public input meeting materials, p. 31 at https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/integrated-
resource-plan/public-input-process.html

7 OCA Exhibit No. 400, Pre-filed Direct Testimony of William C. Achi at 13.
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(e.g., commodity or electricity market prices) is significant enough
to render modeling results less applicable.®

Indeed, a utility should acknowledge key changes in the planning environment and
analyze such changes when making procurement decisions and in subsequent IRP
filings. In other words, changes in circumstances, including market conditions and
evolving regulatory requirements, are always expected following the submission of an
IRP — which is precisely why the IRP is updated annually.

Additionally, I would like to note that the agreement to sell certain Washington-
based assets happened a year after the 2025 IRP was filed. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP
incorporated information known at the time of modeling, fulfilling all statutory and
regulatory obligations and as stated above. Furthermore, the announcement of the
agreement came so close to the filing of the 2025 IRP Update, it could not reasonably
be considered. Changes after filing an IRP can and will happen. This is the nature of
the planning process, but these changes do not invalidate PacifiCorp’s plans and
acceptance of an IRP in no way requires PacifiCorp to use outdated information at the
time of actual procurement or operations decisions.

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Achi’s assertion that PacifiCorp should not use the
2025 IRP to inform procurement?’

A. An IRP should not be considered a plan that a utility should statically adhere to—rather
a utility should be encouraged to utilize the most-up-date information known at the
time in procurement decisions. The IRP is only intended to provide directional and

proxy guidance; with the understanding it is based on an outlook at a fixed point in

8 Available at: https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
12/best_practices_irp_nov_2024_final optimized.pdf (at page 21).
® OCA Exhibit No. 400, Pre-filed Direct Testimony of William C. Achi at 10-11.
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time. This is consistent with the prudence standard utilized by the Commission in rate
case proceedings. When assessing prudence, PacifiCorp is judged based on actual
economics of an individual resource and circumstances known at the time of making a
decision, rather than what was previously provided in an IRP that uses proxy
assumptions and costs.

As explained above, given the requirements for public input, the time required
to load and run the model, and the process of publishing an IRP, it will inevitably be
somewhat out of date at the time of submission. Additionally, events occurring after
submission can further render the IRP outdated — which is why PacifiCorp updates its
IRP annually—to provide updated indicative and directional proxy guidance.

Can you provide an example of how PacifiCorp relies on the best available
information?

Yes. For instance, after PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP assumptions were locked down, a new
federal administration took significant actions—such as accelerating the expiration of
production and investment tax credits. In actual operations, no reasonable utility would
ignore such a material change in the regulatory environment in making procurement
decisions simply because of the assumptions happened to be locked down in an IRP.
Other regulatory processes, such as prudence determinations in general rate case
proceedings, certificates of public convenience and necessity (“CPCNs”), and
competitive solicitations (based on actual bids as opposed to proxy IRP figures) provide
more accurate and detailed analyses for Commission determination. In particular, a
prudence determination for recovery of costs in rates occurs in a general rate case once

the project is in-service or projected to be in-service during the test period, which
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provides for a prudency review of the actual cost of the new generation prior to
inclusion within Wyoming rates.

PacifiCorp believes that is not necessary or appropriate to determine that the
2025 IRP cannot be relied upon for support for future resource procurement, because
PacifiCorp will always use the most up-to-date information when justifying its
investments. The 2025 IRP still serves as an important benchmark and signal to the
market.

What is proxy-based modeling?

Proxy-based modeling, as used in an IRP, evaluates entire portfolios rather than
individual resources. IRPs rely on proxy resource information regarding costs and
technological specifications to evaluate the relative value of certain combinations of
proxy resource selections to meet energy and capacity needs of the system.

Competitive requests for proposals (“RFPs”) and other procurement processes
assess actual bids or combinations of bids specifically representing individual resources
that could actually exist. In other words, the analysis that is conducted is necessarily
different because during procurement processes the bids being evaluated represent
actual individual projects of known and distinct location, size, cost and performance
characteristics.

On the other hand, proxy resources are generic representations and do not offer
site-specific costs (like interconnection costs), actual development timelines or other
constraints, or tax credit eligibility. In short, proxy-based models evaluate what might
happen if actual projects were available given cost and performance assumptions. This

proxy-based modeling fundamentally evaluates whether a resource procurement
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process should be initiated and how that procurement might be structured. In an RFP,
modeling based on bid information is used to identify specific development projects
with project-specific pricing and performance data for procurement. This modeling
then evaluates whether a specific resource should be built. Proxy-based models used in
an IRP do not assess the actual feasibility of specific resources, which may or may not
have interconnection, site control, permits, or other necessary prerequisites.

Can you further explain how proxy IRP modeling interacts with real-world
procurement?

Yes. IRPs are necessarily proxy-based plans, designed to provide directional guidance
and send a signal to the market and it is only through acquisition processes, beyond the
IRP, that actual resource availability and costs can be used to commit to specific and
detailed procurement arrangements. In other words, while a proxy-based plan may
provide indicative guidance based on assumptions fixed at a point in time, it must
ultimately be reconciled with the resources actually available in the market and their
prevailing prices.

