Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT/PRIVACY PROGRAM

December 31, 2024
In reply refer to: FOIA #BPA-2023-00855-F (Missel)

Andrew Missel

Advocates for the West

3701 SE Milwaukie Ave., Ste. B
Portland, OR 97202

Email: amissel@advocateswest.org

Dear Mr. Missel,

This communication is the Bonneville Power Administration's (BPA) final response to your
request for records, submitted to the agency under the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. §
552 (FOIA). Your request was received on April 20, 2023, and formally acknowledged on May
11, 2023. A first partial release of records was provided to you on July 31, 2024; a second partial
release was provided to you on September 16, 2024; and third partial release was provided to
you on October 29, 2024.

Request

“...the records described below concerning the relationship between the Bonneville Power
Administration (“BPA”) and Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. (“E3”’)—specifically,
records pertaining to the Lower Snake River Dams Replacement Study (“LSRD Study™)
commissioned by BPA and prepared by E3 that was released in July 2022:

1. All contracts, statements of work, and similar documents between BPA and E3 that were
prepared or executed in connection with the LSRD Study;

2. All communications between BPA and E3 that relate in any way to the LSRD Study,
including any communications concerning the LSRD Study’s release, press stories about
the LSRD Study, etc.;

3. All records that document, memorialize, or refer to any meetings, conversations, or other
communications between BPA and E3 concerning the LSRD Study; and

4. All internal BPA memos, emails, etc. that refer to the LSRD Study.”

Any reference to an entity—such as “BPA” or “E3”—includes all employees and agents of that
entity as well as the entity itself and any division thereof. Requesters seek records from any time
up until the time of search.”
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Fourth Partial Response
The fourth and final release of responsive records accompanies this communication. This release
comprises 710 pages of responsive agency records with the following redactions applied:

e 406 redactions under 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(5) (Exemption 5)
e 238 redactions under 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(6) (Exemption 6)

Explanation of Exemptions

The FOIA generally requires the release of all agency records upon request. However, the FOIA
permits or requires withholding certain limited information that falls under one or more of nine
statutory exemptions (5 U.S.C. §§ 552(b)(1-9)).

Exemption 6
Exemption 6 protects Personally Identifiable Information (PII) contained in agency records when

no overriding public interest in the information exists. In these records BPA has used Ex. 6 to
protect signatures, personal cell phone numbers, meeting pass codes, and a limited amount of
communication concerning non-business information and personal opinions. BPA does not find
an overriding public interest in a release of the information redacted under Exemption 6. This
information sheds no light on the executive functions of the agency. BPA cannot waive these
redactions, as the protections afforded by Exemption 6 belong to individuals and not to the
agency.

Exemption 5
Exemption 5 protects “inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would not be

available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with the agency” (5 U.S.C. §
552(b)(5)). Exemption 5 protects information under a number of privileges, including the
deliberative process privilege and the attorney-client privilege.

The deliberative process privilege protects records that reveal the deliberative or decision-
making processes of government agencies. Records protectable under this privilege must be both
pre-decisional and deliberative. A record is pre-decisional if it is generated before the adoption
of an agency policy. A record is deliberative if it reflects the give-and-take of the consultative
process, either by assessing the merits of a particular viewpoint, or by articulating the process
used by the agency to formulate a decision. Here BPA asserts the deliberative process privilege
to redact aspects of discussions about the scope of the study and information sharing, addressing
questions from federal partners and stakeholders, coordinating the rollout of the study, and draft
communications that differ significantly from the final form of the communication.

BPA asserts attorney-client privilege to protect confidential communications between an attorney
and a client relating to a legal matter for which the client has sought professional advice. The
privilege encompasses facts provided by the client and opinions provided by the attorney. In this



case, BPA asserts Exemption 5 to protect legal advice provided in response to questions that
arose during the above discussions.

BPA relies on Exemption 5 here to protect specific internal communications (BPA only) and
communications between BPA and other federal parties. Communications between BPA and E3
were not considered for redaction under this exemption.

Records protected by Exemption 5 may be discretionarily released. BPA has considered and
declined a discretionary release of some pre-decisional and deliberative information in the
responsive records set because disclosure of that information would harm the interests and
protections encouraged by Exemption 5.

Certification

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 1004.7, I am the individual responsible for the records search and
information release described above. Your FOIA request BPA-2023-00855-F is now closed with
the responsive agency information provided.

Appeal

Note that the records release certified above is final. Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 1004.8, you may
appeal the adequacy of the records search, and the completeness of this final records release,
within 90 calendar days from the date of this communication. Appeals should be addressed to:

Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals
HG-1, L’Enfant Plaza

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585-1615

The written appeal, including the envelope, must clearly indicate that a FOIA appeal is being
made. You may also submit your appeal by e-mail to OHA. filings@hgq.doe.gov, including the
phrase “Freedom of Information Appeal” in the subject line. (The Office of Hearings and
Appeals prefers to receive appeals by email.) The appeal must contain all the elements required
by 10 C.F.R. § 1004.8, including a copy of the determination letter. Thereafter, judicial review
will be available to you in the Federal District Court either (1) in the district where you reside,
(2) where you have your principal place of business, (3) where DOE’s records are situated, or (4)
in the District of Columbia.

Additionally, you may contact the Office of Government Information Services (OGIS) at the
National Archives and Records Administration to inquire about the FOIA mediation services
they offer. The contact information for OGIS is as follows:



Office of Government Information Services
National Archives and Records Administration
8601 Adelphi Road-OGIS

College Park, Maryland 20740-6001

E-mail: ogis@nara.gov

Phone: 202-741-5770

Toll-free: 1-877-684-6448

Fax: 202-741-5769

If you have any questions about the content of this communication, please contact FOIA
Program Lead Jason Taylor at jetaylor@bpa.gov or 503-230-3537. You may also contact FOIA
Public Liaison James King at jjking@bpa.gov or 503-230-7621.

Sincerely,

Candice D. Palen
Freedom of Information/Privacy Act Officer

Responsive agency records accompany this communication.
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From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 1:19 PM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Aaron Burdick; Arne Olson
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

The Council meetings are still virtual.

On Jun 17, 2022 1:03 PM, Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com> wrote:
Will do. Would this be a remote presentation, or in person?

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 12:47 PM

To: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick
<aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Thanks Arne- could you put a hold on your calendar for July 7 8:30 AM — 10:00 AM? That is a tentative slot for agenda
time at this point so it may move but wanted to mention that is one of the times that might work for the Council. | let
them know you were unavailable on that day from 10 — 1. | will let you know when the timing gets finalized but wanted
to give you a heads up to keep that timeslot clear.

From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 11:19 AM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick
<aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: DOE slide review feedback

Yes I'd be available on July 6-7, but I do have a hold on my calendar from 10-1 for another event.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

Get Outlook for Android

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022, 9:54 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson
<arne@ethree.com>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Definitely- great job in the hot seat!

We'll keep you posted on the public rollout. The next Council meeting that Scott mentioned is July 6-7 and | know Aaron
is out that week (I am as well). Arne- would you be available during that time or would we need to request to schedule a
special meeting?

Thanks,

Eve

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:50 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson
<arne@ethree.com>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback
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Deliberative, FOIA exempt
Thank you Aaron and Arne!
| think that went well. Was impressed by some of the questions and surprised by others. Quite probing.

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 4:57 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Here is the updated deck | will present tomorrow morning.

Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 3:08 PM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Aaron-

Attached is our revised slide deck so you have it for reference. We will plan on you presenting and taking as much time
for Q& A as you need. If there is still a lot of time left BPA will present our perspective slides. If they are filling the time
with questions we will schedule a separate meeting to discuss the BPA perspective on the study. When you are done
revising yours could you send it so | have an updated copy?

Thanks,

Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:45 AM
To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback
Deliberative, FOIA exempt
I sent an invite for 2. | also double checked the capacity value sensitivity and updated a previous error; result is now a
higher end of the NPV replacement cost reduction range.
1.5 GW firm capacity value (43%) = ~9-20% lower NPV replacement cost
1.0 GW firm capacity value (29%) = ~14-33% lower NPV replacement cost
Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:06 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Thanks Aaron- | am available 2 —5 PM as well. How about we meet at 2 PM.
Thanks,

Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2022 4:51 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt
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Hi Eve,
Thanks for the note on contracting. Sharing an updated deck with key text changes noted in red text.
A few key changes to note:

¢ In general, we changed the cost metrics to focus on the range of cases S1, S2a, and S2b, then share another
datapoint on the impact of case S2c. This addresses DOE’s comments on framing of the scenarios. The S2c
results are now labeled as “impractical” on other slides.

¢ New firm capacity value focused slide added (slide 17), showing the validation using BPA provided 2011
generation and sharing that reducing firm capacity value to 1-1.5 GW is estimated to reduce the NPV by ~9-21%.
This shows the importance of this assumption, but also frames that the total replacement costs wouldn’t change
that much even if a much lower value is assumed.

e We recommend removing slide 19 (additional considerations). BPA can make these points as they like in their
framing. We didn’t feel like this slide added much that folks don’t know already and could be misinterpreted as
advocacy points by E3.

Happy to chat by phone tomorrow as desired. I’'m free 9-10am or 2-5pm.

I’ve adjusted our conflict on Thursday at 9am, but I’ll need to drop right at 9:30am.

All the best,

Aaron

Copying DOE comments w/ responses below.

DOE FEEDBACK:

See below for some feedback on the slides. Some of it may come across a little strident, especially over email, and |
apologize for that. I’'m sending it along without editing in the interest of time, and with the hope that it will be useful.
Thanks!

Emily

One set of comments:

My apologies but this is all | had time for today. Still getting it in under the wire | hope.

BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power Replacement:

Slide 3: Not to be a stickler for detail but | looked up the LSR dams on the USACE website and they rate the generators as
follows:

e lLower Granite - 810MW

e Little Goose —810MW

e Lower Monumental —810MW, and

e Ice Harbor—-603MW

e For atotal of 3,033MW not 3,483MW, they may be using nameplate but that doesn’t account for age, field
currents, and power factor.

This comment needs to be addressed- | put suggestions in the slide deck in red text for E3’s consideration. | didn’t realize
until tracking this comment down that this is a difference between Nameplate and Overload capacities. Corps websites
list nameplate and overload (or they did) but BPA simply uses overload. Hydro facilities traditionally operate above
nameplate and closer to overload. FERC recognized many year ago (20+ probably) with licensed hydro facilities and
made many hydro facilities adjust ratings to overload or peak generation numbers. Overload is traditionally ~15% above
nameplate. The values in the E3 study are the capacity values used in the CRSO EIS so we want to keep that consistent- |
suggest renaming the capacity “Full Capacity” instead of Nameplate capacity with a foothote suggestion on slide 5.
Accepted footnote w/ minor changes and added footnote on slide 3 as well.

Slide 3: Discusses energy storage cannot replace hydro capacity due to charging limitations during energy shortfall
events. One word — drought. As the drought extends alternatives need to not only be considered, but actively developed
since reservoir levels are quickly approaching their lower limits for generator efficiency. (Eve’s thoughts- this commenter
is most likely thinking of Colorado River not the NW- “drought” or low water conditions were considered using the 2001
water year and the LSN projects (nor Columbia River basin) are in a drought condition- flows on LSN are currently above
100 kcfs and another atmospheric rain event will be hitting the basin this weekend) Agreed that this misses the boat.
Droughts tend to drive reliability challenges in the NW. During drought years there are extended energy shortfalls when
energy storage would not have charging energy. Hydro capacity value is driven by its energy available during these
drought conditions, hence the use of low/drought years for hydro capacity values.
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Slide 5: The nameplate capacity is wrong according to the USACE data. | believe it was mentioned that E3 makes their
case during the peak river flows and not during the summer, when generation drops significantly and is needed because
of air conditioning. Due to drought and other climate events, the hydro generation is becoming out of synch with actual
needs in the northwest. See above on the Overload vs nameplate. | think solar buildout means winter is more of an issue
than summer but will let E3 address or ignore since | don’t think the commenter is correct about hydro out of synch with
needs. Does "total capacity" work instead of "full capacity"? Added slides on capacity value and winter vs. summer risk.
Slide 8: My apologies but an all or nothing modeling approach is a disservice to optimization (I don’t understand this
comment- not sure if they think the generation would come out in stages? | think Slide 8 is good) I'm not clear either.
Key Takeaways: BPA will address these but leaving for your awareness- the presentation to CEQ will just be the E3
results, a different meeting will have BPA perspective | greyed out BPA specific comments

Slide 3: Transmission reliability services — they mention black start, that’s usually close held information, even working
directly with the Corps they would not reveal this info. I’'m thinking they are generalizing here. Also for voltage support,
VARs don’t travel all that far and if using the generators for VARs it further limits the MW output — can’t have it both
ways.

