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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. Please state your name, business address, and present position with PacifiCorp 2 

d/b/a Pacific Power (PacifiCorp or the Company). 3 

A. My name is Daniel J. MacNeil. My business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street, 4 

Suite 600, Portland, Oregon 97232. My present position is Commercial Analytics 5 

Adviser.  6 

Q. Briefly describe your education and professional experience. 7 

A. I received a Master of Arts degree in International Science and Technology Policy 8 

from George Washington University and a Bachelor of Science degree in Materials 9 

Science and Engineering from Johns Hopkins University. Before joining PacifiCorp, I 10 

completed internships with the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Policy and 11 

International Affairs and the World Resources Institute’s Green Power Market 12 

Development Group. I have been employed by PacifiCorp since 2008, first as a 13 

member of the net power costs (NPC) group, then as manager of that group from June 14 

2015 until September 2016. In my current role, I provide analytical expertise on a 15 

broad range of topics related to PacifiCorp’s resource portfolio and obligations, 16 

including oversight of the calculation of avoided cost pricing in PacifiCorp’s 17 

jurisdictions.   18 

Q. Have you testified in previous regulatory proceedings? 19 

A. Yes. I have filed testimony in proceedings before the Public Utility Commission of 20 

Oregon (Commission), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and the public 21 

utility commissions in California, Idaho, Utah, Washington and Wyoming. 22 
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II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY 1 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 2 

A. I respond to the Opening Testimony of Staff witnesses Will Wheeler, David 3 

Abraham, and Bret Farrell and address the economic modeling that was used to 4 

support the Company’s decision to sign the coal supply agreement (CSA) second 5 

amendments with Wolverine Fuel Sales, LLC (Wolverine) for the Hunter and 6 

Huntington plants (CSA Amendments), the benefits of the Gateway South 7 

transmission line, and the load forecast.   8 

Q. Please provide a summary of your testimony. 9 

A. My testimony explains and supports the economic analysis performed by the 10 

Resource Planning department in support of the CSA amendments.  I demonstrate 11 

that based on what was known at the time the amendments were signed, the 12 

agreements represented the lowest cost fueling option for the Hunter and Huntington 13 

plants.  I also explain how the CSA amendments have not adversely impacted 14 

PacifiCorp’s long-term resource planning or procurements and demonstrate that the 15 

CSA amendments have not compromised the benefits of the Gateway South 16 

transmission line.  Finally, I address concerns over the load forecast used in this case.   17 

III. HUNTER AND HUNTINGTON 18 

A. Overview of Economic Analysis 19 

Q. Please explain your role in the economic analysis used to evaluate the CSA 20 

amendments. 21 

A. On behalf of PacifiCorp’s Resource Planning department, I prepared an economic 22 

analysis that compared several different coal supply scenarios to determine the lowest 23 
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cost option for fueling Hunter and Huntington.  My February 2024 analysis is 1 

included in PAC/202.1 PacifiCorp’s Fuel Resource department conducted additional 2 

analysis, which is addressed in the testimony of witness James C. Owen. 3 

Q. Was your modeling used to evaluate the CSA amendments consistent with the 4 

Company’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) modeling and then current planning 5 

assumptions? 6 

A. Yes. The PLEXOS model was used to evaluate the CSA amendments, which is the 7 

same model PacifiCorp uses in the IRP and Requests for Proposals (RFP). The 2023 8 

IRP (filed in March 2023) included compliance requirements related to U.S. 9 

Environmental Protection Agency’s proposed rule, “Federal Implementation Plan 10 

Addressing Regional Ozone Transport for the 2015 Ozone National Ambient Air 11 

Quality Standard,” also known as the Ozone Transport Rule (OTR). However, the 12 

final rule included delayed implementation deadlines and was stayed in July 2023, 13 

limiting the applicability of the 2023 IRP preferred portfolio in the near term. 14 