This reconciliation occurs through an RFP or other procurement processes and
represents a key distinction between proxy-based planning (a generalized, forecast-
based construct) and real-world procurement (actual, market-available projects).
Locking the IRP into a rigid framework would be inconsistent with prudent utility
practice and risks harming customers. For example, where a proxy plan assumes
specific procurement targets, but actual bids reflect materially higher prices or different
characteristics, those differences must be accounted for in procurement decisions and

may justifiably result in a deviation from the proxy plan. Similar circumstances can
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occur if there are changes in federal/state law or economics after proxy modeling is
executed.

For example, when proxy-based modeling selects 500 MW of wind in a
portfolio, that could represent one 500 MW project, 500 individual 1 MW projects, or
any combination in between. Additionally, the prices included in a proxy-based model
are not reflective of actual contract prices or build costs, which are only determined
through an RFP or other procurement process that is evaluating actual projects. For
illustrative purposes, if proxy-based modeling assumes those same proxy wind
resources are priced at a fixed amount, but bids in a procurement process come in at
double the cost, that discrepancy should inform what is actually procured.

Should events occurring after model inputs are locked down be a basis for the
Commission to decline acceptance of an IRP?

No. Evaluating an IRP or IRP Update based on information that was not available at
the time of modeling is inconsistent with the actual mechanics of modeling (that
requires a lock down date), ignores the counterfactual, variant and sensitivity outcomes,
and undermines the combined thousands of hours of work contributed by PacifiCorp
personnel and stakeholders. Neither the utilities nor stakeholders can perfectly predict
events occurring after the model assumptions are finalized or after an IRP is submitted.
Yet, this standard implies that unanticipated post-submission events should somehow
have been foreseen and incorporated into the IRP.

Conversely, by judging an IRP based on the information available when
assumptions were locked down, the process more accurately reflects what an IRP truly

is—a “snapshot in time” of proxy resource planning given what was known at that
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point. Any alternative standard is inherently unreasonable as it imposes an unrealistic
expectation of foresight on the utilities and stakeholders and degrades the mechanics
of how an IRP is developed — which requires assumption to be locked down on a fixed
date.

If this standard were adopted by the Commission, PacifiCorp submits that no
IRP should ever be accepted or acknowledged in Wyoming. To illustrate, under this
standard, neither of PacifiCorp’s two most recent IRPs should be accepted or
acknowledged due solely to events occurring after the model inputs were finalized.

e 2023 IRP: In PacifiCorp’s 2023 IRP, the Environmental Protection
Agency’s Ozone Transport Rule (“OTR”) was stayed by the United
States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit approximately one month
after the IRP was filed. The OTR would have required PacifiCorp to
reduce coal-fired generation during certain periods of the year. In
practice, PacifiCorp would not ignore such a material change in the
regulatory environment when making procurement decisions simply
because the regulation had not yet been stayed at the time the IRP
assumptions were finalized. PacifiCorp appropriately reflected this
development in updates to its 2023 IRP and in its subsequent 2025 IRP.
Under OCA’s proposed standard, however, the 2023 IRP would not
have been accepted based solely on this post-filing change in
circumstances.

e 2025 IRP: In PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP, the modeling assumptions were
locked down in September 2024. Thereafter, material developments
occurred outside the company’s control, including actions by a new
federal administration to accelerate the expiration of production and
investment tax credits. In addition, PacifiCorp announced its intent to
sell its Washington service territory more than a year after those inputs
were finalized. While PacifiCorp will incorporate these developments
in subsequent IRP filings and take into account these development
during procurement, OCA’s proposed standard would effectively
preclude acceptance of the 2025 IRP based solely on these post-cutoff
changes in circumstances.

Accordingly, the Commission should adopt a more reasonable standard that

reflects the actual mechanics of proxy planning, which “freezes” planning assumptions
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and methodologies at a certain point to accommodate the extensive time that is needed
for modeling and computing processes, post-modeling analysis, public outreach, and
subsequent drafting periods. Whether or not IRP input assumptions remain valid for
other decision-making upon or after filing of the IRP is a separate question that should
addressed as necessary on a case by case basis.

2. 2020 Protocol
What are Mr. Achi’s concerns regarding cost allocation assumptions used in
PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP?
Mr. Achi’s testimony states concerns that due to the lack of an agreed-upon cost-
allocation methodology to be applied in future rate-making decisions across five of its
six states, any outcomes from PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP cannot be a reliable source of
long-term planning decisions. '
How do you respond to Mr. Achi’s concerns?
Mr. Achi is correct in noting that there is not currently a multi-jurisdictional cost
allocation methodology approved in five of PacifiCorp’s six-state service areas.
However, PacifiCorp’s IRP process does not pre-determine or impose any specific cost
allocation outcomes. PacifiCorp’s IRP process must make some assumptions about
future cost allocations to isolate state-specific policy-driven resource needs and
appropriately plan for both system and jurisdictional requirements. The resulting
proxy-based long-term resource plan is flexible to future resource allocations. I do not
agree that PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP is invalid in the absence of an agreed-upon successor

allocation protocol(s) for the entire 20 plus year planning horizon. Mr. Achi’s general

19 OCA Exhibit No. 400, Pre-filed Direct Testimony of William C. Achi at 15.
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position is inherently suggesting that in lieu of any and all unknowns, PacifiCorp’s
IRPs should be rejected. As described previously, though PacifiCorp’s IRPs are
intended to be robust across a range of possible futures, they will always be fraught
with uncertainty and will need to be updated over time with new information and to
meet ever-evolving needs.