Slide 4: Replacement. What is not mentioned is end of life of the generating units or the dam. These were units installed
in the mostly in the 70’s and some in the 60’s. Considering the renewable resource, perhaps the end of life should be
considered as well.

Slide 5: A bit of misinformation here. They show 50 square miles at Seattle. Perhaps the same perspective should be in
the Lower Snake region itself. Likely this could be expanded or distributed and have greater gains than currently exist.
Also must consider the evolving grid and DER. Not mentioned.

Slide 6: See above about generator ratings. Note the peak generation is more in line with the USACE ratings than the E3
study. Also the USACE ratings are ~87% of the E3 study ratings, making it more compatible with the NWEC study.

Slide 7: The northwest was built around hydro so it is no surprise that hydro response would mirror the load response.
However, the variability of the wind and solar had a strategy that includes energy storage which is not mentioned. The
E3 study is very selective on the material and data they present.

Slide 8: Rational decision making must be considered here. This could be a planned transition based upon end of life,
supply chain, or other considerations with a likewise development of replacement generation. Additionally, most of the
dams along the Snake and Columbia provide necessary irrigation services. There is no consideration of this in these
slides.

Another reviewer wrote:

My largest concern regards messaging and, specifically, what | perceive to be an overly dramatized summary of analysis
results. This is especially true in the BPA reflections deck, but also the E3 PPT.

In part this comes from the inclusion of the Deep Decarbonization + No New Combustion scenario. This scenario comes
in at an extreme cost premium, and is truly an outlier. As noted in the earlier DOE-Lab comments, this case is simply not
realistic practically or politically. But not only is this case still included in the analysis, but the presentation of modeling
results often places undue emphasis on the results from this case. The BPA deck, for example, often writes “Up to....”
(cost, land use, etc), thereby leading with the results from this unrealistic case (slide 4-5). And when presenting results
as a range, the inclusion of this scenario makes the reader think that the true value might be in the middle of that range,
when in fact all of the other scenarios show substantially smaller impacts and costs. The overemphasis on this particular
scenario is most apparent in the BPA deck, but is also apparent in the E3 deck (e.g., the summary slide, slides 15, 17,
etc). | continue to believe that this case should be eliminated, or de-emphasized in the results presentation.
Alternatively, the core results should start with the baseline cases, and only present the results of this case as an
extreme ‘what if’ outlier. (E3 address if needed- the Nat Lab staff perspective is very much working on getting emerging
technologies on-line and BPA’s focus is on making sure steel in the ground keeps the lights on. How you show results or
order the scenarios we’ll leave up to you. We'll update some language in our slides to make it clear we are referring to
economy-wide decarbonization and without breakthrough technology) E3 slides updated to focus on range w/o the no
new combustion case w/ an adder statement on cost impacts in that case

There are a few other ways in which the results feel over-dramatized, and unnecessarily so: BPA will address these:

* The BPA slides also sometimes note “without decarbonization policies” when referencing the lower cost results—but
those lower cost results still achieve 100% clean shares at minimum. Greater clarity is needed that the highest cost
results presented assume deep decarbonization and very limited technology options. Must lower (but still notable) costs
accrue under all other scenarios, including ones that involve deep power sector decarbonization (100% clean) and deep

4
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economy-wide decarbonization (with baseline or emerging tech assumptions). Suggesting that lower costs are only
achievable ‘without decarbonization policies’ is misleading.

* The BPA deck notes the challenges with transmission, driving a possible 35 year replacement timeline. But | see no
transmission results in the E3 deck. In fact, since the replacement resources in all of the cases except the outlier noted
above focus on H2 (with relatively little wind and solar), it seems unlikely that these cases would require much if any
new transmission. On what basis should conclusions about viability be based on purported new transmission, when the
study itself includes little emphasis on this—and the transmission needs are likely modest.

* The BPA deck suggests a 35 year timeframe, driven in part by transmission — which as noted above, is problematic.
Besides that, | would note that the E3 deck contains some information on timelines, which do not equal 35 years: so a
possible discrepancy. It is also not clear why these timelines must be additive = generation + transmission. Some of
these times could be happening in parallel, rather than in sequence. While noting timelines is important, the current
presentation feels overly dramatic and inconsistent.

* The BPA deck has a slide that covers land use and supply chains. It seems to focus on land use and supply chain
concerns for wind, solar, and batteries, including a map implying that the land required for wind/solar would blanket
Seattle. But as above, under all of the realistic scenarios, the E3 analysis includes relatively little wind and solar and
batteries. So the entire slide seems somewhat off-base, relative to the actual analysis.

e Also in the BPA deck, NWEC does not claim that the LSR dams are 1000 MW nameplate, but they do estimate that the
ELCC value of those dams is ~1000 MW. Nor does NWEC perceive wind as a firm resource, as implied by the BPA deck, or
at least what was not my impression.

It just feels that the analysis in places is being presented in a one-sided fashion, and not as neutrally as might be desired.
It does not feel necessary to take this approach.

| anticipate that, beyond the items listed above, among the most contentious relates to the resource adequacy
contribution of the LSR dams and possible replacement resources. BPA-E3 and NWEC disagree on the capacity
contribution of the LSR dams. DOE has not independently analyzed the ELCC of these dams, but given the outsized
importance of this single assumption, we encourage BPA to conduct a new study on that question. Meantime, we
wonder whether the ELCC assumptions of the LSR dams, storage, wind, solar etc are truly comparable. Are all of these
marginal ELCC values or are they all average values — or are some average and some marginal? Why the relatively high
ELCC of the LSR dams but the low marginal ELCC of 12-hour storage? Are the storage ELCC value assumed by E3
correct—E3 reports that Avista assumes 58% for 12-hour storage and PSE 30% for 4-hour storage, both higher than what
E3 assumes for this study after the first small incremental storage deployment. I’'m not sure if this commenter read the
peer review response. | think the ELCC assumption for LSR dams is good - the other questions are out of my swim lane. |
am frustrated they keep pointing to the NWEC study since even the historical data used in their study shows more than
1000 MW of energy/capacity even though that is all the capacity they chose to replace. E3 added slide on capacity
benchmarking using 2001 hydro data, noting focus on winter reliability need and estimated LSR dam replacement cost
impact of 10-20% if a lower firm capacity of 1-1.5 GW was assumed instead.

As for stakeholder engagement, | fear that the E3 results and BPA reflections will be overly off-putting to regional
stakeholders—not necessarily because of the analysis itself, but because of contention over a small number of core
assumptions (e.g., ELCC) and how the results are presented (e.g., the high-cost outlier, noted above). | would encourage
BPA to think seriously about how to present these results to regional and federal stakeholders in a way that improves
understanding and dialogue.

| will not reiterate the earlier DOE-Lab comments, beyond what is noted above. One exception: | continue to believe that
some mention of tax credit availability is warranted. The E3 and BPA decks both highlight possible costs to BPA
customers; those costs would be lower were tax credits to be extended. Given past tax credit extensions, and current
proposals, some note is warranted that tax credits are NOT assumed in the present analysis but IF THEY EXIST would
reduce costs for BPA customers. Not sure if you want to add a footnote to slide 15 but there was good language E3 used
in the peer review response that could be put on that slide if E3 wants to address. Added in a footnote per Eve's
suggestion.

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2022 11:11 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback
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Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Aaron,

| reached out to contracting and since the contract was set up as a firm fixed price changing the structure of the contract
to a time and materials budget won’t work. They are going to review the terms and scope and then set up a meeting
where we can discuss what types of options could be used for additional meetings.

Thanks,

Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2022 4:11 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Eve,

Confirming we received the invite for 6/16. We have another client conflict at 9am PST, but I’'m seeking to move that
meeting.

Thanks for sharing the DOE feedback. Their points provide an important perspective, especially around the framing of
the different scenarios and the importance of validating our firm capacity contribution assumption and the summer vs.
winter need question. | plan to make updates to the slides Mon and Tue next week. In general, we plan to tone down
the current emphasis on the no emerging tech scenario. Let me know if you want to discuss by phone Mon or Tue,
otherwise I'll share our updated deck by Tuesday COB in case you have any final feedback on Wednesday.

Regarding the NWPCC presentation, we are happy to present the work there and other venues as needed/useful. | just
want to flag that we’re already approaching our (expanded) budget and will likely need additional budget to cover these
further slide updates and later public presentations. | don’t know if it’s an option contracting-wise, but the easiest would
be just to authorize another $50k but on a time and materials not to exceed basis. Let me know thoughts on this.

Re: the Inslee report, their ~$9b NPV replacement cost of the energy services is fairly in line with our scenarios (except
the no emerging tech case), so that’s good to see. | haven’t reviewed the details, but | suspect our replacement
resources and conclusions on that front are different (how much DR and storage can support).

Have a nice weekend!

Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames @bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 3:00 PM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

And if you haven’t seen the release of the Inslee/Murray draft report:

Lower Snake River Dams: Benefit Replacement Draft Report (Isrdoptions.org)

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5

Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 11:10 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 (bgkoehler@bpa.gov) <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Good Morning-

Below is feedback from DOE on the slide decks we sent over. | left the feedback on the BPA perspective slides for your
awareness but grayed them out since we’ll be addressing those. | also put some blue text on comments that I’'m not
compelled to address since they are either incorrect or not clear (but please address if you feel compelled to do so). |
highlighted important comments to address in yellow. | also am attaching the slide deck you sent with some edits in red
to fix a few typos | found and to address the nameplate comment below.

| haven’t heard an exact date on the CEQ meeting yet but know that it is limited to an hour - so just E3 presenting the
results. We will schedule a separate meeting with CEQ to discuss BPA’s perspective on the E3 study results. As far as
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public release, BPA would like to get your feedback on proposing to offer a presentation of the E3 study to the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council — Power Committee. The next scheduled meeting is the 2™ week of July. A
special meeting could be offered as well if that timing doesn’t work. | can work with contracting to make contract
changes if needed (I can’t remember the contract duration off the top of my head).
Thanks,
Eve
DOE FEEDBACK:
See below for some feedback on the slides. Some of it may come across a little strident, especially over email, and |
apologize for that. I’'m sending it along without editing in the interest of time, and with the hope that it will be useful.
Thanks!
Emily
One set of comments:
My apologies but this is all | had time for today. Still getting it in under the wire | hope.
BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power Replacement:
Slide 3: Not to be a stickler for detail but | looked up the LSR dams on the USACE website and they rate the generators as
follows:

e lLower Granite — 810MW

e Little Goose — 810MW

e Lower Monumental —810MW, and

e Ice Harbor-603MW

e For atotal of 3,033MW not 3,483MW, they may be using nameplate but that doesn’t account for age, field

currents, and power factor.

