
825 N.E. Multnomah St. 

Portland,OR 97232 


October 1,2007 

California Energy Commission 

Docket Unit, MS-4 

15 16 Ninth Street 

Sacramento, California 958 14-5504 


Re: Docket No. 02-REN-1038 and Docket No. 03-RPS-1078 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I enclose 12 copies of the Comments on RPS Guidebooks submitted by PacifiCorp. If 
you have any questions please contact me at 925-943-2708. Thank you for your assistance. 

ere& D. Weinstein 



COMMENTS ON RPS GUIDEBOOKS 
SUBMITTED BY PACIFICORP 

September 28,2007 

PacifiCorp is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to 
the California Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Guidebooks in California Energy 
Commission Docket Nos. 02-REN-1038 and 03-RPS-1078. PacifiCorp appreciates the 
opportunity to work with the Commission and staff to implement these important changes to the 
Guidebooks. Page and line references herein are to the Draft Third Edition marked workbook 
posted by the Commission on the internet. 

1. Add Langwee to Avoid Misconstruction of California Environmental Laws As A~ulvinq 
on an Extm-Territorial Basis. 

At the Commission Workshou held on J a n w  10.2007. and in its written comments " ,  

(Attachment A hereto) PacifiCorp suggested language to c1arif;that the Commission is not 
seeking to apply California environmental laws to the territories of other states, or to govern 
power plantdevelopments in other states, except to the extent those power plants have actual 
physical impacts on California land, air or water. PacifiCorp subsequently sought certification of 
out-of-state facilities, including its Wolverine Creek wind facility in Idaho. On August 30, 
2007, Commission staff notified PacifiCorp (a copy of which is attached as Attachment B) of 
alleged deficiencies in a PacifiCorp response for additional information (Attachment C hereto) 
that listed each category of California LORS set forth in the current draft of the Guidebook and 
explaining how each such LORS was not applicable to the Wolverine Creek wind facility, 
situated in Idaho. Commission staff responded as follows: 

Unfortunately the data provided is insufficient and does not meet our intended purpose. 
We request this information to determine if the facility is operating under standards as 
strict or stricter than the standards facilities located within California are subject to. 
Would the facility be able to operate within California and not violate environmental 
quality laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards? It is not simply a matter of not 
violating any of California's LORS because the facility does not abut California. Please 
identify and compare standards that Wolverine Creek is subject to that correspond to the 
LORS. 

PacifiCorp interpreted staffs response to seek to apply California environmental laws to 
the internal territory of the State of Idaho. In the course of productive conversations between 
counsel for PacifiCorp and Commission staff, PacifiCorp was instructed to identify those LORS 
that would be applicable to the facility if it was located in the California county closest to Idaho. 
Commission staff also clarified that once such LORS were identified, their non-applicability 
could be assessed (Attachment D). 

Pursuant to these subsequent conversations with Commission staff, PacifiCorp 
respectfully requests that the Commission clarify the Guidebooks to ensure that the Commission 
does not seek to apply California environmental laws to the siting of facilities in other states, and 
