Can you explain the importance of multi-jurisdictional cost allocation
assumptions in PacifiCorp’s IRP process?

Yes. Historically, PacifiCorp’s long-term planning process has been agnostic to multi-
jurisdictional cost-allocation assumptions. IRP models have always been used to solve
for a systemwide optimal result: the least-cost, least-risk portfolio of resources to
reliably serve all customers.

The 2020 Protocol was intended as a bridge allocation agreement that would
end by December 31, 2025, at which time a new successor protocol would be in place.
The 2020 Protocol was designed to allow PacifiCorp to preserve the system planning
process and the benefits of an integrated system, to the extent possible, while also
allowing the company to incorporate state-specific policy-driven resources. The 2020
Protocol, and any successor protocol, follows cost-causation principles. In the simplest
sense, states should pay for the resources they need. Historically, PacifiCorp procured
resources for the system and cost allocations were driven by relative energy and
capacity needs across the states.

However, state-specific policies have continued to diverge over time and
carbon policies in states like Washington and Oregon drive resource selections that are

not strictly least cost. PacifiCorp needs to be able to isolate these state-specific resource
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needs and the associated costs. As PacifiCorp has evolved its IRP modeling to account
for jurisdictional policy drivers, it has had to make assumptions about current and
future cost allocations. Specifically, in the 2025 IRP, PacifiCorp assumes that all
existing resources continue to be cost-allocated consistent with currently approved
rates (which is defined by the 2020 Protocol, in most cases) and all proxy resources are
situs (100 percent allocated) to the jurisdiction that drove the selection.

In practice, this results in renewable and storage proxy resource selections situs-
assigned to Washington and Oregon to meet each of their respective policy
requirements and all other resources driven by system economics are assumed to be
shared amongst the states that do not have policy drivers that diverge from the least-
cost result (Utah, Wyoming, Idaho and California). In addition, where a resource type
is precluded by a specific state policy, such the removal of coal-fired resources from
rates in Oregon and Washington, that capacity has been allocated among the remaining
states where that capacity remains a cost-effective alternative. PacifiCorp does not
imply that states will allocate proxy or existing resources in any specific manner, just
that a certain volume of new resources are cost-effective for Washington and Oregon’s
energy and capacity needs and that a certain volume of existing thermal resources are
available for other states.

Do you agree with Mr. Achi’s recommendation that the IRP should not be
accepted due to the lack of a successor of the 2020 Protocol?!!
No. As described previously, as state-specific policies diverge, it is necessary to apply

cost allocation assumptions to system-wide resource planning. The cost allocations

' OCA Exhibit No. 400, Pre-filed Direct Testimony of William C. Achi at 18-19.
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reflected in the 2025 IRP are those necessary to assign resources needed to comply
with Washington and Oregon’s clean energy laws, as implemented through
PacifiCorp’s jurisdictional modeling approach. Mr. Achi’s recommendation not to
accept the 2025 IRP, due to the uncertainty regarding a future cost-allocation
methodology inherently suggests that no IRP can ever be accepted or acknowledged,
given that there will always be an unknown future during the 20 plus year planning
horizon.

PacifiCorp plans to conduct sensitivities in the 2027 IRP that will illustrate how
long-term planning would change under various new cost-allocation methodologies
and the company has solicited study requests from interested parties.!? PacifiCorp
intends to use these studies as a starting point for future negotiations with interested
parties on a successor cost allocation protocol.

3. Compliance with 2019 IRP Order

What does the relevant portion of the 2019 IRP Order require?

My understanding is that Mr. Achi is citing the 2019 IRP Order as the newly adopted
IRP rules were enacted after the 2025 IRP was developed and filed with the
Commission. Mr. Achi claims that PacifiCorp failed to comply with Ordering
Paragraphs (c) and (d) from the 2019 IRP Order.'? These paragraphs require PacifiCorp
to:

(©) Conduct sensitivity analysis on top-performing portfolio cases and the

reference case; and

12 See PacifiCorp’s 2027 IRP June 3-4 public input meeting materials, p. 15, at
https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/integrated-resource-plan/public-input-process.html
13 OCA Exhibit No. 400, Pre-filed Direct Testimony of William C. Achi at 16-18.
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(d) Demonstrate rate impacts over the planning period between Preferred

Portfolio and Reference Case.

Is there confusion regarding the inclusion of the Reference Case in the 2025 IRP?
Yes. The Reference Case, as required by prior Commission order, is equivalent to the
2025 IRP preferred portfolio. The confusion stems from the fact that PacifiCorp
misidentified the Reference Case in the 2025 IRP in Chapters 8 and 10 and did not
explicitly identify the Reference Case in Chapter 9 (Modeling and Portfolio
Evaluation). The Reference Case and the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio converged to be
the same, which was not communicated effectively to stakeholders. The identification
errors noted in Chapters 8 and 10, outside of analytics, were carried forward from past
IRP language and understandings.