This comment needs to be addressed- | put suggestions in the slide deck in red text for E3’s consideration. | didn’t realize
until tracking this comment down that this is a difference between Nameplate and Overload capacities. Corps websites
list nameplate and overload (or they did) but BPA simply uses overload. Hydro facilities traditionally operate above
nameplate and closer to overload. FERC recognized many year ago (20+ probably) with licensed hydro facilities and
made many hydro facilities adjust ratings to overload or peak generation numbers. Overload is traditionally ~15% above
nameplate. The values in the E3 study are the capacity values used in the CRSO EIS so we want to keep that consistent- |
suggest renaming the capacity “Full Capacity” instead of Nameplate capacity with a footnote suggestion on slide 5.
Slide 3: Discusses energy storage cannot replace hydro capacity due to charging limitations during energy shortfall
events. One word — drought. As the drought extends alternatives need to not only be considered, but actively developed
since reservoir levels are quickly approaching their lower limits for generator efficiency. (Eve’s thoughts- this commenter
is most likely thinking of Colorado River not the NW- “drought” or low water conditions were considered using the 2001
water year and the LSN projects (nor Columbia River basin) are in a drought condition- flows on LSN are currently above
100 kcfs and another atmospheric rain event will be hitting the basin this weekend)
Slide 5: The nameplate capacity is wrong according to the USACE data. | believe it was mentioned that E3 makes their
case during the peak river flows and not during the summer, when generation drops significantly and is needed because
of air conditioning. Due to drought and other climate events, the hydro generation is becoming out of synch with actual
needs in the northwest. See above on the Overload vs nameplate. | think solar buildout means winter is more of an issue
than summer but will let E3 address or ignore since | don’t think the commenter is correct about hydro out of synch with
needs.
Slide 8: My apologies but an all or nothing modeling approach is a disservice to optimization (I don’t understand this
comment- not sure if they think the generation would come out in stages? | think Slide 8 is good)
Key Takeaways: BPA will address these but leaving for your awareness- the presentation to CEQ will just be the E3
results, a different meeting will have BPA perspective | greyed out BPA specific comments
Slide 3: Transmission reliability services —they mention black start, that’s usually close held information, even working
directly with the Corps they would not reveal this info. I'm thinking they are generalizing here. Also for voltage support,
VARs don’t travel all that far and if using the generators for VARs it further limits the MW output — can’t have it both
ways.
Slide 4: Replacement. What is not mentioned is end of life of the generating units or the dam. These were units installed
in the mostly in the 70’s and some in the 60’s. Considering the renewable resource, perhaps the end of life should be
considered as well.
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Slide 5: A bit of misinformation here. They show 50 square miles at Seattle. Perhaps the same perspective should be in
the Lower Snake region itself. Likely this could be expanded or distributed and have greater gains than currently exist.
Also must consider the evolving grid and DER. Not mentioned.

Slide 6: See above about generator ratings. Note the peak generation is more in line with the USACE ratings than the E3
study. Also the USACE ratings are ~87% of the E3 study ratings, making it more compatible with the NWEC study.

Slide 7: The northwest was built around hydro so it is no surprise that hydro response would mirror the load response.
However, the variability of the wind and solar had a strategy that includes energy storage which is not mentioned. The
E3 study is very selective on the material and data they present.

Slide 8: Rational decision making must be considered here. This could be a planned transition based upon end of life,
supply chain, or other considerations with a likewise development of replacement generation. Additionally, most of the
dams along the Snake and Columbia provide necessary irrigation services. There is no consideration of this in these
slides.

Another reviewer wrote:

My largest concern regards messaging and, specifically, what | perceive to be an overly dramatized summary of analysis
results. This is especially true in the BPA reflections deck, but also the E3 PPT.

In part this comes from the inclusion of the Deep Decarbonization + No New Combustion scenario. This scenario comes
in at an extreme cost premium, and is truly an outlier. As noted in the earlier DOE-Lab comments, this case is simply not
realistic practically or politically. But not only is this case still included in the analysis, but the presentation of modeling
results often places undue emphasis on the results from this case. The BPA deck, for example, often writes “Up to....”
(cost, land use, etc), thereby leading with the results from this unrealistic case (slide 4-5). And when presenting results
as a range, the inclusion of this scenario makes the reader think that the true value might be in the middle of that range,
when in fact all of the other scenarios show substantially smaller impacts and costs. The overemphasis on this particular
scenario is most apparent in the BPA deck, but is also apparent in the E3 deck (e.g., the summary slide, slides 15, 17,
etc). | continue to believe that this case should be eliminated, or de-emphasized in the results presentation.
Alternatively, the core results should start with the baseline cases, and only present the results of this case as an
extreme ‘what if’ outlier. (E3 address if needed- the Nat Lab staff perspective is very much working on getting emerging
technologies on-line and BPA’s focus is on making sure steel in the ground keeps the lights on. How you show results or
order the scenarios we’ll leave up to you. We'll update some language in our slides to make it clear we are referring to
economy-wide decarbonization and without breakthrough technology)

There are a few other ways in which the results feel over-dramatized, and unnecessarily so: BPA will address these:

* The BPA slides also sometimes note “without decarbonization policies” when referencing the lower cost results—but
those lower cost results still achieve 100% clean shares at minimum. Greater clarity is needed that the highest cost
results presented assume deep decarbonization and very limited technology options. Must lower (but still notable) costs
accrue under all other scenarios, including ones that involve deep power sector decarbonization (100% clean) and deep
economy-wide decarbonization (with baseline or emerging tech assumptions). Suggesting that lower costs are only
achievable ‘without decarbonization policies’ is misleading.

* The BPA deck notes the challenges with transmission, driving a possible 35 year replacement timeline. But | see no
transmission results in the E3 deck. In fact, since the replacement resources in all of the cases except the outlier noted
above focus on H2 (with relatively little wind and solar), it seems unlikely that these cases would require much if any
new transmission. On what basis should conclusions about viability be based on purported new transmission, when the
study itself includes little emphasis on this—and the transmission needs are likely modest.

* The BPA deck suggests a 35 year timeframe, driven in part by transmission — which as noted above, is problematic.
Besides that, | would note that the E3 deck contains some information on timelines, which do not equal 35 years: so a
possible discrepancy. It is also not clear why these timelines must be additive = generation + transmission. Some of
these times could be happening in parallel, rather than in sequence. While noting timelines is important, the current
presentation feels overly dramatic and inconsistent.

e The BPA deck has a slide that covers land use and supply chains. It seems to focus on land use and supply chain
concerns for wind, solar, and batteries, including a map implying that the land required for wind/solar would blanket
Seattle. But as above, under all of the realistic scenarios, the E3 analysis includes relatively little wind and solar and
batteries. So the entire slide seems somewhat off-base, relative to the actual analysis.
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e Also in the BPA deck, NWEC does not claim that the LSR dams are 1000 MW nameplate, but they do estimate that the
ELCC value of those dams is ~1000 MW. Nor does NWEC perceive wind as a firm resource, as implied by the BPA deck, or
at least what was not my impression.

It just feels that the analysis in places is being presented in a one-sided fashion, and not as neutrally as might be desired.
It does not feel necessary to take this approach.

| anticipate that, beyond the items listed above, among the most contentious relates to the resource adequacy
contribution of the LSR dams and possible replacement resources. BPA-E3 and NWEC disagree on the capacity
contribution of the LSR dams. DOE has not independently analyzed the ELCC of these dams, but given the outsized
importance of this single assumption, we encourage BPA to conduct a new study on that question. Meantime, we
wonder whether the ELCC assumptions of the LSR dams, storage, wind, solar etc are truly comparable. Are all of these
marginal ELCC values or are they all average values — or are some average and some marginal? Why the relatively high
ELCC of the LSR dams but the low marginal ELCC of 12-hour storage? Are the storage ELCC value assumed by E3
correct—E3 reports that Avista assumes 58% for 12-hour storage and PSE 30% for 4-hour storage, both higher than what
E3 assumes for this study after the first small incremental storage deployment. I’'m not sure if this commenter read the
peer review response. | think the ELCC assumption for LSR dams is good - the other questions are out of my swim lane. |
am frustrated they keep pointing to the NWEC study since even the historical data used in their study shows more than
1000 MW of energy/capacity even though that is all the capacity they chose to replace.

As for stakeholder engagement, | fear that the E3 results and BPA reflections will be overly off-putting to regional
stakeholders—not necessarily because of the analysis itself, but because of contention over a small number of core
assumptions (e.g., ELCC) and how the results are presented (e.g., the high-cost outlier, noted above). | would encourage
BPA to think seriously about how to present these results to regional and federal stakeholders in a way that improves
understanding and dialogue.

I will not reiterate the earlier DOE-Lab comments, beyond what is noted above. One exception: | continue to believe that
some mention of tax credit availability is warranted. The E3 and BPA decks both highlight possible costs to BPA
customers; those costs would be lower were tax credits to be extended. Given past tax credit extensions, and current
proposals, some note is warranted that tax credits are NOT assumed in the present analysis but IF THEY EXIST would
reduce costs for BPA customers. Not sure if you want to add a footnote to slide 15 but there was good language E3 used
in the peer review response that could be put on that slide if E3 wants to address.
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From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 10:12 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5; Aaron Burdick
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: latest update, and calendaring

Great, I'll call you then.

Not sure if “accuracy” is the word | would choose to describe a scenario so speculative, but there’s no question it’s a
difficult case to solve...

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 9:46 AM

To: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: RE: latest update, and calendaring

DELIBERATIVE FOIA EXEMPT
1:30 sounds good. Their questions are largely trying to find creative, out-of-the box ideas to reduce the costs. |
don’t think they are questioning the accuracy of your analysis.

From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 9:43 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: latest update, and calendaring

OK, interesting. Maybe we can talk around 1:30 Pacific. Is there some additional information we can provide to help
contextualize those costs? My understanding is it’s pretty much driven by the need to go all the way to zero carbon for
the entire region, which exhausts the available supply of good renewables and leaves us with offshore and Rockies wind
with expensive new transmission.

I’'ve asked Angineh to put together a table that builds up the costs from their components.

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 9:22 AM

To: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: RE: latest update, and calendaring

DELIBERATIVE FOIA EXEMPT
Good morning Arne (or just now afternoon on the east coast),

We had a huddle this morning with our administrator, and he suggested that it would be a good idea for me to
fill you in a little bit about what’s been going on. I’m glad that | finally have the OK to do that.
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The short explanation is that CEQ is nervous about the report and alarmed at the high costs, particularly the

NPV of scenario 2c. CEQ is also asking a lot of unusual technical questions, but | am trying to field them. DOE
has been advocating for us, and the decision on whether to hold or proceed despite CEQ went all the way up
to the Secretary of Energy last evening.

Feel free to give me a call. My work phone is below and forwards to my personal cell. I’'m mostly available
today (except 11-12 PDT) since the results roll-out meetings are canceled.

Birgit Koehler, Ph.D. (she/her/hers)

Deputy Director of Power Generation Asset Management
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

bgkoehler@bpa.gov | O: 503-230-4249

From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 6:45 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: latest update, and calendaring

Thanks Birgit.
Here is my availability for next week:

Tuesday, 7/12

e 811AM

e 15PM
Wednesday, 7/13

e Anytime

Thursday, 7/14

e After 10 AM
Friday, 7/15

e 8-10 AM

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 6:23 PM

To: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: RE: latest update, and calendaring

DELIBERATIVE FOIA EXEMPT
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Hello Arne,
Well, here | am one more time with an email. I’'m afraid | just received confirmation that we are indeed
delaying the presentation.

In hopes that we can reschedule for next week’s Council meeting, I’'m hoping that you would be free. Would
you mind giving me your availability for Tuesday and Wed July 12 and 13 (for the Council). | have not heard
what the plans are for Congressional or media, but | would guess that we would try to set that up similar to
what was planned today. So if it isn’t too much of an ask, would you also share your availability for Thursday
and possibly Friday, just in case?

Aaron and Eve might not have missed all the fun afterall.
Birgit

From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 4:54 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: latest update

OK, understood. I'll wait to hear.
Thanks,

Arne

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 4:38 PM

To: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: RE: latest update

DELIBERATIVE FOIA EXEMPT

Because of a need for additional coordination with DC-level executives

From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 4:35 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: latest update

Hubh. Is this from DOE or from the Council?

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 4:34 PM

To: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Subject: latest update
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Hello Arne,
Here is the latest information | have.

“The E3 presentation to the Council tomorrow will likely be canceled. The current plan is to delay one
week, potentially to the full Council meeting, but this still needs to be confirmed and coordinated.”

Once | hear that a decision is finalized, I'll send you another email plus let the Council staff know. The Council
Chair has already been contacted. On the Council website, | see that the next Council meeting is July 12 and
13™,

(Clearing Up will be an interesting read this weekend.)