Accordingly, rather than including the OTR, the CSA analysis reflected the best 15 

estimate of PacifiCorp’s future resource portfolio available at the time (February 16 

2024). Particularly, the CSA analysis was the best estimate with regard to the near 17 

term applicable to the committed portion of the CSA term because it was based on the 18 

top-performing portfolio of 2022 All Source RFP (2022AS RFP) bid resources and 19 

proxy resource options, developed in August and September of 2023. Although the 20 

2023 IRP Update was not published until April 2024, PacifiCorp also reviewed draft 21 

 
1 PAC/202, Owen/19-26. 
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analysis to confirm that early retirement or other modifications of the Hunter and 1 

Huntington facilities were not identified as cost-effective.2 2 

Q. Was the economic analysis supporting the CSA amendments consistent with 3 

prior Commission direction? 4 

A. Yes.  It is my understanding that in Order No. 21-379 the Commission provided 5 

direction on the type of economic analysis it expects for CSAs:  6 

When a CSA extends to a unit’s retirement date, we expect 7 
PacifiCorp to explain how it incorporates its IRP planning into 8 
its TAM-reviewed fuel contracts, or its management of those 9 
contracts. When we review a CSA, we will need to understand 10 
how PacifiCorp considered future costs in multi-year contracts, 11 
especially given that its plans for operating a plant generally 12 
would be expected to show declining production before 13 
retirement. PacifiCorp will need to explain how it is allowing 14 
for an orderly sequence towards retirement and ensuring 15 
flexibility for reduced capacity factors and consumption of the 16 
coal pile, and how it will manage the contract in the event that 17 
circumstances change from those expected when it was 18 
signed.3 19 

Although the Commission’s guidance was specific to CSAs that extend to a coal 20 

unit’s retirement date (which is not the case here), the analysis performed in this case 21 

was largely consistent with the Commission’s expectations.  In addition, the 2023 IRP 22 

Update pushed back the retirement dates of all Hunter and Huntington units to well 23 

beyond the CSA term.4 With regard to managing the contract in the event of changing 24 

circumstances, the CSA includes language that  25 

 26 

 
2 See In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, 2023 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. LC 82, 
PacifiCorp’s 2023 Integrated Resource Plan Update at 12 (Apr. 1, 2024). 
3 In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, 2022 Transition Adjustment Mechanism, Docket No. UE 390, 
Order No. 21-379 at 7 (Nov. 1, 2021). 
4 Docket No. LC 82, PacifiCorp’s 2023 Integrated Resource Plan Update at 13. 

Redacted
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Q. Did the Company’s analysis consider different levels of demand? 1 

A. Yes.  As explained in PAC/202, the Company developed an expected case, a high 2 

demand case, and a low demand case.8 The high and low demand cases were intended 3 

to be representative of a range of potential conditions that impact generation demand, 4 

including load, hydro and renewable resource supply, and market prices.  5 

 6 

 7 

   8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 

 
8 PAC/202, Owen/23. 
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Q. How do the generation forecasts used for the CSA amendments analysis 1 

compare to the generation forecasts used in the 2023 IRP (filed in March 2023) 2 

and 2023 IRP Update (filed in April 2024)? 3 

A. The coal generation forecasted in the 2023 IRP, 2023 IRP Update, and the CSA 4 

amendment analysis was endogenously calculated by the PLEXOS model, based on 5 

incremental coal costs and committed volume requirements (at the time the 6 

assumptions were locked down) relative to other resource options available to serve 7 

load. There are two main drivers that impact generation forecasts: load and the 8 

resource portfolio. 9 

Q. How would load forecast changes impact coal generation forecasts? 10 

A. The load forecast used in the CSA analysis is the same as that used in the 2023 IRP 11 

and very similar to that used in the 2023 IRP Update, as shown in Figure 1. These 12 

load forecasts are all significantly higher than what was assumed in the 2021 IRP, 13 

driven by higher projected demand from new large customers as well as an increased 14 