The reference case requires PacifiCorp to model thermal retirements which are
no earlier than the 2017 IRP Update preferred portfolio (unless otherwise required by
law or joint ownership agreements), and with no carbon price or environmental
investments except for those required by law. Table 2 summarizes requirements that
the Reference Case portfolio must satisfy, based upon the 2017 IRP Update preferred
portfolio, and the outcomes of the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio, showing that the
preferred portfolio was developed without a carbon price and that resulting thermal
retirements or conversions only occur after the specified year or represent actions or

decisions that have already occurred, beyond this model.
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Table 2 — 2025 IRP Preferred Portfolio against Reference Case Requirements'

|Reference Case |2025 IRP |2025 IRP Notes
Coal Plant Retirement
Dave Johnston 1(2028 2045+ Gas Converted
Dave Johnston 2(2028 2045+ Gas Converted
Dave Johnston 3(2028 2028 Retire for Environmental Compliance
Dave Johnston 4(2028 2045+
Hunter 1|2036+ 2045+
Hunter 2|2036+ 2045+
Hunter 3|2036+ 2045+
Huntington 1|2036+ 2045+
Huntington 2|2036+ 2045+
Jim Bridger 1|2029 2045+ Gas Converted in 2024
Jim Bridger 2|2033 2045+ Gas Converted in 2024
Jim Bridger 3(2036+ 2043 CCS and retire after tax credits
Jim Bridger 4(2036+ 2043 CCS and retire after tax credits
Wyodak|2036+ 2045+
Craig 1|12026 2026 Minority Owned
Craig 2|2035 2029 Minority Owned
Colstrip 32036+ 2029 Minority Owned
Colstrip 4(2036+ 2029 Minority Owned
Hayden 1{2031 2029 Minority Owned
Hayden 2(2031 2028 Minority Owned
Cholla|2021 Not modeled Retired
Gas Plant Retirement
Naughton 1|2030 2045+ Gas Converted
Naughton 2|2030 2045+ Gas Converted
Naughton 3|2019 2045+ Gas Converted
Gadsby 12033 2045+
Gadsby 2|2033 2045+
Gadsby 3|2033 2045+
Gadsby 4|2033 2045+
Gadsby 5(2033 2045+
Gadsby 6|2033 2045+
Currant Creek|2036+ 2045+
Hermiston|2036+ 2045+
Chehalis|2036+ 2045+
Lakeside[2036+ 2045+
Other Modeling Assumptions
Baseline Emissions Price|None None

14 A “+” at the end of a year means the model horizon ended in that year, and the unit had not yet retired. Minority
owned plant retirement dates are not controlled by PacifiCorp, and as such any differences in retirement date are
appropriate per the Wyoming investigative order.
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What is this convergence and how does it apply to identifying the Reference Case
properly?

The Reference Case and the preferred portfolio have been destined to converge since
the inception of the 2019 Order 1a. Each time a system change or change in law is
appropriately incorporated into the Reference Case per the Order, there are fewer
elements in the Reference Case that must be altered to align with the 2017 IRP Update.
This convergence was inevitable and has been generally occurring with each successive
IRP. The 2025 IRP is the first IRP to arrive at full convergence.

Could the Reference Case and the preferred portfolio diverge in future IRP
cycles?

Yes. However, the trend will always be toward convergence as the 2017 IRP Update
selections must be updated to reflect portfolio elements that have changed in fact or in
law. In contrast, divergence between the Reference Case and preferred portfolio could
result if a future IRP may reinstate a proxy carbon dioxide cost adder that is expected
but not represented in law. Similarly, a future IRP preferred portfolio might indicate a
coal retirement that occurs earlier than in the 2017 Update, but that has not actually
occurred or been required by law. But as determinations continue to be made in the real
world and in law, the potential for differences between the Reference Case and the
preferred portfolio is reduced. This misidentification has been noted and avoiding this
confusion in the future will be a priority for future IRP cycles.

Why was the “business as usual” sensitivity retained in the 2025 IRP cycle?

The convergence between the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio and the Reference Case was

an emergent, not planned, occurrence, and so studies proceeded under the assumption

Response Testimony of Rohini Ghosh 30



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

that all studies would be needed. Also, the business-as-usual case, as developed, retains

informational value.

With the Reference Case correctly identified, does the 2025 IRP meet

requirements 1¢ and 1d which have been challenged by Mr. Achi?

Yes. The 2025 IRP preferred portfolio, as the Reference Case, retains the analysis of

price-policy scenarios required by 1c. Regarding 1d, aligned with past IRPs, indicative

cost impacts are represented by the difference in present value revenue requirement

(“PVRR”) among all studies eligible for the preferred portfolio. In the 2025 IRP, where

the Reference Case and the preferred portfolio are synonymous, the impact is zero.

IV.  RESPONSE TO WIEC

Please summarize WIEC’s recommendations.

WIEC witness Scott S. Mallory’s testimony focuses on PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Update

and recommends that the Commission acknowledge PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Update and

requests that PacifiCorp be required to address the following five items in future IRPs

or other proceedings, as applicable: !>

1. Within its 2027 IRP, PacifiCorp should analyze the economics of a transmission
upgrade to allow for the full capacity of Kemmerer Unit 1 and Naughton units to
be simultaneously reach the transmission system.

2. The Commission should order that PacifiCorp request approval from the
Commission prior to joining any regional resource adequacy program.

3. PacifiCorp should include a Wyoming jurisdictional portfolio with associated cost

analysis within its 2027 IRP, similar to those for Washington and Oregon.