Birgit
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From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 11:58 AM
To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Aaron Burdick
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: DOE slide review feedback

One thing I'm a little worried about is that we focused so much time on the resource adequacy value that we
may have inadvertently given short shrift to the other values the dams provide. Perhaps BPA can emphasize that
in the E3 results when you have your own debrief with them.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
Get Outlook for Android

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:53:12 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson
<arne@ethree.com>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Definitely- great job in the hot seat!

We'll keep you posted on the public rollout. The next Council meeting that Scott mentioned is July 6-7 and | know Aaron
is out that week (I am as well). Arne- would you be available during that time or would we need to request to schedule a
special meeting?

Thanks,

Eve

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:50 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson
<arne@ethree.com>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Thank you Aaron and Arne!

| think that went well. Was impressed by some of the questions and surprised by others. Quite probing.

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 4:57 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Here is the updated deck | will present tomorrow morning.

Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 3:08 PM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Aaron-
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Attached is our revised slide deck so you have it for reference. We will plan on you presenting and taking as much time
for Q&A as you need. If there is still a lot of time left BPA will present our perspective slides. If they are filling the time
with questions we will schedule a separate meeting to discuss the BPA perspective on the study. When you are done
revising yours could you send it so | have an updated copy?

Thanks,

Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:45 AM
To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback
Deliberative, FOIA exempt
| sent an invite for 2. | also double checked the capacity value sensitivity and updated a previous error; result is now a
higher end of the NPV replacement cost reduction range.

—1.5 GW firm capacity value (43%) = ~9-20% lower NPV replacement cost

—1.0 GW firm capacity value (29%) = ~14-33% lower NPV replacement cost
Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames @bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:06 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Thanks Aaron- | am available 2 — 5 PM as well. How about we meet at 2 PM.
Thanks,

Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2022 4:51 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Eve,

Thanks for the note on contracting. Sharing an updated deck with key text changes noted in red text.
A few key changes to note:

¢ In general, we changed the cost metrics to focus on the range of cases S1, S2a, and S2b, then share another
datapoint on the impact of case S2c. This addresses DOE’s comments on framing of the scenarios. The S2c
results are now labeled as “impractical” on other slides.

e New firm capacity value focused slide added (slide 17), showing the validation using BPA provided 2011
generation and sharing that reducing firm capacity value to 1-1.5 GW is estimated to reduce the NPV by ~9-21%.
This shows the importance of this assumption, but also frames that the total replacement costs wouldn’t change
that much even if a much lower value is assumed.

e We recommend removing slide 19 (additional considerations). BPA can make these points as they like in their
framing. We didn’t feel like this slide added much that folks don’t know already and could be misinterpreted as
advocacy points by E3.

Happy to chat by phone tomorrow as desired. I’'m free 9-10am or 2-5pm.

I’ve adjusted our conflict on Thursday at 9am, but I’ll need to drop right at 9:30am.
All the best,

Aaron

Copying DOE comments w/ responses below.

DOE FEEDBACK:
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See below for some feedback on the slides. Some of it may come across a little strident, especially over email, and |
apologize for that. I’'m sending it along without editing in the interest of time, and with the hope that it will be useful.
Thanks!
Emily
One set of comments:
My apologies but this is all | had time for today. Still getting it in under the wire | hope.
BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power Replacement:
Slide 3: Not to be a stickler for detail but | looked up the LSR dams on the USACE website and they rate the generators as
follows:

¢ lLower Granite — 810MW

e Little Goose — 810MW

e Lower Monumental — 810MW, and

e Ice Harbor—-603MW

e For atotal of 3,033MW not 3,483MW, they may be using nameplate but that doesn’t account for age, field

currents, and power factor.

This comment needs to be addressed- | put suggestions in the slide deck in red text for E3’s consideration. | didn’t realize
until tracking this comment down that this is a difference between Nameplate and Overload capacities. Corps websites
list nameplate and overload (or they did) but BPA simply uses overload. Hydro facilities traditionally operate above
nameplate and closer to overload. FERC recognized many year ago (20+ probably) with licensed hydro facilities and
made many hydro facilities adjust ratings to overload or peak generation numbers. Overload is traditionally ~15% above
nameplate. The values in the E3 study are the capacity values used in the CRSO EIS so we want to keep that consistent- |
suggest renaming the capacity “Full Capacity” instead of Nameplate capacity with a footnote suggestion on slide 5.
Accepted footnote w/ minor changes and added footnote on slide 3 as well.
Slide 3: Discusses energy storage cannot replace hydro capacity due to charging limitations during energy shortfall
events. One word — drought. As the drought extends alternatives need to not only be considered, but actively developed
since reservoir levels are quickly approaching their lower limits for generator efficiency.

Agreed that this misses the boat.
Droughts tend to drive reliability challenges in the NW. During drought years there are extended energy shortfalls when
energy storage would not have charging energy. Hydro capacity value is driven by its energy available during these
drought conditions, hence the use of low/drought years for hydro capacity values.
Slide 5: The nameplate capacity is wrong according to the USACE data. | believe it was mentioned that E3 makes their
case during the peak river flows and not during the summer, when generation drops significantly and is needed because
of air conditioning. Due to drought and other climate events, the hydro generation is becoming out of synch with actual
needs in the northwest. See above on the Overload vs nameplate.

. Does "total capacity" work instead of "full capacity"? Added slides on capacity value and winter vs. summer risk.
Slide 8: My apologies but an all or nothing modeling approach is a disservice to optimization

I'm not clear either.
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Slide 6: See above about generator ratings. Note the peak generation is more in line with the USACE ratings than the E3
study. Also the USACE ratings are ~87% of the E3 study ratings, making it more compatible with the NWEC study.

Slide 7: The northwest was built around hydro so it is no surprise that hydro response would mirror the load response.
However, the variability of the wind and solar had a strategy that includes energy storage which is not mentioned. The
E3 study is very selective on the material and data they present.

Slide 8: Rational decision making must be considered here. This could be a planned transition based upon end of life,
supply chain, or other considerations with a likewise development of replacement generation. Additionally, most of the
dams along the Snake and Columbia provide necessary irrigation services. There is no consideration of this in these
slides.

Another reviewer wrote:

My largest concern regards messaging and, specifically, what | perceive to be an overly dramatized summary of analysis
results. This is especially true in the BPA reflections deck, but also the E3 PPT.

In part this comes from the inclusion of the Deep Decarbonization + No New Combustion scenario. This scenario comes
in at an extreme cost premium, and is truly an outlier. As noted in the earlier DOE-Lab comments, this case is simply not
realistic practically or politically. But not only is this case still included in the analysis, but the presentation of modeling
results often places undue emphasis on the results from this case. The BPA deck, for example, often writes “Up to....”
(cost, land use, etc), thereby leading with the results from this unrealistic case (slide 4-5). And when presenting results
as a range, the inclusion of this scenario makes the reader think that the true value might be in the middle of that range,
when in fact all of the other scenarios show substantially smaller impacts and costs. The overemphasis on this particular
scenario is most apparent in the BPA deck, but is also apparent in the E3 deck (e.g., the summary slide, slides 15, 17,
etc). | continue to believe that this case should be eliminated, or de-emphasized in the results presentation.
Alternatively, the core results should start with the baseline cases, and only present the results of this case as an
extreme ‘what if’ outlier. (E3 address if needed- the Nat Lab staff perspective is very much working on getting emerging
technologies on-line and BPA’s focus is on making sure steel in the ground keeps the lights on. How you show results or
order the scenarios we’ll leave up to you. We'll update some language in our slides to make it clear we are referring to
economy-wide decarbonization and without breakthrough technology) E3 slides updated to focus on range w/o the no
new combustion case w/ an adder statement on cost impacts in that case

There are a few other ways in which the results feel over-dramatized, and unnecessarily so: BPA will address these:

» The BPA slides also sometimes note “without decarbonization policies” when referencing the lower cost results—but
those lower cost results still achieve 100% clean shares at minimum. Greater clarity is needed that the highest cost
results presented assume deep decarbonization and very limited technology options. Must lower (but still notable) costs
accrue under all other scenarios, including ones that involve deep power sector decarbonization (100% clean) and deep
economy-wide decarbonization (with baseline or emerging tech assumptions). Suggesting that lower costs are only
achievable ‘without decarbonization policies’ is misleading.

* The BPA deck notes the challenges with transmission, driving a possible 35 year replacement timeline. But | see no
transmission results in the E3 deck. In fact, since the replacement resources in all of the cases except the outlier noted
above focus on H2 (with relatively little wind and solar), it seems unlikely that these cases would require much if any
new transmission. On what basis should conclusions about viability be based on purported new transmission, when the
study itself includes little emphasis on this—and the transmission needs are likely modest.

* The BPA deck suggests a 35 year timeframe, driven in part by transmission — which as noted above, is problematic.
Besides that, | would note that the E3 deck contains some information on timelines, which do not equal 35 years: so a
possible discrepancy. It is also not clear why these timelines must be additive = generation + transmission. Some of
these times could be happening in parallel, rather than in sequence. While noting timelines is important, the current
presentation feels overly dramatic and inconsistent.

* The BPA deck has a slide that covers land use and supply chains. It seems to focus on land use and supply chain
concerns for wind, solar, and batteries, including a map implying that the land required for wind/solar would blanket
Seattle. But as above, under all of the realistic scenarios, the E3 analysis includes relatively little wind and solar and
batteries. So the entire slide seems somewhat off-base, relative to the actual analysis.

e Also in the BPA deck, NWEC does not claim that the LSR dams are 1000 MW nameplate, but they do estimate that the
ELCC value of those dams is ~1000 MW. Nor does NWEC perceive wind as a firm resource, as implied by the BPA deck, or
at least what was not my impression.
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It just feels that the analysis in places is being presented in a one-sided fashion, and not as neutrally as might be desired.
It does not feel necessary to take this approach.

| anticipate that, beyond the items listed above, among the most contentious relates to the resource adequacy
contribution of the LSR dams and possible replacement resources. BPA-E3 and NWEC disagree on the capacity
contribution of the LSR dams. DOE has not independently analyzed the ELCC of these dams, but given the outsized
importance of this single assumption, we encourage BPA to conduct a new study on that question. Meantime, we
wonder whether the ELCC assumptions of the LSR dams, storage, wind, solar etc are truly comparable. Are all of these
marginal ELCC values or are they all average values — or are some average and some marginal? Why the relatively high
ELCC of the LSR dams but the low marginal ELCC of 12-hour storage? Are the storage ELCC value assumed by E3
correct—E3 reports that Avista assumes 58% for 12-hour storage and PSE 30% for 4-hour storage, both higher than what
E3 assumes for this study after the first small incremental storage deployment. I’'m not sure if this commenter read the
peer review response. | think the ELCC assumption for LSR dams is good - the other questions are out of my swim lane. |
am frustrated they keep pointing to the NWEC study since even the historical data used in their study shows more than
1000 MW of energy/capacity even though that is all the capacity they chose to replace. E3 added slide on capacity
benchmarking using 2001 hydro data, noting focus on winter reliability need and estimated LSR dam replacement cost
impact of 10-20% if a lower firm capacity of 1-1.5 GW was assumed instead.

As for stakeholder engagement, | fear that the E3 results and BPA reflections will be overly off-putting to regional
stakeholders—not necessarily because of the analysis itself, but because of contention over a small number of core
assumptions (e.g., ELCC) and how the results are presented (e.g., the high-cost outlier, noted above). | would encourage
BPA to think seriously about how to present these results to regional and federal stakeholders in a way that improves
understanding and dialogue.

I will not reiterate the earlier DOE-Lab comments, beyond what is noted above. One exception: | continue to believe that
some mention of tax credit availability is warranted. The E3 and BPA decks both highlight possible costs to BPA
customers; those costs would be lower were tax credits to be extended. Given past tax credit extensions, and current
proposals, some note is warranted that tax credits are NOT assumed in the present analysis but IF THEY EXIST would
reduce costs for BPA customers. Not sure if you want to add a footnote to slide 15 but there was good language E3 used
in the peer review response that could be put on that slide if E3 wants to address. Added in a footnote per Eve's
suggestion.

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2022 11:11 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Aaron,

| reached out to contracting and since the contract was set up as a firm fixed price changing the structure of the contract
to a time and materials budget won’t work. They are going to review the terms and scope and then set up a meeting
where we can discuss what types of options could be used for additional meetings.