residential forecast. Part of the load forecast increase is due to the inclusion of climate 15 

change impacts, which were reflected in a load sensitivity in the 2021 IRP (i.e., not 16 

part of the base forecast reflected in Figure 1), but which were incorporated in the 17 

base case in the 2023 IRP and later load forecasts. Until new resource additions can 18 

occur, the output from existing resources must increase or else market purchases are 19 

required. This increase impacts the marginal resource in each interval, which 20 

primarily varies between thermal resources and market purchases, and varies based 21 

on the load level and economics of the incremental supply, resulting in different 22 
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Q. Was PacifiCorp able to procure all of the near-term wind and solar resources 1 

that were projected in the 2021 IRP? 2 

A. No. The 2021 IRP included the final shortlist of resources from PacifiCorp’s 2020 3 

All-Source RFP (2020AS RFP). Negotiations for those resources continued into 4 

2022, but due to supply chain and tariff issues, a number of bidders were unable to 5 

reach final commercial terms at that time. The final shortlist and the eventual 6 

outcomes are described below: 7 

 1,792 megawatts (MW) of wind: 8 

o One 280 MW wind power purchase agreement (PPA) (Two Rivers) was 9 

contracted but later terminated due to development delays. 10 

o The remaining projects were successfully contracted and are projected to 11 

be online in 2026. 12 

 1,302 MW of solar additions: 13 

o One 400 MW project (Green River) was contracted under the 2020AS 14 

RFP. 15 

o One 95 MW project (Glen Canyon) was contracted but terminated due to 16 

inability to secure transmission service. 17 

o Two projects totaling 300 MW (Hornshadow) could not reach terms under 18 

the 2020AS RFP negotiations but later contracted in conjunction with 19 

Schedule 272. 20 

o The remaining projects could not reach terms under the 2020AS RFP 21 

negotiations. 22 



PAC/700 
MacNeil/12 

Reply Testimony of Daniel J. MacNeil 

 697 MW of battery storage capacity – 497 MW paired with solar and a 200 MW1 

standalone battery.2 

o One 200 MW project paired with solar (Green River, two-hour duration)3 

was contracted under the 2020AS RFP.4 

o The 200 MW standalone battery (Dominguez) could not reach terms under5 

the 2020AS RFP negotiations but later contracted following the 2022AS6 

RFP.7 

o The remaining projects could not reach terms under the 2020AS RFP8 

negotiations.9 

Q. At the May 8, 2025, Commissioner workshop, Commissioner Tawney noted that 10 

both the 2023 IRP Update and the Clean Energy Plan have significantly lower 11 

capacity factors for Hunter and Huntington relative to the assumptions 12 

supporting the CSA amendments, which suggests this lower output would be 13 

feasible despite the need for minimum takes. Why is the Company modeling the 14 

need for  tons of coal at the same time the 2023 IRP Update showed a 15 

lower capacity factor using lower price coal? Both forecasts use PLEXOS so why 16 

are the results different? 17 

A. Inputs for the 2023 IRP Update were established prior to the completion of the CSA 18 

contract negotiations and associated analysis. Although pricing assumed for Hunter 19 

and Huntington in the 2023 IRP Update was similar to that in the final CSAs, the 20 

volume limitations were not incorporated in the 2023 IRP Update analysis. The broad 21 

scope of an IRP or IRP Update requires that inputs be established in advance of 22 

modeling. Changes in inputs would necessarily result in changes in results, including 23 

REDACTED
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impacts on portfolios and reliability, which would essentially represent a restart of the 1 