1S WIEC Exhibit No. 200, Direct Testimony of Scott S. Mallory at 4-5.
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4. PacifiCorp should include cost benefit analysis showing whether and to what extent
Wyoming will benefit from each future transmission project when a project is
proposed for Commission approval.

5. In the 2027 IRP, PacifiCorp should correct an apparent discrepancy between an
expected 640 MW of new committed large loads and up to 4,734 MW of suggested
resources to serve the amount of new large load. Also, PacifiCorp should include
in its 2027 IRP details on the expected allocation by state of the capacity, energy,
and costs of the forecasted resources necessary to serve new large loads.

In my testimony, I address items 2, 3, and 4. Please refer to PacifiCorp witness

Daniel J. MacNeil for responses to items 1 and 5.

How do you generally respond to WIEC’s recommendations for the 2027 IRP?

Given the substantial time required to load and run the model, PacifiCorp expects to

lock down assumptions in July—August 2026 to support circulation of a Draft IRP for

stakeholder input in November 2026. Accordingly, the 2027 IRP assumptions will be
finalized before an order is issued in this proceeding. PacifiCorp therefore encourages

WIEC to continue participating in the ongoing public input process so its views can be

vetted through the collaborative stakeholder forum.

Does WIEC identify improvements made to the 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update?

Yes. In Mr. Mallory’s testimony, WIEC acknowledges that PacifiCorp implemented

several improvements in the 2025 IRP that addressed some of WIEC’s prior

recommendations.'® PacifiCorp appreciates WIEC’s constructive testimony and

recognition of these improvements.

16 WIEC Exhibit No. 200, Direct Testimony of Scott S. Mallory at 7-9.
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What is your response to WIEC’s second recommendation related to participation
in future resource adequacy programs?

WIEC suggests that, given PacifiCorp’s planned exit from the Western Resource
Adequacy Program (“WRAP”), the Commission require the company to file an
application requesting authority to join any regional resource adequacy program to
ensure that expected costs and risks of participating in such a regional market benefit
Wyoming customers. | believe this recommendation is outside of the scope of this IRP
proceeding, not relevant to the current or future IRP filings, and the Commission should
decline to take action on this topic at this time.

How do you respond to WIEC’s third recommendation?

In WIEC’s third recommendation, Mr. Mallory recommends the Commission require
PacifiCorp to include a Wyoming-specific jurisdictional portfolio with cost analysis in
the 2027 IRP. I urge the Commission to decline to adopt WIEC’s recommendation
because it is contrary to the interests of Wyoming customers. Oregon and Washington
have passed environmental policies that increase the costs of serving Oregon and
Washington ratepayers and require those states to diverge from the least-cost system
portfolio to achieve specific climate objectives. PacifiCorp represents these state-
specific policies through its jurisdictional analysis. Wyoming has not passed any
policies that require including model drivers to reach a result other than the economic
outcomes. A systemwide portfolio that excludes all state-specific policies continues to
select the mix of resources that are optimal for Wyoming customers, as was developed

in the 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update.
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If the Commission chooses to accept WIEC’s recommendation, I request the
Commission amend the recommendation to specify that PacifiCorp reports the proxy
resources included in the 2027 IRP preferred portfolio that would be forecasted as cost
allocated to Wyoming, along with the estimated Wyoming-allocated costs, without
requiring that PacifiCorp add another Wyoming portfolio to its jurisdictional modeling
approach. Given the current state of state-specific policy, any Wyoming jurisdictional
portfolio would mirror the selections made for a combined Utah, Idaho and California
portfolio—the systemwide portfolio would be run under the same inputs, assumptions
and conditions. The Wyoming perspective would be Wyoming’s system share of the
same suite of resources selected by Utah, Idaho and California, which is no different
than combining Wyoming, Utah, Idaho and California together for modeling purposes.
How do you respond to WIEC’s fourth recommendation to include cost benefit
analysis showing whether and to what extent Wyoming will benefit from each
future transmission project that is proposed for Commission approval?

It is unclear what this recommendation means with regard to “future project that is
proposed for Commission approval” and its relevance to the IRP process. For the
purposes of this testimony, I assume that this is a recommendation for future
proceedings like a CPCN application or a rate case where PacifiCorp would request
cost recovery — and not a requirement for a future IRP filing. This recommendation is
outside the scope of this proceeding because PacifiCorp does not request approval for
specific projects within its IRP filings. Furthermore, to the extent that PacifiCorp

evaluates transmission upgrades and investments in its IRP modeling, until such time
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a successor protocol is negotiated and approved regarding cost allocations, PacifiCorp
assumes that all transmission investments are system allocated.
V. RESPONSE TO SIERRA CLUB

Can you summarize Sierra Club’s testimony regarding PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP and
2025 IRP Update?
Yes. Sierra Club submits substantial comments regarding their assessment of
PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update, the benefits of clean energy development
for Wyoming, and community energy needs and desires as observed by Sierra Club
witness Emma Jones.