Thanks,

Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2022 4:11 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Eve,

Confirming we received the invite for 6/16. We have another client conflict at 9am PST, but I’'m seeking to move that

meeting.

Thanks for sharing the DOE feedback. Their points provide an important perspective, especially around the framing of

the different scenarios and the importance of validating our firm capacity contribution assumption and the summer vs.

winter need question. | plan to make updates to the slides Mon and Tue next week. In general, we plan to tone down
5
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the current emphasis on the no emerging tech scenario. Let me know if you want to discuss by phone Mon or Tue,
otherwise I'll share our updated deck by Tuesday COB in case you have any final feedback on Wednesday.

Regarding the NWPCC presentation, we are happy to present the work there and other venues as needed/useful. | just
want to flag that we’re already approaching our (expanded) budget and will likely need additional budget to cover these
further slide updates and later public presentations. | don’t know if it’s an option contracting-wise, but the easiest would
be just to authorize another $50k but on a time and materials not to exceed basis. Let me know thoughts on this.

Re: the Inslee report, their ~$9b NPV replacement cost of the energy services is fairly in line with our scenarios (except
the no emerging tech case), so that’s good to see. | haven’t reviewed the details, but | suspect our replacement
resources and conclusions on that front are different (how much DR and storage can support).

Have a nice weekend!

Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames @bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 3:00 PM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

And if you haven’t seen the release of the Inslee/Murray draft report:

Lower Snake River Dams: Benefit Replacement Draft Report (Isrdoptions.org)

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5
Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 11:10 AM
To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 (bgkoehler@bpa.gov) <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: DOE slide review feedback
Deliberative, FOIA exempt
Good Morning-
Below is feedback from DOE on the slide decks we sent over. | left the feedback on the BPA perspective slides for your
awareness but grayed them out since we’ll be addressing those. | also put some blue text on comments that I’'m not
compelled to address since they are either incorrect or not clear (but please address if you feel compelled to do so). |
highlighted important comments to address in yellow. | also am attaching the slide deck you sent with some edits in red
to fix a few typos | found and to address the nameplate comment below.
| haven’t heard an exact date on the CEQ meeting yet but know that it is limited to an hour - so just E3 presenting the
results. We will schedule a separate meeting with CEQ to discuss BPA’s perspective on the E3 study results. As far as
public release, BPA would like to get your feedback on proposing to offer a presentation of the E3 study to the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council — Power Committee. The next scheduled meeting is the 2™ week of July. A
special meeting could be offered as well if that timing doesn’t work. | can work with contracting to make contract
changes if needed (I can’t remember the contract duration off the top of my head).
Thanks,
Eve
DOE FEEDBACK:
See below for some feedback on the slides. Some of it may come across a little strident, especially over email, and |
apologize for that. I’'m sending it along without editing in the interest of time, and with the hope that it will be useful.
Thanks!
Emily
One set of comments:
My apologies but this is all | had time for today. Still getting it in under the wire | hope.
BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power Replacement:
Slide 3: Not to be a stickler for detail but | looked up the LSR dams on the USACE website and they rate the generators as
follows:

e lower Granite — 810MW

e Little Goose —810MW

e Lower Monumental —810MW, and

e Ice Harbor-603MW
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e For atotal of 3,033MW not 3,483MW, they may be using nameplate but that doesn’t account for age, field
currents, and power factor.

This comment needs to be addressed- | put suggestions in the slide deck in red text for E3’s consideration. | didn’t realize
until tracking this comment down that this is a difference between Nameplate and Overload capacities. Corps websites
list nameplate and overload (or they did) but BPA simply uses overload. Hydro facilities traditionally operate above
nameplate and closer to overload. FERC recognized many year ago (20+ probably) with licensed hydro facilities and
made many hydro facilities adjust ratings to overload or peak generation numbers. Overload is traditionally ~15% above
nameplate. The values in the E3 study are the capacity values used in the CRSO EIS so we want to keep that consistent- |
suggest renaming the capacity “Full Capacity” instead of Nameplate capacity with a footnote suggestion on slide 5.
Slide 3: Discusses energy storage cannot replace hydro capacity due to charging limitations during energy shortfall
events. One word — drought. As the drought extends alternatives need to not only be considered, but actively developed
since reservoir levels are quickly approaching their lower limits for generator efficiency. (Eve’s thoughts- this commenter
is most likely thinking of Colorado River not the NW- “drought” or low water conditions were considered using the 2001
water year and the LSN projects (nor Columbia River basin) are in a drought condition- flows on LSN are currently above
100 kcfs and another atmospheric rain event will be hitting the basin this weekend)
Slide 5: The nameplate capacity is wrong according to the USACE data. | believe it was mentioned that E3 makes their
case during the peak river flows and not during the summer, when generation drops significantly and is needed because
of air conditioning. Due to drought and other climate events, the hydro generation is becoming out of synch with actual
needs in the northwest. See above on the Overload vs nameplate. | think solar buildout means winter is more of an issue
than summer but will let E3 address or ignore since | don’t think the commenter is correct about hydro out of synch with
needs.
Slide 8: My apologies but an all or nothing modeling approach is a disservice to optimization (I don’t understand this
comment- not sure if they think the generation would come out in stages? | think Slide 8 is good)
Key Takeaways: BPA will address these but leaving for your awareness- the presentation to CEQ will just be the E3
results, a different meeting will have BPA perspective | greyed out BPA specific comments
Slide 3: Transmission reliability services —they mention black start, that’s usually close held information, even working
directly with the Corps they would not reveal this info. I'm thinking they are generalizing here. Also for voltage support,
VARs don’t travel all that far and if using the generators for VARs it further limits the MW output — can’t have it both
ways.
Slide 4: Replacement. What is not mentioned is end of life of the generating units or the dam. These were units installed
in the mostly in the 70’s and some in the 60’s. Considering the renewable resource, perhaps the end of life should be
considered as well.
Slide 5: A bit of misinformation here. They show 50 square miles at Seattle. Perhaps the same perspective should be in
the Lower Snake region itself. Likely this could be expanded or distributed and have greater gains than currently exist.
Also must consider the evolving grid and DER. Not mentioned.
Slide 6: See above about generator ratings. Note the peak generation is more in line with the USACE ratings than the E3
study. Also the USACE ratings are ~87% of the E3 study ratings, making it more compatible with the NWEC study.
Slide 7: The northwest was built around hydro so it is no surprise that hydro response would mirror the load response.
However, the variability of the wind and solar had a strategy that includes energy storage which is not mentioned. The
E3 study is very selective on the material and data they present.
Slide 8: Rational decision making must be considered here. This could be a planned transition based upon end of life,
supply chain, or other considerations with a likewise development of replacement generation. Additionally, most of the
dams along the Snake and Columbia provide necessary irrigation services. There is no consideration of this in these
slides.
Another reviewer wrote:
My largest concern regards messaging and, specifically, what | perceive to be an overly dramatized summary of analysis
results. This is especially true in the BPA reflections deck, but also the E3 PPT.
In part this comes from the inclusion of the Deep Decarbonization + No New Combustion scenario. This scenario comes
in at an extreme cost premium, and is truly an outlier. As noted in the earlier DOE-Lab comments, this case is simply not
realistic practically or politically. But not only is this case still included in the analysis, but the presentation of modeling
results often places undue emphasis on the results from this case. The BPA deck, for example, often writes “Up to....”
(cost, land use, etc), thereby leading with the results from this unrealistic case (slide 4-5). And when presenting results

7
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as a range, the inclusion of this scenario makes the reader think that the true value might be in the middle of that range,
when in fact all of the other scenarios show substantially smaller impacts and costs. The overemphasis on this particular
scenario is most apparent in the BPA deck, but is also apparent in the E3 deck (e.g., the summary slide, slides 15, 17,
etc). | continue to believe that this case should be eliminated, or de-emphasized in the results presentation.
Alternatively, the core results should start with the baseline cases, and only present the results of this case as an
extreme ‘what if’ outlier. (E3 address if needed- the Nat Lab staff perspective is very much working on getting emerging
technologies on-line and BPA’s focus is on making sure steel in the ground keeps the lights on. How you show results or
order the scenarios we’ll leave up to you. We'll update some language in our slides to make it clear we are referring to
economy-wide decarbonization and without breakthrough technology)

There are a few other ways in which the results feel over-dramatized, and unnecessarily so: BPA will address these:

* The BPA slides also sometimes note “without decarbonization policies” when referencing the lower cost results—but
those lower cost results still achieve 100% clean shares at minimum. Greater clarity is needed that the highest cost
results presented assume deep decarbonization and very limited technology options. Must lower (but still notable) costs
accrue under all other scenarios, including ones that involve deep power sector decarbonization (100% clean) and deep
economy-wide decarbonization (with baseline or emerging tech assumptions). Suggesting that lower costs are only
achievable ‘without decarbonization policies’ is misleading.

* The BPA deck notes the challenges with transmission, driving a possible 35 year replacement timeline. But | see no
transmission results in the E3 deck. In fact, since the replacement resources in all of the cases except the outlier noted
above focus on H2 (with relatively little wind and solar), it seems unlikely that these cases would require much if any
new transmission. On what basis should conclusions about viability be based on purported new transmission, when the
study itself includes little emphasis on this—and the transmission needs are likely modest.

* The BPA deck suggests a 35 year timeframe, driven in part by transmission — which as noted above, is problematic.
Besides that, | would note that the E3 deck contains some information on timelines, which do not equal 35 years: so a
possible discrepancy. It is also not clear why these timelines must be additive = generation + transmission. Some of
these times could be happening in parallel, rather than in sequence. While noting timelines is important, the current
presentation feels overly dramatic and inconsistent.

e The BPA deck has a slide that covers land use and supply chains. It seems to focus on land use and supply chain
concerns for wind, solar, and batteries, including a map implying that the land required for wind/solar would blanket
Seattle. But as above, under all of the realistic scenarios, the E3 analysis includes relatively little wind and solar and
batteries. So the entire slide seems somewhat off-base, relative to the actual analysis.

e Also in the BPA deck, NWEC does not claim that the LSR dams are 1000 MW nameplate, but they do estimate that the
ELCC value of those dams is ~1000 MW. Nor does NWEC perceive wind as a firm resource, as implied by the BPA deck, or
at least what was not my impression.

It just feels that the analysis in places is being presented in a one-sided fashion, and not as neutrally as might be desired.
It does not feel necessary to take this approach.

| anticipate that, beyond the items listed above, among the most contentious relates to the resource adequacy
contribution of the LSR dams and possible replacement resources. BPA-E3 and NWEC disagree on the capacity
contribution of the LSR dams. DOE has not independently analyzed the ELCC of these dams, but given the outsized
importance of this single assumption, we encourage BPA to conduct a new study on that question. Meantime, we
wonder whether the ELCC assumptions of the LSR dams, storage, wind, solar etc are truly comparable. Are all of these
marginal ELCC values or are they all average values — or are some average and some marginal? Why the relatively high
ELCC of the LSR dams but the low marginal ELCC of 12-hour storage? Are the storage ELCC value assumed by E3
correct—E3 reports that Avista assumes 58% for 12-hour storage and PSE 30% for 4-hour storage, both higher than what
E3 assumes for this study after the first small incremental storage deployment. I’'m not sure if this commenter read the
peer review response. | think the ELCC assumption for LSR dams is good - the other questions are out of my swim lane. |
am frustrated they keep pointing to the NWEC study since even the historical data used in their study shows more than
1000 MW of energy/capacity even though that is all the capacity they chose to replace.