IRP/IRP Update modeling. As a result, an IRP/IRP Update may inevitably include 2 

certain outdated information by the time it is filed. 3 

Q. Have load and resource projections in the 2025 IRP changed relative to that 4 

used in the CSA analysis? 5 

A. Yes. The load forecast used in the 2025 IRP excludes large data center loads that are 6 

now expected to be served with resources that they bring and pay for, rather than as 7 

part of the resource mix used to serve existing retail customers. Since the CSA 8 

analysis was prepared, both Oregon and Utah have passed legislation that changes the 9 

planning requirements related to large new loads.9 Although the 2025 IRP excludes 10 

these loads, it is not a determination that the load growth will not occur, but rather 11 

that it will be served primarily by directly assigned facilities that will be determined 12 

outside of the standard resource planning process. Because load and resources may 13 

not perfectly align in all periods, the combined impact of large new loads may still 14 

impact dispatch like other resource portfolio changes, as discussed above.   15 

C. Minimum Take Levels 16 

Q. Staff claims that the forecasted coal consumption for Hunter and Huntington in 17 

2026 is “  18 

 19 

”10 Does this 20 

 
9 Oregon House Bill 3546 (available at: 
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2025R1/Measures/Overview/HB3546) (last visited July 16, 2025); Utah 
Senate Bill 132 “Electric Utility Amendments” (available at: https://le.utah.gov/~2025/bills/static/SB0132.html) 
(last visited July 16, 2025).  
10 Staff/400, Wheeler/19. 

Redacted
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observation indicate that the minimum take level is excessive or that the CSA 1 

amendments are uneconomic? 2 

A. No. Staff’s analysis is too narrow and fails to account for (or rebut) the broader 3 

economic and scenario analysis that informed the Company’s decision to sign the 4 

CSA amendments.  The fact the Company may take the minimum amount of coal in 5 

certain years does not, on its own, suggest that the CSA amendments are uneconomic 6 

or imprudent.  Indeed, the Company’s Resource Planning analysis contained in 7 

PAC/202 expressly stated that “  8 

[.]”11  But “  9 

 10 

”12  11 

Staff’s testimony does not rebut any of this analysis and fails to consider the 12 

countervailing impact of a higher price associated with a lower minimum take level.   13 

Staff’s testimony also fails to consider the fact that even if the Company takes 14 

the minimum amount in one or more years, the overall system cost of doing so may 15 

be lower than the alternative.  In this case, Resource Planning modeled five 16 

alternative scenarios that were designed to reflect the realistically achievable 17 

alternatives to the CSA amendments.13  These scenarios included scenarios  18 

 19 

.  The analysis 20 

shows that the scenario with the CSA amendments and the associated minimum take 21 

 
11 PAC/202, Owen/20-21. 
12 PAC/202, Owen/20-21. 
13 PAC/202, Owen/20-21.  Note that the Fuels Department modeled additional scenarios, which are discussed in 
witness Owen’s testimony. 

Redacted
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 1 

 2 

  3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

  7 

Q. Staff complains that the Company signed CSA amendments with “  8 

[.]”17  Do you agree?  9 

A. No. As just described, PacifiCorp evaluated  10 

 11 

. In the 12 

absence of the proposed contract, PacifiCorp faced significant uncertainty in the Utah 13 

market price for coal. PacifiCorp evaluated two Utah coal market prices, both of 14 

which were  than the price of coal under the CSA amendments.18 Given the 15 

uncertainty in the Utah coal market in the absence of the proposed contract, it is not 16 

clear if the projected volumes would be available at those prices, as the remaining 17 

suppliers have limited output capability. While the scenario that assumed Powder 18 

River Basin coal has a lower coal price, it also required  19 

 20 

.19  Therefore, of the realistic scenarios studied by the 21 

 
17 Staff/400, Wheeler/15.  
18 See PAC/202, Owen/20. 
19 See PAC/202, Owen/20. 

Redacted
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Company, the price of coal in the CSA amendments was the .    1 

Q. Staff argues that the Oregon customer benefits of the CSA amendments are 2 

lower than customers in other states because of the “limited time frame that coal 3 

will remain in Oregon rates.”20  AWEC makes a similar argument.21  Is that 4 

true? 5 

A. No. In each year from 2024-2029, Oregon customers share the same benefits that 6 

accrue to all customers that participate in these units. Furthermore, the economic 7 

analysis indicated that the net benefits of the CSA amendments were higher in 2024-8 

