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A DIVISION OF PACIFICORP
May 19, 2025

ROBERT SYKES, WSBA No. 49635 Assistant Attorney General
Public Counsel Unit

206-389-2055

Robert.Sykes@ ATG.WA.GOV

RS/CM

Enclosure

cc: Service List (via E-mail)

RE: WA UE-250224
PC Informal Data Request (1-20)

Please find enclosed PacifiCorp’s Responses to PC Informal Data Requests 1-6 and 8-20 and
Attachments PC Informal 9, 17 and 8-1 — 8-4. Provided via BOX are Confidential Attachments
11-13,15, 17, 18 and 20. Designated information in Confidential Attachments 11 — 13, 15, 17,
18 and 20 is confidential per WAC 480-07-160.

If you have any questions, please call me at 503-813-5410.

Sincerely,

/sl
Ariel Son
Regulatory Affairs Manager

Cc: Robert Earle, Robert@aleallc.com
Robert Sykes, Robert.Sykes@atg.wa.gov
Tad O’Neill, Tad.ONeill@atg.wa.gov
Stefan de Villiers, Stefan.deVilliers@atg.wa.gov
Callahan Moriyasu, Callahan.Moriyasu@atg.wa.gov
Kai Hiatt, Kai.Hiatt@atg.wa.gov
Brice C. Hartman, Brice.Hartman(@atg.wa.gov
Jean Martin, Jean.Martin(@atg.wa.gov
Service Inbox, PCCSeaEF(@atg.wa.gov
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PC Informal Data Request 2

Chehalis, Hermiston, and Rolling Hills.
(a) Please answer yes or no. Did PacifiCorp consider alternatives to the

reassignment of Chehalis, removal of Hermiston, and increasing the allocation
of Rolling Hills?

(b) If the answer to subpart a. is yes, please provide any and all analysis that
PacifiCorp did in consideration of alternatives. In your answer, please provide
work papers with data and calculations in Excel.

(c) If the answer to subpart a. is no, please explain why no alternatives were
considered.

(d) Please answer yes or no. Did PacifiCorp consider increasing the allocation of
facilities to Washington other than Rolling Hills?

(e) If the answer to subpart d. is yes, please provide any and all analysis that
PacifiCorp did in consideration of increasing the allocation of facilities to
Washington other than Rolling Hills. In your answer, please provide work
papers with data and calculations in Excel.

(f) If the answer to subpart d. is no, please explain why increasing the allocation
of facilities other than Rolling Hills was not considered.

Response to PC Informal Data Request 2

(a) Please refer to section 6.4 of the 2020 Protocol which describes limited
realignment as a Framework Issue for discussion in the Framework Issues
Workgroup from the Multi-State Process.

(b) Analysis that was conducted for the Framework Issues Workgroup was
conducted with stakeholders from all six jurisdictions in which PacifiCorp
operates and was conducted under a Non-Disclosure Agreement.

(c) Please see the response to subpart (a) and subpart (b).

(d) No.

(e) See Subpart (d).

(f) Rolling Hills is the only CETA compliant facility on PacifiCorp’s system that
had an unallocated share of generation.
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PREPARER: Counsel

SPONSOR: TBD
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