As for stakeholder engagement, | fear that the E3 results and BPA reflections will be overly off-putting to regional
stakeholders—not necessarily because of the analysis itself, but because of contention over a small number of core
assumptions (e.g., ELCC) and how the results are presented (e.g., the high-cost outlier, noted above). | would encourage
BPA to think seriously about how to present these results to regional and federal stakeholders in a way that improves
understanding and dialogue.
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| will not reiterate the earlier DOE-Lab comments, beyond what is noted above. One exception: | continue to believe that
some mention of tax credit availability is warranted. The E3 and BPA decks both highlight possible costs to BPA
customers; those costs would be lower were tax credits to be extended. Given past tax credit extensions, and current
proposals, some note is warranted that tax credits are NOT assumed in the present analysis but IF THEY EXIST would
reduce costs for BPA customers. Not sure if you want to add a footnote to slide 15 but there was good language E3 used
in the peer review response that could be put on that slide if E3 wants to address.
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From: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ

Sent: Mon Jul 18 06:56:29 2022

Required: Aaron Burdick

Subject: FW: Interagency briefing on E3 study and salmon report
Location:

Start time: Mon Jul 18 10:00:00 2022

End time: Mon Jul 18 11:00:00 2022

Importance: Normal

Microsoft Exchange Server;converted from html;

Hi Aaron- I’'m sorry this meeting got scheduled late. Hopefully you are still available to participate.
Thanks,

Eve

From: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ <Justin.R.Pidot@ceq.eop.gov>

Sent: Sunday, July 17,2022 1:46 PM

To: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5;
Gonzalez-Rothi, Sara R. EOP/CEQ); Olander, Lydia P. EOP/CEQ); Beck, Nico D. EOP/NSC;
Ceronsky, Megan M. EOP/WHO; scott.rumsey@noaa.gov; janet.coit@noaa.gov;
walker.smith@noaa.gov; mike.techan@noaa.gov; SmailJR@state.gov; hannah.reid@hq.doe.gov;
emily. hammond@hq.doe.gov; jeremiah.baumann@hq.doe.gov; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7,
rose.stephens-booker@hq.doe.gov; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; Zelinsky,Benjamin D
(BPA) - E-4; Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4; Godwin,Mary E (BPA)
- LN-7; Robert. Anderson@sol.doi.gov; matthew_strickler@ios.doi.gov; rspringer@usbr.gov;
Elizabeth Klein@ios.doi.gov; tanya_trujillo@ios.doi.gov; jeremiah. williamson@sol.doi.gov;
Jason.R.Chester(@usace.army.mil; craig.r.schmauder.civ@mail. mil;

Geoffrey.r. VanEpps@usace.army.mil; David.r.Cooper@usace.army.mil; Milt. Boyd@usace.army.mil;
robyn.s.colosimo.civ@army.mil; Frances.E.Coffey@usace.army.mil; jennifer.a.rashel.civ@army.mil;
Peter.D.Dickerson@usace.army.mil; Todd. Kim@usdoj.gov; frederick.turner@usdoj.gov;
Scth.Barsky@usdoj.gov; Michacl.Eitcl@usdoj.gov; Jcan. Williams@usdoj.gov;
Burden.Walker2@usdoj.gov; Schmauder, Craig R SES (USA); Pfaeffle, Frederick; Zachary Penney -
NOAA Federal; Philip, Brendan T. EOP/CEQ; Donahue, Deirdre F. EOP/CEQ; Govindan, Jay
(ENRD); mbrain@usbr.gov; Sloan, Megan N. EOP/CEQ; Daly, Gabriel, Thompson, Bradley E CIV
USARMY CENWO (USA)

Subject: Interagency briefing on E3 study and salmon report

When: Monday, July 18, 2022 1:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where:

e -
----- Original Appointment-----

From: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ < Justin.R.Pidot@ceq.cop.gov>

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 10:54 AM

To: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ); Gonzalez-Rothi, Sara R. EOP/CEQ; Olander, Lydia P. EOP/CEQ);
Beck, Nico D. EOP/NSC; Ceronsky, Megan M. EOP/WHO; scott.rumsecy@noaa.gov;
janet.coit@noaa.gov; walker.smith@noaa.gov;, mike.tehan@noaa.gov; SmailJR@state.gov;
hannah.reid@hq.doe.gov; emily.hammond@hq.doe.gov; jeremiah.baumann@hq.doe.gov; Leary Jill C
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(BPA) - LN-7; rose.stephens-booker@hq.doe.gov; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH;
Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4; Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4;
Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Robert.Anderson@sol.doi.gov; matthew_strickler@ios.doi.gov;
rspringer@usbr.gov; Elizabeth Klein@ios.doi.gov; tanya trujillo@ios.doi.gov;

jeremiah. williamson@sol.doi.gov; Jason.R.Chester@usace.army.mil; craig.r.schmauder.civ@mail. mil;
Geoffrey.r. VanEpps@usace.army.mil; David.r.Cooper@usace.army.mil; Milt.Boyd@usace.army.mil;
robyn.s.colosimo.civ@army.mil; Frances.E.Coffey@usace.army.mil; jennifer.a.rashel.civ@army.mil;
Peter.D.Dickerson@usace.army.mil; Todd. Kim@usdoj.gov; frederick.turner@usdoj.gov;
Seth.Barsky@usdoj.gov; Michael Eitel@usdoj.gov; Jean. Williams@usdoj.gov;

Burden. Walker2@usdoj.gov; Schmauder, Craig R SES (USA); Pfaeffle, Frederick; Zachary Penney -
NOAA Federal; Philip, Brendan T. EOP/CEQ; Donahue, Deirdre F. EOP/CEQ; Govindan, Jay
(ENRD); mbrain@usbr.gov; Sloan, Megan N. EOP/CEQ; Daly, Gabriel, Thompson, Bradley E CIV
USARMY CENWO (USA)

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Interagency briefing on E3 study and salmon report

When: Monday, July 18, 2022 1:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where:

e ...
Colleagues,

With everything going on last week, we were not able to fully lock a time for an interagency briefing on
the E3 study and NOAA’s salmon report. E3 and DOE have confirmed availability to brief D/As on the
E3 report tomorrow at 1. I am hoping NOAA will be able to brief at that time too. If not, we will cut his
meeting to 30 minutes and find an alternate time for the salmon report briefing.

I know folks are receiving questions about these releases so this briefing will hopefully be helpful.

Best,

Justin

https://www.zoomgov.com/static/6.1.7105/image/new/ZoomLogo 110 25.png
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Hi there,

Justin Pidot (he/him) is inviting you to a scheduled ZoomGov meeting.

Join Zoom Meeting

One tap mobile:

BPA-2023-008550F-00000004



Us-

Meeting URL.:

Meeting ID:
(b)(6)

Passcode:
(b)(®)

Join by Telephone
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
Dial:

Woe

Meeting ID:

Passcode:
(b)(6)

International numbers

Join from an H.323/SIP room system

H.323:

(b)(6) (US West)
(US East)

Meeting ID:

Passcode:

SIP:
(b)(6) b@sip.zoomgov.com

Passcode:
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From: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ
Sent: Thu Jun 09 15:23:52 2022
Required: Aaron Burdick; Arne Olson
Subject: FW: E3 briefing

Location: {1

Start time: Thu Jun 16 08:00:00 2022
End time: Thu Jun 16 09:30:00 2022
Importance: Normal

Microsoft Exchange Server;converted from html;

From: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ <Justin.R.Pidot@ceq.cop.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 3:23 PM

To: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5;
Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4; Gonzalez-Rothi, Sara R.
EOP/CEQ); Donahue, Deirdre F. EOP/CEQ); Cordan, R. Nicole N. EOP/OMB; Leary,Jill C (BPA) -
LN-7; Hammond, Emily

Subject: E3 briefing

When: Thursday, June 16, 2022 11:00 AM-12:30 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where:
Eve, can you forward this to the E3 folks?

From: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ < Justin.R.Pidot@ceq.cop.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 11:23 AM

To: Pidot, Justin R. EOP/CEQ; Gonzalez-Rothi, Sara R. EOP/CEQ; Donahue, Deirdre F. EOP/CEQ;
Cordan, R. Nicole N. EOP/OMB; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7; Hammond, Emily

Subject: E3 briefing

When: Thursday, June 16, 2022 11:00 AM-12:30 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where:
Join ZoomGov Meeting

b)(6
Meeting ID: [{{§
Passcode

One tap mobile

(b)(6) US (San Jose)
US (New York)

Dial by your location

+1 669 (San Jose)
+1 646 (New York)
+1 669 (San Jose)
+1 551
Meeting ID:
Passcode[GIG

Find your local nurber: (S M

Join by SIP
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Join by H.323
(b)(6)

Meeting ID: [}
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From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5

Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 12:52 PM
To: Arne Olson; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Aaron Burdick
Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

| heard back from Council staff this morning and the agenda time for July 7 from 8:30 — 10 AM has been finalized. | will
make sure you get the virtual meeting information when it’s available.

Thanks,
Eve

From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 1:03 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick
<aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Will do. Would this be a remote presentation, orin person?

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 12:47 PM

To: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick
<aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Thanks Arne- could you put a hold on your calendar for July 7 8:30 AM — 10:00 AM? That is a tentative slot for agenda
time at this point so it may move but wanted to mention that is one of the times that might work for the Council. | let
them know you were unavailable on that day from 10 — 1. | will let you know when the timing gets finalized but wanted
to give you a heads up to keep that timeslot clear.

From: Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 16,2022 11:19 AM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick
<aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: DOE slide review feedback

Yes I'd be available on July 6-7, but I do have a hold on my calendar from 10-1 for another event.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
Get Outlook for Android

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022, 9:54 AM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson
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<arne@ethree.com>
Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt
Definitely- great job in the hot seat!

We'll keep you posted on the public rollout. The next Council meeting that Scott mentioned is July 6-7 and | know Aaron
is out that week (I am as well). Arne- would you be available during that time or would we need to request to schedule a
special meeting?

Thanks,
Eve

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:50 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson
<arne@ethree.com>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Thank you Aaron and Arne!

| think that went well. Was impressed by some of the questions and surprised by others. Quite probing.

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 4:57 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt
Here is the updated deck | will present tomorrow morning.

Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames @bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 3:08 PM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Aaron-

Attached is our revised slide deck so you have it for reference. We will plan on you presenting and taking as much time
for Q&A as you need. If there is still a lot of time left BPA will present our perspective slides. If they are filling the time
with questions we will schedule a separate meeting to discuss the BPA perspective on the study. When you are done
revising yours could you send it so | have an updated copy?
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Thanks,
Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:45 AM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

| sent an invite for 2. | also double checked the capacity value sensitivity and updated a previous error; result is now a
higher end of the NPV replacement cost reduction range.

1.5 GW firm capacity value (43%) = ~9-20% lower NPV replacement cost

1.0 GW firm capacity value (29%) = ~14-33% lower NPV replacement cost

Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames @bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:06 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt
Thanks Aaron- | am available 2 — 5 PM as well. How about we meet at 2 PM.

Thanks,
Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2022 4:51 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt
Hi Eve,
Thanks for the note on contracting. Sharing an updated deck with key text changes noted in red text.

A few key changes to note:

¢ In general, we changed the cost metrics to focus on the range of cases S1, S2a, and S2b, then share another
datapoint on the impact of case S2c. This addresses DOE’s comments on framing of the scenarios. The S2¢
results are now labeled as “impractical” on other slides.

¢ New firm capacity value focused slide added (slide 17), showing the validation using BPA provided 2011
generation and sharing that reducing firm capacity value to 1-1.5 GW is estimated to reduce the NPV by ~9-21%.
This shows the importance of this assumption, but also frames that the total replacement costs wouldn’t change
that much even if a much lower value is assumed.
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¢ We recommend removing slide 19 (additional considerations). BPA can make these points as they like in their
framing. We didn’t feel like this slide added much that folks don’t know already and could be misinterpreted as
advocacy points by E3.

Happy to chat by phone tomorrow as desired. I'm free 9-10am or 2-5pm.
I’'ve adjusted our conflict on Thursday at 9am, but I’ll need to drop right at 9:30am.

All the best,
Aaron

Copying DOE comments w/ responses below.

DOE FEEDBACK:

See below for some feedback on the slides. Some of it may come across a little strident, especially over email, and |
apologize for that. I’'m sending it along without editing in the interest of time, and with the hope that it will be useful.

Thanks!

Emily

One set of comments:

My apologies but this is all | had time for today. Still getting it in under the wire | hope.

BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power Replacement:
Slide 3: Not to be a stickler for detail but | looked up the LSR dams on the USACE website and they rate the generators as
follows:

¢ Lower Granite — 810MW

e Little Goose —810MW

e Lower Monumental —810MW, and

e Ice Harbor—-603MW

e For atotal of 3,033MW not 3,483MW, they may be using nameplate but that doesn’t account for age, field

currents, and power factor.