2029, when rates for Oregon customers will include coal, relative to 2030-2032, both 9 

in terms of dollars and in dollars per MMBTU.  10 

Q. AWEC also claims that “[t]here needed to be comprehensive analyses conducted 11 

that considers not only the fuel supply, but also the potential for retiring and 12 

replacing [Hunter and Huntington.]”22  How do you respond? 13 

A. First, AWEC did not dispute any of the comprehensive analysis that concluded the 14 

CSA amendments were lower cost than the alternatives.  As part of the CSA 15 

amendment analysis PacifiCorp reviewed draft analysis from the 2023 IRP Update 16 

(which was not published until April 2024), to confirm that early retirement or other 17 

modifications of the Hunter and Huntington facilities were not identified as cost-18 

effective.23 Second, the correct venue for determining resource retirements is the 19 

Company’s IRP proceedings and no IRP has concluded that early retirement of 20 

 
20 Staff/400, Wheeler/16. 
21 AWEC/100, Mullins/30. 
22 AWEC/100, Mullins/30. 
23 See In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, 2023 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. LC 82, 
PacifiCorp’s 2023 Integrated Resource Plan Update at 12 (Apr. 1, 2024). 

Redacted
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Hunter and Huntington is least-cost, least-risk.  Contrary to AWEC’s claims, coal 1 

costs in the IRP are not viewed as sunk costs so there is no bias in favor of continued 2 

operations of these plants.   3 

D. Resource Planning  4 

Q. Staff claims that the minimum take levels in the Hunter and Huntington CSAs 5 

have “unfairly skew[ed] the economics as the Company plans for and procures 6 

other resources that will contribute to a reliable portfolio that complies with 7 

Oregon’s policy goals.”24  How do you respond to this claim? 8 

A. The Company disagrees there is anything “unfair” in its analysis. As discussed above, 9 

the Company could have potentially introduced greater flexibility into its coal 10 

supplies for the Utah plants in one of two ways. First, the Company could have 11 

agreed to a lower minimum take of  tons.  But that lower minimum take 12 

 13 

. Second, the 14 

Company could have pursued alternatives to the amended CSAs by  15 

. But the 16 

undisputed economic analysis shows that result would have been higher cost. And 17 

any scenario where the Company procured less coal (either through a lower minimum 18 

take or shorter term CSA) would be higher risk given the market volatility discussed 19 

by Company witness Owen.  Staff’s analysis does not consider the costs associated 20 

with the flexibility it seeks and simplistically assumes—without any supporting 21 

evidence—that the Company could obtain greater flexibility and lower costs even 22 

 
24 Staff/400, Wheeler/18. 

Redacted
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though CSA flexibility and cost are negatively correlated.   1 

Q. Staff claims that comments made by PacifiCorp at an April 15, 2025, public 2 

meeting related to the 2025 IRP indicate that PacifiCorp “committed to 3 

purchase an enormous amount of energy to achieve a relatively smaller capacity 4 

benefit” because once the Hunter and Huntington CSAs expire, the capacity 5 

factor for the plants decreases sharply.25  How do you respond to this claim? 6 

A. Staff’s concern is misplaced because Staff did not consider the Company’s scenario 7 

analysis showing that the CSA amendments were lower cost than the available 8 

alternatives.  As shown in Figure 2, increasing renewable resource additions are 9 

projected in the future, and future evaluation of coal supply alternatives (and all other 10 