Generally, Sierra Club finds that PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update
“do not align with the public interest.”!” Sierra Club recommends that the Commission:
1) decline to acknowledge the 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update, 2) make clear that it
expects PacifiCorp to responsibly and prudently evaluate and, if appropriate, execute
upon cost-effective clean energy resources, 3) direct PacifiCorp to investigate actions
that the utility can take to facilitate higher adoption of private generation, including by
revising its net metering tariff and/or providing incentive programs to support customer
acquisition of distributed energy resources and, 4) direct PacifiCorp to account for
environmental regulatory risk in its 2027 IRP preferred portfolio. For the sake of
brevity, I do not attempt to respond to every point made by Sierra Club. I will respond
to some of the modeling critiques and recommendations. Mr. MacNeil’s testimony

includes further discussion on Sierra Club’s second and third recommendations.

17 Sierra Club Exhibit 300, Direct Testimony of Sierra Club witness Emma Jones at 4.
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How do you generally respond to Sierra Club?

In general, I agree with much of Sierra Club’s testimony in that renewable resources
provide important benefits to an overall diverse resource mix. Contrary to the
implications in Sierra Club’s testimony, PacifiCorp operates the largest wind fleet of
any rate-regulated utility in the Western United States. Furthermore, PacifiCorp
currently has two major solicitations underway that are exclusively seeking renewable
and energy storage resources to comply with Washington and Oregon clean energy
requirements. Outside of state-specific and federal regulatory constraints, PacifiCorp
is energy-agnostic and will choose the most cost-effective, least risk option to serve its
customers.

Significant changes to federal policies and tax incentives continue to drive
changes to the cost-effective resource mix for customers, as evidenced by increasing
resource costs and changes to the overall resource mix in the 2025 IRP Update, relative
to the 2025 IRP. Despite this, as described in my previous description of the 2025 IRP
and Update preferred portfolios, PacifiCorp’s long-term plan continues to include a
diverse set of proxy resource selections across new renewable, storage, nuclear, and
gas technologies.

Do you agree with Sierra Club’s perspective regarding thermal resources?

No. Recognition of the benefits of renewable resources mentioned by Sierra Club does
not diminish the substantial value of thermal resources. While Sierra Club emphasizes
the importance of a “diverse” resource mix, its testimony does not fully account for the
significant capacity and reliability benefits provided by dispatchable thermal resources,

which are not dependent on variable weather conditions. Thermal resources play a

Response Testimony of Rohini Ghosh 36



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

critical role in maintaining resource diversity, ensuring system reliability, and meeting
capacity requirements—considerations that are reflected in the IRP modeling
framework. The IRP model was free to select the mix of proxy resources that best
satisfies least-cost, least-risk objectives, including both renewable and thermal
resources. The preferred portfolio and PacifiCorp’s energy-producing fleet is diverse,
comprised of a wide array of alternatives that help dampen the impact of risks that
particular resource types or locations, creating significant value for customers.

1. Modeling Critiques

Do you agree with Sierra Club that there are important technology risks
represented in the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio?!3
Yes. I think there are likely to be technology risks in every IRP, to the extent that
technology is expected to evolve and change in the future. Sierra Club includes a
number of comments regarding the need to continue considering the risks of any
particular resource or procurement strategy. CCS performance could be highly variable
and relies on a suite of tax credit and emissions benefits which may not be realized.
Kemmerer Unit 1 is a first-of-kind technology, requiring extra protections for
customers. New long-duration storage technologies may not be available with the cost
or performance characteristics of the proxy assumptions PacifiCorp has relied on.
Changes to any of these items would lead PacifiCorp to look to procure alternative
resource types of leverage different contractual structures.

This is why PacifiCorp includes a variety of counterfactual studies in each IRP

to examine what actions PacifiCorp would take should these resource types or

18 1d. at 42-43.
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technologies ultimately not come to fruition as envisioned today. PacifiCorp’s 2025
IRP Update included a detailed “Alternative Path Analysis” in Chapter 9, presenting a
discussion of future changes and considerations that could lead to real-world
procurement that differs from the 2025 IRP Update preferred portfolio. PacifiCorp’s
alternative path analysis is discussed in more detail in Mr. MacNeil’s testimony.

Q. How do you respond to Sierra Club’s argument that PacifiCorp did not account
for future environmental regulatory risk in developing the preferred portfolio?'

A. PacifiCorp has been adapting its long-term planning to account for environmental
regulatory risk for many planning cycles. PacifiCorp tested all variant portfolios (i.e.
those eligible to be selected as the preferred portfolio) under a range of price-policy
scenarios, including a high gas price, high carbon dioxide price (“HH”) scenario and
the social cost of greenhouse gases (“SCGHG”) scenario. PacifiCorp also included
variant portfolios in the 2025 IRP and the 2025 IRP Update that reduced reliance on
emitting resources, including a portfolio that required all coal units to retire. These
portfolios were eligible for selection as the preferred portfolio. PacifiCorp continues to
evaluate the costs and benefits of all technology types and potential risks associated
with over-reliance on any one technology type, emitting or not, while still forecasting
a downward trend in systemwide emissions over the next decade.

Q. How does PacifiCorp assess the risk of carbon capture and sequestration
technology at Jim Bridger Units 3 and 4?

A. Sierra Club claims that PacifiCorp does not adequately assess the risks of CCS

technology at Jim Bridger Units 3 and 4.%° PacifiCorp completed studies in the 2025

19 Id. at 19-23.
20 Id. at 14-16.
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IRP and 2025 IRP Update which present a counterfactual to the selection of carbon
capture to determine the next most likely configuration of these units. These studies
selected ongoing coal operations at Jim Bridger units 3 and 4, indicating that should
carbon capture ultimately be determined to be uneconomic or to carry too great a risk
to PacifiCorp customers, continued coal-fired operation is the least-cost option. Further
analysis of Jim Bridger units 3 and 4 will be completed before deciding whether to
install carbon capture and sequestration technology.