This comment needs to be addressed- | put suggestions in the slide deck in red text for E3’s consideration. | didn’t realize
until tracking this comment down that this is a difference between Nameplate and Overload capacities. Corps websites
list nameplate and overload (or they did) but BPA simply uses overload. Hydro facilities traditionally operate above
nameplate and closer to overload. FERC recognized many year ago (20+ probably) with licensed hydro facilities and
made many hydro facilities adjust ratings to overload or peak generation numbers. Overload is traditionally ~15% above
nameplate. The values in the E3 study are the capacity values used in the CRSO EIS so we want to keep that consistent- |
suggest renaming the capacity “Full Capacity” instead of Nameplate capacity with a footnote suggestion on slide 5.
Accepted footnote w/ minor changes and added footnote on slide 3 as well.

Slide 3: Discusses energy storage cannot replace hydro capacity due to charging limitations during energy shortfall
events. One word — drought. As the drought extends alternatives need to not only be considered, but actively developed
since reservoir levels are quickly approaching their lower limits for generator efficiency. (Eve’s thoughts- this commenter
is most likely thinking of Colorado River not the NW- “drought” or low water conditions were considered using the 2001
water year and the LSN projects (nor Columbia River basin) are in a drought condition- flows on LSN are currently above

4
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00 kefs'and another atmospheric rain event will be hitting the basin this Weekend)|Aereed that this misses the boat.

Droughts tend to drive reliability challenges in the NW. During drought years there are extended energy shortfalls when
energy storage would not have charging energy. Hydro capacity value is driven by its energy available during these
drought conditions, hence the use of low/drought years for hydro capacity values.

Slide 5: The nameplate capacity is wrong according to the USACE data. | believe it was mentioned that E3 makes their
case during the peak river flows and not during the summer, when generation drops significantly and is needed because
of air conditioning. Due to drought and other climate events, the hydro generation is becoming out of synch with actual
needs in the northwest. See above on the Overload vs nameplate.

. Does "total capacity" work instead of "full capacity"? Added slides on capacity value and winter vs. summer risk.

Slide 8: My apologies but an all or nothing modeling approach is a disservice to optimization

I'm not clear either.

Another reviewer wrote:

My largest concern regards messaging and, specifically, what | perceive to be an overly dramatized summary of analysis
results. This is especially true in the BPA reflections deck, but also the E3 PPT.

In part this comes from the inclusion of the Deep Decarbonization + No New Combustion scenario. This scenario comes
in at an extreme cost premium, and is truly an outlier. As noted in the earlier DOE-Lab comments, this case is simply not
realistic practically or politically. But not only is this case still included in the analysis, but the presentation of modeling
results often places undue emphasis on the results from this case. The BPA deck, for example, often writes “Up to....”
(cost, land use, etc), thereby leading with the results from this unrealistic case (slide 4-5). And when presenting results

5
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as a range, the inclusion of this scenario makes the reader think that the true value might be in the middle of that range,
when in fact all of the other scenarios show substantially smaller impacts and costs. The overemphasis on this particular
scenario is most apparent in the BPA deck, but is also apparent in the E3 deck (e.g., the summary slide, slides 15, 17,
etc). | continue to believe that this case should be eliminated, or de-emphasized in the results presentation.
Alternatively, the core results should start with the baseline cases, and only present the results of this case as an
extreme ‘what if’ outlier. (E3 address if needed- the Nat Lab staff perspective is very much working on getting emerging
technologies on-line and BPA’s focus is on making sure steel in the ground keeps the lights on. How you show results or
order the scenarios we’ll leave up to you. We'll update some language in our slides to make it clear we are referring to
economy-wide decarbonization and without breakthrough technology) E3 slides updated to focus on range w/o the no
new combustion case w/ an adder statement on cost impacts in that case

There are a few other ways in which the results feel over-dramatized, and unnecessarily so: BPA will address these:

* The BPA slides also sometimes note “without decarbonization policies” when referencing the lower cost results—but
those lower cost results still achieve 100% clean shares at minimum. Greater clarity is needed that the highest cost
results presented assume deep decarbonization and very limited technology options. Must lower (but still notable) costs
accrue under all other scenarios, including ones that involve deep power sector decarbonization (100% clean) and deep
economy-wide decarbonization (with baseline or emerging tech assumptions). Suggesting that lower costs are only
achievable ‘without decarbonization policies’ is misleading.

* The BPA deck notes the challenges with transmission, driving a possible 35 year replacement timeline. But | see no
transmission results in the E3 deck. In fact, since the replacement resources in all of the cases except the outlier noted
above focus on H2 (with relatively little wind and solar), it seems unlikely that these cases would require much if any
new transmission. On what basis should conclusions about viability be based on purported new transmission, when the
study itself includes little emphasis on this—and the transmission needs are likely modest.

* The BPA deck suggests a 35 year timeframe, driven in part by transmission — which as noted above, is problematic.
Besides that, | would note that the E3 deck contains some information on timelines, which do not equal 35 years: so a
possible discrepancy. It is also not clear why these timelines must be additive = generation + transmission. Some of
these times could be happening in parallel, rather than in sequence. While noting timelines is important, the current
presentation feels overly dramatic and inconsistent.

* The BPA deck has a slide that covers land use and supply chains. It seems to focus on land use and supply chain
concerns for wind, solar, and batteries, including a map implying that the land required for wind/solar would blanket
Seattle. But as above, under all of the realistic scenarios, the E3 analysis includes relatively little wind and solar and
batteries. So the entire slide seems somewhat off-base, relative to the actual analysis.

e Also in the BPA deck, NWEC does not claim that the LSR dams are 1000 MW nameplate, but they do estimate that the
ELCC value of those dams is ~1000 MW. Nor does NWEC perceive wind as a firm resource, as implied by the BPA deck, or
at least what was not my impression.

It just feels that the analysis in places is being presented in a one-sided fashion, and not as neutrally as might be desired.
It does not feel necessary to take this approach.

| anticipate that, beyond the items listed above, among the most contentious relates to the resource adequacy
contribution of the LSR dams and possible replacement resources. BPA-E3 and NWEC disagree on the capacity
contribution of the LSR dams. DOE has not independently analyzed the ELCC of these dams, but given the outsized
importance of this single assumption, we encourage BPA to conduct a new study on that question. Meantime, we
wonder whether the ELCC assumptions of the LSR dams, storage, wind, solar etc are truly comparable. Are all of these
marginal ELCC values or are they all average values — or are some average and some marginal? Why the relatively high
ELCC of the LSR dams but the low marginal ELCC of 12-hour storage? Are the storage ELCC value assumed by E3
correct—E3 reports that Avista assumes 58% for 12-hour storage and PSE 30% for 4-hour storage, both higher than what

6
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E3 assumes for this study after the first small incremental storage deployment. I’'m not sure if this commenter read the
peer review response. | think the ELCC assumption for LSR dams is good - the other questions are out of my swim lane. |
am frustrated they keep pointing to the NWEC study since even the historical data used in their study shows more than
1000 MW of energy/capacity even though that is all the capacity they chose to replace. E3 added slide on capacity
benchmarking using 2001 hydro data, noting focus on winter reliability need and estimated LSR dam replacement cost
impact of 10-20% if a lower firm capacity of 1-1.5 GW was assumed instead.

As for stakeholder engagement, | fear that the E3 results and BPA reflections will be overly off-putting to regional
stakeholders—not necessarily because of the analysis itself, but because of contention over a small number of core
assumptions (e.g., ELCC) and how the results are presented (e.g., the high-cost outlier, noted above). | would encourage
BPA to think seriously about how to present these results to regional and federal stakeholders in a way that improves
understanding and dialogue.

I will not reiterate the earlier DOE-Lab comments, beyond what is noted above. One exception: | continue to believe that
some mention of tax credit availability is warranted. The E3 and BPA decks both highlight possible costs to BPA
customers; those costs would be lower were tax credits to be extended. Given past tax credit extensions, and current
proposals, some note is warranted that tax credits are NOT assumed in the present analysis but IF THEY EXIST would
reduce costs for BPA customers. Not sure if you want to add a footnote to slide 15 but there was good language E3 used
in the peer review response that could be put on that slide if E3 wants to address. Added in a footnote per Eve's
suggestion.

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames @bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2022 11:11 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Hi Aaron,

| reached out to contracting and since the contract was set up as a firm fixed price changing the structure of the contract
to a time and materials budget won’t work. They are going to review the terms and scope and then set up a meeting
where we can discuss what types of options could be used for additional meetings.

Thanks,
Eve

From: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2022 4:11 PM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt
Hi Eve,

Confirming we received the invite for 6/16. We have another client conflict at 9am PST, but I'm seeking to move that
meeting.
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Thanks for sharing the DOE feedback. Their points provide an important perspective, especially around the framing of
the different scenarios and the importance of validating our firm capacity contribution assumption and the summer vs.
winter need question. | plan to make updates to the slides Mon and Tue next week. In general, we plan to tone down
the current emphasis on the no emerging tech scenario. Let me know if you want to discuss by phone Mon or Tue,
otherwise I'll share our updated deck by Tuesday COB in case you have any final feedback on Wednesday.

Regarding the NWPCC presentation, we are happy to present the work there and other venues as needed/useful. | just
want to flag that we’re already approaching our (expanded) budget and will likely need additional budget to cover these
further slide updates and later public presentations. | don’t know if it's an option contracting-wise, but the easiest would
be just to authorize another $50k but on a time and materials not to exceed basis. Let me know thoughts on this.

Re: the Inslee report, their ~$9b NPV replacement cost of the energy services is fairly in line with our scenarios (except
the no emerging tech case), so that’s good to see. | haven’t reviewed the details, but | suspect our replacement
resources and conclusions on that front are different (how much DR and storage can support).

Have a nice weekend!

Aaron

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 3:00 PM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: DOE slide review feedback

And if you haven’t seen the release of the Inslee/Murray draft report:
Lower Snake River Dams: Benefit Replacement Draft Report (Isrdoptions.org)

From: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5

Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 11:10 AM

To: Aaron Burdick <aaron.burdick@ethree.com>; Arne Olson <arne@ethree.com>
Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 (bgkoehler@bpa.gov) <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: DOE slide review feedback

Deliberative, FOIA exempt

Good Morning-

Below is feedback from DOE on the slide decks we sent over. | left the feedback on the BPA perspective slides for your
awareness but grayed them out since we’ll be addressing those. | also put some blue text on comments that I’'m not
compelled to address since they are either incorrect or not clear (but please address if you feel compelled to do so). |
highlighted important comments to address in yellow. | also am attaching the slide deck you sent with some edits in red
to fix a few typos | found and to address the nameplate comment below.

| haven’t heard an exact date on the CEQ meeting yet but know that it is limited to an hour - so just E3 presenting the
results. We will schedule a separate meeting with CEQ to discuss BPA’s perspective on the E3 study results. As far as
public release, BPA would like to get your feedback on proposing to offer a presentation of the E3 study to the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council — Power Committee. The next scheduled meeting is the 2™ week of July. A
special meeting could be offered as well if that timing doesn’t work. | can work with contracting to make contract
changes if needed (I can’t remember the contract duration off the top of my head).

Thanks,
Eve
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DOE FEEDBACK:

See below for some feedback on the slides. Some of it may come across a little strident, especially over email, and |
apologize for that. I’'m sending it along without editing in the interest of time, and with the hope that it will be useful.

Thanks!

Emily

One set of comments:

My apologies but this is all | had time for today. Still getting it in under the wire | hope.

BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power Replacement:
Slide 3: Not to be a stickler for detail but | looked up the LSR dams on the USACE website and they rate the generators as
follows:

e Lower Granite —810MW

e Little Goose —810MW

e Lower Monumental —810MW, and

e Ice Harbor—-603MW

e For atotal of 3,033MW not 3,483MW, they may be using nameplate but that doesn’t account for age, field

currents, and power factor.