resource decisions) will involve different conditions than those in the CSA 11 

amendments. 12 

Q. Staff also raised the possibility that the amended CSAs will somehow 13 

compromise the benefits of the Gateway South transmission line.26  Did your 14 

economic analysis include Gateway South and the wind resources that were 15 

enabled by Gateway South?  16 

A. Yes.   17 

Q. How do you respond to the concern that by locking in excessive coal supplies for 18 

Hunter and Huntington the emission reduction benefits of Gateway South will 19 

not materialize?   20 

A. When evaluating bids in the 2020AS RFP, the Company’s analysis indicated that one 21 

of the results of constructing Gateway South to interconnect additional wind 22 

 
25 Staff/400, Wheeler/20-21. 
26 Staff/400, Wheeler/22. 
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generation was reduced coal plant dispatch.27 In particular, modeling indicated 1 

reduced dispatch at the Hunter and Huntington plants. That analysis was based on a 2 

comparison of the bids selected in the Staff No Sales (SNS) study (a version that 3 

excluded wholesale sales to limit bids that whose primary benefits were potential off-4 

system sales, rather than serving load and avoided fuel costs or market purchases) and 5 

the bids selected in the low natural gas, no greenhouse gas (LN) study. The LN bids 6 

excluded all wind resources associated with Gateway South, plus approximately 500 7 

MW of wind and solar resources at various other locations on PacifiCorp’s system. 8 

Figure 3 below demonstrates the projected avoided energy savings by category 9 

presented during the 2020AS RFP,28 overlaid by the changes in those categories with 10 

the removal of Gateway South as discussed in the direct testimony of Company 11 

witness Ramon J. Mitchell in this docket.29 Also shown is the assumed generation 12 

from shortlisted wind and solar resources that were included in the 2020AS RFP 13 

projection but failed to reach commercial terms or executed contracts and were later 14 

terminated, which total approximately 630 MW. 15 

 
27 In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, Application for Approval of 2020 All Source Request for 
Proposal, Docket No. UM 2059, PacifiCorp's Response to ALJ Bench Request 3 (Aug. 17, 2021) (available at 
https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAC/um2059hac142214.pdf) (last visited July 16, 2025). 
28 See Docket No. UM 2059, PacifiCorp’s Update to Request for Acknowledgement of Final Shortlist of 
Bidders at 16, Figure 8 (July 21, 2021) (available at: 
https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um2059hah163218.pdf) (last visited July 16, 2025).  
29 PAC/100, Mitchell/37-38. 
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Figure 3: Projections of Avoided Energy Related to Gateway South 1 

 

Q. Please explain the results in Figure 3.  2 

A. The 2020AS RFP results in Figure 3 were produced in 2021, and a number of 3 

changes have occurred since that time. First, each of the shortlisted bids that were 4 

unable to reach commercial terms and were withdrawn or failed to reach commercial 5 

operation reduces the potential energy savings in the other categories. This has a 6 

larger impact than might be expected because congestion increases with each 7 

additional resource added in a location. Even with Gateway South in service, there 8 

are some hours in which the supply of wind and low-cost coal-fired resources exceed 9 

the available transmission export capability, but this effect is reduced since one of the 10 

wind resources in eastern Wyoming that was contracted as part of the 2020AS RFP 11 

experienced development delays and was terminated. In the absence of that additional 12 

wind resource, it is likely that the 2020AS RFP results would have had increased 13 
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generation from PacifiCorp’s low-cost Dave Johnston and Wyodak coal plants in 1 

many hours, i.e., the reduction in coal generation would have been smaller.  2 

Second, as discussed above, PacifiCorp’s load forecast for 2026 is 3 

significantly higher than was projected in the 2021 IRP. This pushes the marginal 4 

resource toward more expensive resources, including market purchases and less-5 

efficient natural gas resources, including steam generation.  6 

Third, in the 2020AS RFP analysis, Jim Bridger 1 and Naughton 1 and 2 were 7 

all assumed to have retired prior to 2026, while Jim Bridger 2 was still operating as a 8 

coal-fired resource in that year. All four of those units operate using natural gas in the 9 