How do you respond to Sierra Club’s comment that PacifiCorp’s jurisdictional
modeling approach “diminished” the value of PacifiCorp’s six-state system?2!

As explained previously in my testimony, the jurisdictional modeling approach is
intended to protect Wyoming ratepayers from incurring any costs associated with the
compliance requirements unique to Oregon and Washington, while still retaining
system benefits to the extent possible. This is a modeling exercise to adequately identify
and plan for the proxy resources that are optimal and required for each state, given their
state-specific policies or lack thereof, and does not “diminish” the value of PacifiCorp’s
six-state system. Diverging policies across PacifiCorp’s service area cannot be ignored
and require a solution that is integrated into the systemwide economic result that would
otherwise exist in the absence of state-specific policies.

Sierra Club claims that PacifiCorp has not included the Boardman-to-
Hemingway (“B2H”) transmission line in its modeling. How do you respond?
The 600 MW of eastbound transfer capability unlocked by B2H is included in the 2025

IRP and 2025 IRP Update preferred portfolio. In the 2025 IRP, absent load, east to west

2L I1d. at 6.
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transmission rights on one segment of the B2H project were not included. In modeling,
other segments’ east to west rights, and all west to east rights on applicable segments
were included. B2ZH was modeled in this way because PacifiCorp is not guaranteed
cost-effective re-direct rights through Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA”), and
planning as if these rights will be granted at a reasonable price is risky. This assumption
is in light of BPA ongoing suspension of long-term transmission service processes
(including redirect requests) that is the topic of discussion in BPA Docket No. TC-27.
In the 2025 IRP Update, all PacifiCorp rights associated with B2H were included in the
IRP model, and the redirect rights dependent upon BPA were not included. PacifiCorp
included a sensitivity study in the 2025 IRP Update that assumed that BPA granted
redirect rights.

How do you respond to Sierra Club’s criticism that the IRP excluded large load
from the IRP?2?

New large load was excluded from system planning in the 2025 IRP because PacifiCorp
anticipated that states would begin seeking to protect other customers from the rate
impacts of new large loads. Ultimately the Power Act in Oregon and Senate Bill 132 in
Utah were passed codifying this intent. PacifiCorp believes that on a forward-looking
basis and based on the referenced laws, it is critical to first understand the least cost,

least risk way for PacifiCorp to serve the existing retail customer base prior to

2 1d. at7-8.
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accounting for large, hyperscale load needs, regardless of how large loads end up being
represented in IRP planning.

At the same time, stakeholders were particularly interested in understanding
what types of resources would be needed to serve these hyperscale loads in the future.
As a result, in the 2025 IRP Update PacifiCorp included only online or contracted new
large loads in the final model run once the balance of system planning was completed.
These loads were accounted for after the balance of the system in order to isolate the
impact large loads may have on long term procurement of resources. A discussion of
the resources needed to serve large loads is provided in Mr. MacNeil’s testimony.
Why does PacifiCorp use “end effects” in its modelling and why is its use justified?
End effects were applied to all portfolios run under the medium gas, no CO2 price
policy (excepted conditions) for a S-year period after the study horizon. Without
considering end-effects, PacifiCorp could plan to move forward with a portfolio which
signals to the market resource acquisitions which (while appearing to benefit customers
versus another signal) end up harming customers outside the modeled horizon. Given
the useful lives of the various technologies spans greater than 20 years, PacifiCorp
believes it is most prudent to analyze and consider potential unmodeled impacts.

Sierra Club asserts that PacifiCorp merely took the final year normalized cost
plus the final year risk adjustment, multiplied that number by 5 and added it to the risk
adjusted PVRR.? This is incorrect. End effects were calculated by adding the final year

normalized cost and risk adjustment, replicating that cost an additional 5 years, and

B Id at8.

Response Testimony of Rohini Ghosh 41



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

then taking the present value of those additional 5 years, meaning they are discounted
and not merely added.

With that clarification, PacifiCorp continues to assert that the ongoing inclusion
of end-effects is justified in considering portfolio performance. As discussed above
regarding CCS analysis, any actual procurement takes into account a levelized view of
real resources for which pricing is available and which considers the entire life of the
project (which is what an end effects calculation is attempting to quantify).

What are “annual block products” and why were they introduced in the 2025 IRP
Update?

Annual block products were introduced in the 2025 IRP Update in response to
stakeholder criticism that PacifiCorp was not modeling how PacifiCorp uses market
purchases today. Within actual market transactions, PacifiCorp is able to purchase
monthly or quarterly block products on a forward basis which help to fill PacifiCorp’s
capacity position. As such, PacifiCorp’s modeling structure is both reasonable and
appropriate in planning. In the 2025 IRP, block products were not included due to
concerns about compliance with Western Resource Adequacy Program capacity
accreditation rules, and the model could only fill a firm capacity need with traditional
long-term resources. Annual block products offer additional firm capacity for

individual years that represents how PacifiCorp transacts on a forward basis.

Response Testimony of Rohini Ghosh 42



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

2. Recommendations

How do you respond to Sierra Club’s first recommendation that the Commission
not acknowledge the 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update?