2026 TAM. This change would tend to shift more volume into the natural gas 10 

category, particularly in light of the higher load forecast. As shown in PAC/202,30 the 11 

coal price under the amended CSA is well below the expected natural gas prices in 12 

the winter and is also below the low natural gas price scenario in the winter. The 13 

twelve-month average for the natural gas price forecast at the time the CSA analysis 14 

was prepared was over $4 per MMBTU, which is above the price of the amended 15 

CSA. The optimized dispatch used in the analysis accounts for both the large benefits 16 

of avoiding high-cost natural gas in the winter and the relative cost when natural gas 17 

prices are below the stated cost of the coal, displacing as much of the former as 18 

possible, rather than a uniform amount across the year.  19 

Therefore, while coal-fired generation is lower with Gateway South, the 20 

combination of these factors results in less reduction in coal-fired generation when 21 

 
30 PAC/202, Owen/26, Figure: Fuel Price Comparison. 
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Gateway South is removed in the 2026 TAM, relative to what was projected during 1 

the 2020AS RFP.   2 

Q. Has PacifiCorp procured additional resources after the difficulties experienced 3 

with the 2020AS RFP final shortlist?  4 

A. Yes. Hornshadow Solar is a 300 MW resource located in Utah that recently achieved 5 

commercial operation. While PacifiCorp was unable to reach a contract with 6 

Hornshadow as part of the 2020AS RFP, it was later contracted in conjunction with a 7 

Schedule 272 Renewable Energy Credit agreement. Similarly, the 200 MW 8 

Dominguez battery storage facility, also in Utah, was unable to complete a contract as 9 

part of the 2020AS RFP but was contracted following the cancellation of the 2022AS 10 

RFP, and is scheduled to achieve commercial operation during 2026. Both of these 11 

resources were included in the 2020AS RFP final shortlist but were unable to move 12 

forward before that process concluded. The Green River Energy Center was 13 

successfully procured as part of PacifiCorp’s 2020AS RFP and was originally 14 

contracted in September 2022 as a 400 MW solar project and a 200 MW battery with 15 

two-hour duration (400 MWh of storage) and an expected commercial operation date 16 

in 2026. In November 2023, PacifiCorp executed an amendment which increased the 17 

energy storage capability by four times thus increasing the battery component to 400 18 

MW with a four-hour duration (1,600 MWh of storage). PacifiCorp has also 19 

contracted for an additional 320 MW of battery storage resources that are scheduled 20 

to achieve commercial operation during 2026 that were not identified as part of the 21 

2020AS RFP final shortlist. All of these resources are reflected in the 2026 TAM and 22 
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comparable levels of resources were assumed in 2026 in the CSA amendment 1 

analysis. 2 

IV. GATEWAY SOUTH 3 

Q. By way of background, what wind resources are included in the 2026 TAM that 4 

were dependent on Gateway South for interconnection?  5 

A. Table 1 identifies the wind resources included in the 2026 TAM that were dependent 6 

on Gateway South for interconnection. 7 

Table 1: 2026 TAM Resources Requiring Gateway South 8 

Interconnection 
Queue # 

Resource Capacity (MW) 

409 Boswell Springs Wind 320 
713 Cedar Springs Wind IV 350.4 
785 Anticline Wind 100.5 
835 Rock Creek 1 190 
836 Rock Creek 2 400 

 Total 1,360.9 

Q. Are there additional resources that are dependent on Gateway South for 9 

interconnection that are not included in the 2026 TAM?  10 

A. Yes. PacifiCorp has executed interconnection agreements for approximately 670 MW 11 

of wind and solar resources located in eastern Wyoming that require the completion 12 

of Gateway South for interconnection, all from the serial interconnection queue. 13 

These resources are not currently contracted to PacifiCorp Energy Supply 14 

Management (ESM) to serve retail customers; however, PacifiCorp previously 15 

contracted with Two Rivers Wind, a 280 MW project in eastern Wyoming, as part of 16 

its 2020AS RFP. That project experienced development delays, and the PPA was 17 

terminated. Gateway South is also required for certain interconnection requests for 18 

resources located in Utah and Wyoming that were part of Cluster 1, and are also part 19 
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of the transmission system modeling for all future requests. Resources must have 1 

completed interconnection studies to participate in RFPs, and these resources could 2 

be potentially procured by PacifiCorp ESM in the future. 3 

Q. Staff faults the Company for not quantifying the “standalone NPC benefit of 4 

either Gateway South or these new wind projects” and claims “there are likely 5 

significant benefits that would arise from these wind projects absent Gateway 6 

South.”31  Is Staff correct? 7 

A. No. Staff fundamentally misunderstands the relationship between Gateway South and 8 

the new wind projects. As explained in the Company’s testimony in docket UE 433,32 9 

the new wind projects cannot interconnect to PacifiCorp’s transmission system 10 

without Gateway South. So, without Gateway South, the wind projects provide no 11 

benefits of any kind because they cannot interconnect and cannot serve load.   12 

V. LOAD FORECAST 13 

Q. Staff expressed a concern that the 2026 load forecast used in the TAM was 14 

different from the 2026 load forecast included in the 2025 IRP.33  Can you 15 

explain the key differences between the two forecasts? 16 

A. The load forecast used in the 2025 IRP includes customer loads that PacifiCorp is 17 

planning and procuring resources for. As such, it excluded demand from new large 18 

load customers which it expects will be served by directly assigned generation 19 

facilities. The Company anticipates doing this to protect existing customers from the 20 

sizeable resource and transmission infrastructure costs associated with serving large 21 

 
31 Staff/500, Farrell/15-16. 
32 See generally In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, Request for a General Rate Revision, Docket 
No. UE 433, PAC/2600 (July 26, 2024). 
33 Staff/200, Abraham/4. 
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new loads. PacifiCorp is working with large customers to ensure they bring sufficient 1 

resources and are prepared to pay for the incremental transmission upgrades required 2 

to serve them. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP identifies the resources and transmission 3 

requirements necessary to serve its load exclusive of new and very large data center 4 

load. Similarly, the 2025 IRP load forecast also  5 

. In the TAM, both large new 6 

loads and  were included in the 2026 forecast. Second, the IRP load 7 

forecast excludes direct access loads during the opt out period, while the TAM 8 

includes direct access loads.   9 

Q. Are there any other differences between the two load forecasts? 10 

A. Yes. The load forecast used in the TAM was prepared before the 2025 IRP was filed 11 

and did not include all of the input and assumption updates used in the 2025 IRP. For 12 

example, the 2026 TAM is developed from the private generation study prepared for 13 

the 2023 IRP, rather than the study prepared for the 2025 IRP.34 Similarly, the 14 

conservation potential study and energy efficiency selections from the 2023 IRP were 15 

used to develop the 2026 TAM, rather than the inputs and selections from the 2025 16 

IRP.35 One additional complication between the IRP and the TAM is that the IRP load 17 

forecast is pre-energy efficiency, so it has higher load inputs but also allows for 18 

selection of energy efficiency options that can reduce load. In the TAM, the load 19 

 
34 A comparison of 2025 IRP and 2023 IRP results is presented in Volume II of the 2025 IRP. See PacifiCorp’s 
Integrated Resource Plan, Vol. II: Appendix L –Distributed Generation Study at 42, Figure 4-19 (Mar. 31, 
2025) (available at https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-
resource-plan/2025-irp/2025_IRP_Vol_2.pdf) (last visited July 16, 2025). 
35 The 2025 Conservation Potential Assessment and related documents are available at: 
https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/integrated-resource-plan/support.html (last visited July 16, 2025). 

Redacted
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forecast is post-energy efficiency with projected energy efficiency savings already 1 

netted out. 2 

Q. Does this conclude your reply testimony? 3 

A. Yes. 4 