PacifiCorp understands that Sierra Club disagrees with the outcome of the least-cost,
least-risk proxy modeling and the resulting 2025 IRP preferred portfolio. This position
is not unexpected given Sierra Club’s stated objectives and goals. However,
PacifiCorp’s modeling approach has been refined over several decades, is subject to
extensive regulatory review across multiple jurisdictions, and incorporates one of the
most robust public input processes in the industry, spanning well over a year. The model
selected the preferred portfolio as the least-cost, least-risk option based on the inputs
and assumptions in place at the time those inputs were finalized.

Sierra Club’s disappointment with the outcome of the modeling results is not a
basis for non-acceptance of the IRP. While PacifiCorp continually refines its proxy
modeling methodology based on stakeholder input and regulatory feedback, the
preferred portfolio reflects the least-cost, least-risk modeled outcome derived from that
process and is fully compliant with applicable Wyoming requirements.

How do you respond to Sierra Club’s second recommendation regarding
procurement of clean energy resources?

PacifiCorp has and will continue to responsibly and prudently evaluate all resource
options available to the company and will procure cost-effective resources as they are
available and required. The Commission should decline to direct PacifiCorp to take any
specific procurement action. PacifiCorp evaluates the cost effectiveness of resources of

all types, given an identified resource need, whenever presented the opportunity to do
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so. PacifiCorp is technology agnostic in seeking new resources and will work to
procure the best options to meet customer needs. The ongoing Oregon and Washington
solicitations are evidence that PacifiCorp continues to look to identify the best options
for customers where a need is identified (in this case state-specific), as discussed above.
This topic is discussed in more detail in Mr. MacNeil’s testimony.

How do you respond to Sierra Club’s third recommendation regarding private
generation?

The Commission should decline to direct PacifiCorp to take any specific action on
private generation as this recommendation is outside the scope of this proceeding. This
topic and the potential for updating the net metering tariff is discussed in Mr. MacNeil’s
testimony, but again, this topic is outside the scope of an IRP proceeding

How do you respond to Sierra Club’s fourth and final recommendation?

The Commission should decline to require any specific consideration of additional
environmental or regulatory policy in its base assumptions. As discussed in earlier
testimony, the medium gas, no COz price future is presently the most likely future for
gas and federal carbon pricing. PacifiCorp already operates in a world where state
environmental policies have a larger impact on resource procurement than what would
be indicated in a future with medium carbon pricing.. PacifiCorp’s ongoing evaluation
of a wide variety of variant portfolios and price curves already fulfills the desire to

ensure potential regulations are considered.
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VI. IRP FILING TIMELINE
According to the Commission’s administrative rules, every affected electric utility
shall file an initial application proposing IRP filing timelines and any specific
analyses applicable to the utility.>* Has PacifiCorp filed this application? Please
explain.
PacifiCorp has not filed this initial application because the Commission’s new IRP
rules went into effect in September 2025 after the 2025 IRP was published and filed
with the Commission on March 31, 2025. PacifiCorp considers the 2025 IRP Update
that was published and filed on March 31, 2026 to be an informational filing and
contained limited modeling adjustments to the 2025 IRP.
Did any of the parties to the 2025 IRP discuss the Company’s filing timeline in
their testimony?
No.
When does PacifiCorp expect to file this initial application for the Commission’s
consideration?
PacifiCorp can file an application at any time but would prefer to address the filing
timeline and cadence within this proceeding to be administratively efficient. If the
Company were to file an application requesting a specific filing timeline, the
application would request the same biennial filing cadence that has been in place for
many years with a fully developed and modeled IRP filed in the odd-numbered years
and an informational filing with limited modeling adjustments to the IRP in the even-

numbered years.

24 Chapter 7, Section 5(a).
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The Commission’s rules also allow for modifications or waivers from the
requirements and allow for other procedural or substantive analysis to be tailored
to each utility’s specific circumstances.?> Would PacifiCorp be requesting any
waivers or modifications from the rule requirements in its initial application?
PacifiCorp does not believe that any waivers or modifications are necessary at this point
in time and also does not request any other procedural or analyses changes for now.
This IRP review process in Wyoming is new. As PacifiCorp becomes more familiar
with this process, the company may wish to request certain waivers or modifications in
the future but does not wish to do so now.
VII. CONCLUSION

Based on your testimony, do you have a recommendation for the Commission to
consider?
Yes. I recommend the Commission accept PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP and the 2025 IRP
Update. I believe PacifiCorp has met the requirements for developing the IRP and
complied with the directives from the Commission’s 2019 IRP Order. To the extent that
parties have made suggestions or critiques of PacifiCorp’s modeling assumptions in the
2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update, PacifiCorp will include the feedback from parties in
this proceeding as part of the stakeholder process for the 2027 IRP.

PacifiCorp uses a robust IRP stakeholder process to take into consideration
multi-faceted stakeholder comments and has determined a least-cost, least-risk
preferred portfolio after analyzing many variants and sensitivities across a wide range

of futures. The action plan provided with both the 2025 IRP and 2025 IRP Update is
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consistent with the optimized preferred portfolios and I recommend the Commission
accept and place within its files PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP and the 2025 IRP Update.
Does this conclude your response testimony?

Yes.
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