This comment needs to be addressed- | put suggestions in the slide deck in red text for E3’s consideration. | didn’t realize
until tracking this comment down that this is a difference between Nameplate and Overload capacities. Corps websites
list nameplate and overload (or they did) but BPA simply uses overload. Hydro facilities traditionally operate above
nameplate and closer to overload. FERC recognized many year ago (20+ probably) with licensed hydro facilities and
made many hydro facilities adjust ratings to overload or peak generation numbers. Overload is traditionally ~15% above
nameplate. The values in the E3 study are the capacity values used in the CRSO EIS so we want to keep that consistent- |
suggest renaming the capacity “Full Capacity” instead of Nameplate capacity with a footnote suggestion on slide 5.

Slide 3: Discusses energy storage cannot replace hydro capacity due to charging limitations during energy shortfall
events. One word — drought. As the drought extends alternatives need to not only be considered, but actively developed
since reservoir levels are quickly approaching their lower limits for generator efficiency.

Slide 5: The nameplate capacity is wrong according to the USACE data. | believe it was mentioned that E3 makes their
case during the peak river flows and not during the summer, when generation drops significantly and is needed because
of air conditioning. Due to drought and other climate events, the hydro generation is becoming out of synch with actual
needs in the northwest. See above on the Overload vs nameplate.

Slide 8: My apologies but an all or nothing modeling approach is a disservice to optimization
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Slide 3: Transmission reliability services — they mention black start, that’s usually close held information, even working
directly with the Corps they would not reveal this info. I’'m thinking they are generalizing here. Also for voltage support,
VARs don’t travel all that far and if using the generators for VARs it further limits the MW output — can’t have it both
ways.

Slide 4: Replacement. What is not mentioned is end of life of the generating units or the dam. These were units installed
in the mostly in the 70’s and some in the 60’s. Considering the renewable resource, perhaps the end of life should be
considered as well.

Slide 5: A bit of misinformation here. They show 50 square miles at Seattle. Perhaps the same perspective should be in
the Lower Snake region itself. Likely this could be expanded or distributed and have greater gains than currently exist.
Also must consider the evolving grid and DER. Not mentioned.

Slide 6: See above about generator ratings. Note the peak generation is more in line with the USACE ratings than the E3
study. Also the USACE ratings are ~87% of the E3 study ratings, making it more compatible with the NWEC study.

Slide 7: The northwest was built around hydro so it is no surprise that hydro response would mirror the load response.
However, the variability of the wind and solar had a strategy that includes energy storage which is not mentioned. The
E3 study is very selective on the material and data they present.

Slide 8: Rational decision making must be considered here. This could be a planned transition based upon end of life,
supply chain, or other considerations with a likewise development of replacement generation. Additionally, most of the
dams along the Snake and Columbia provide necessary irrigation services. There is no consideration of this in these
slides.

Another reviewer wrote:

My largest concern regards messaging and, specifically, what | perceive to be an overly dramatized summary of analysis
results. This is especially true in the BPA reflections deck, but also the E3 PPT.

In part this comes from the inclusion of the Deep Decarbonization + No New Combustion scenario. This scenario comes
in at an extreme cost premium, and is truly an outlier. As noted in the earlier DOE-Lab comments, this case is simply not
realistic practically or politically. But not only is this case still included in the analysis, but the presentation of modeling
results often places undue emphasis on the results from this case. The BPA deck, for example, often writes “Up to....”
(cost, land use, etc), thereby leading with the results from this unrealistic case (slide 4-5). And when presenting results
as a range, the inclusion of this scenario makes the reader think that the true value might be in the middle of that range,
when in fact all of the other scenarios show substantially smaller impacts and costs. The overemphasis on this particular
scenario is most apparent in the BPA deck, but is also apparent in the E3 deck (e.g., the summary slide, slides 15, 17,
etc). | continue to believe that this case should be eliminated, or de-emphasized in the results presentation.
Alternatively, the core results should start with the baseline cases, and only present the results of this case as an
extreme ‘what if’ outlier. (E3 address if needed- the Nat Lab staff perspective is very much working on getting emerging
technologies on-line and BPA’s focus is on making sure steel in the ground keeps the lights on. How you show results or
order the scenarios we’ll leave up to you. We'll update some language in our slides to make it clear we are referring to
economy-wide decarbonization and without breakthrough technology)

There are a few other ways in which the results feel over-dramatized, and unnecessarily so: BPA will address these:
* The BPA slides also sometimes note “without decarbonization policies” when referencing the lower cost results—but
those lower cost results still achieve 100% clean shares at minimum. Greater clarity is needed that the highest cost

results presented assume deep decarbonization and very limited technology options. Must lower (but still notable) costs
accrue under all other scenarios, including ones that involve deep power sector decarbonization (100% clean) and deep
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economy-wide decarbonization (with baseline or emerging tech assumptions). Suggesting that lower costs are only
achievable ‘without decarbonization policies’ is misleading.

* The BPA deck notes the challenges with transmission, driving a possible 35 year replacement timeline. But | see no
transmission results in the E3 deck. In fact, since the replacement resources in all of the cases except the outlier noted
above focus on H2 (with relatively little wind and solar), it seems unlikely that these cases would require much if any
new transmission. On what basis should conclusions about viability be based on purported new transmission, when the
study itself includes little emphasis on this—and the transmission needs are likely modest.

* The BPA deck suggests a 35 year timeframe, driven in part by transmission — which as noted above, is problematic.
Besides that, | would note that the E3 deck contains some information on timelines, which do not equal 35 years: so a
possible discrepancy. It is also not clear why these timelines must be additive = generation + transmission. Some of
these times could be happening in parallel, rather than in sequence. While noting timelines is important, the current
presentation feels overly dramatic and inconsistent.

* The BPA deck has a slide that covers land use and supply chains. It seems to focus on land use and supply chain
concerns for wind, solar, and batteries, including a map implying that the land required for wind/solar would blanket
Seattle. But as above, under all of the realistic scenarios, the E3 analysis includes relatively little wind and solar and
batteries. So the entire slide seems somewhat off-base, relative to the actual analysis.

e Also in the BPA deck, NWEC does not claim that the LSR dams are 1000 MW nameplate, but they do estimate that the
ELCC value of those dams is ~1000 MW. Nor does NWEC perceive wind as a firm resource, as implied by the BPA deck, or
at least what was not my impression.

It just feels that the analysis in places is being presented in a one-sided fashion, and not as neutrally as might be desired.
It does not feel necessary to take this approach.

| anticipate that, beyond the items listed above, among the most contentious relates to the resource adequacy
contribution of the LSR dams and possible replacement resources. BPA-E3 and NWEC disagree on the capacity
contribution of the LSR dams. DOE has not independently analyzed the ELCC of these dams, but given the outsized
importance of this single assumption, we encourage BPA to conduct a new study on that question. Meantime, we
wonder whether the ELCC assumptions of the LSR dams, storage, wind, solar etc are truly comparable. Are all of these
marginal ELCC values or are they all average values — or are some average and some marginal? Why the relatively high
ELCC of the LSR dams but the low marginal ELCC of 12-hour storage? Are the storage ELCC value assumed by E3
correct—E3 reports that Avista assumes 58% for 12-hour storage and PSE 30% for 4-hour storage, both higher than what
E3 assumes for this study after the first small incremental storage deployment. I'm not sure if this commenter read the
peer review response. | think the ELCC assumption for LSR dams is good - the other questions are out of my swim lane. |
am frustrated they keep pointing to the NWEC study since even the historical data used in their study shows more than
1000 MW of energy/capacity even though that is all the capacity they chose to replace.

As for stakeholder engagement, | fear that the E3 results and BPA reflections will be overly off-putting to regional
stakeholders—not necessarily because of the analysis itself, but because of contention over a small number of core
assumptions (e.g., ELCC) and how the results are presented (e.g., the high-cost outlier, noted above). | would encourage
BPA to think seriously about how to present these results to regional and federal stakeholders in a way that improves
understanding and dialogue.

| will not reiterate the earlier DOE-Lab comments, beyond what is noted above. One exception: | continue to believe that
some mention of tax credit availability is warranted. The E3 and BPA decks both highlight possible costs to BPA
customers; those costs would be lower were tax credits to be extended. Given past tax credit extensions, and current
proposals, some note is warranted that tax credits are NOT assumed in the present analysis but IF THEY EXIST would
reduce costs for BPA customers. Not sure if you want to add a footnote to slide 15 but there was good language E3 used
in the peer review response that could be put on that slide if E3 wants to address.

11
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From: Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 10:47 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5

Cc: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; James,Eve A L (BPA) -
PG-5; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

| think this is a very good response. Scott

SCOTT G ARMENTROUT
Executive Vice President, Environment, Fish & Wildlife, SES | E-4
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

bpa.gov | P 503-230-3076 | C{{SYO NN
fleejOlin}y

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 10:32 AM

To: Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4 <sgarmentrout@bpa.gov>

Cc: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>;
James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Good morning Scott,

(b)(5)
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Cheers,
Birgit

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 2:45 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,Jill C
(BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

(b)(5)

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

On Feb 10, 2022 5:38 PM, "Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7" <jcleary@bpa.gov> wrote:

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 2:31 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,Jill C
(BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

(b)(5)

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

On Feb 10, 2022 5:29 PM, "Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7" <jcleary@bpa.gov> wrote:
Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Thanks, Birgit.

(b)(5)

27690118 BPA-2023-008550F-00000007



From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 2:21 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L
(BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: FW: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

(b)(3)

Birgit

From: Hoffman, Patricia <pat.hoffman@hg.doe.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 12:23 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Sorry just realized | forgot to cc you on this.... Carl Mas will be OE support to the study work.... He has done very detailed
analysis for NY under Nyserda.

Contact information: Carl.mas@hg.doe.gov

From: Hoffman, Patricia

Sent: Monday, February 7, 2022 1:22 PM

To: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hg.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hg.doe.gov>

Cc: Muse, Whitney <whitney.muse@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hgqg.doe.gov>
Subject: FW: PNW Hydropower and BPA

We would like Carl Mas to be the OE participant for this study. Carl is on an IPA from NYSERDA and is considered a Fed
under this agreement.

pat

From: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hgq.doe.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 2:01 PM
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To: Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hg.doe.gov>; Hoffman, Patricia <pat.hoffman@hg.doe.gov>; Muse, Whitney
<whitney.muse@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>; Capanna, Steve
<steve.capanna@hgqg.doe.gov>

Cc: Garson, Jennifer <jennifer.garson@ee.doe.gov>; Jackson, Kathryn <kathryn.jackson@ee.doe.gov>; Spitsen, Paul
<paul.spitsen@ee.doe.gov>; Bockenhauer, Samuel <samuel.bockenhauer@ee.doe.gov>; Wiser, Ryan (CONTR)
<ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Hi all

I’m pleased to report that as and if the BPA/EFI Lower Snake River analysis proceeds, EERE-WPTO is prepared to offer
strategic support to BPA.

Jenn Garson has indicated that, at DOE, Sam Bockenhauer and Katie Jackson can run point at WPTO. I've cc’d all three
here. As well, Lab support could come from any number of experts, depending on the ultimate direction of the study.
But Greg Stark (NREL, power-sector planning) and TJ Heibel (PNNL, hydro valuation) have been identified as perhaps the
two Lab folks to start with.

Presuming that the study does proceed, we should find a way to introduce the BPA group to this DOE-Lab team.

As well, maybe Pat and Whitney should think some more about how OE might want to participate as advisors to the
study—in addition to the EERE crew.

Obviously all useful to discuss and amend as things move forward.
Best

Ryan

Ryan Wiser

Senior Scientist

Office of Policy (detail)
U.S. Department of Energy
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 9:19 AM

To: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Godwin,Mary E
(BPA) - LN-7; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hi Birgit

Thanks,
Jill

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 8:51 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,Jill C
(BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

b)(5)

Thanks!

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations
(b)(6) m

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 10:51 AM

To: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>;
Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Confidential, Attorney-Client Communication, Do Not Release under FOIA

b)(5)
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Cheers,
Birgit

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 2:45 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,Jill C
(BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

(b)(5)

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

On Feb 10, 2022 5:38 PM, "Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7" <jcleary@bpa.gov> wrote:
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From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 2:31 PM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,Jill C

(BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>
Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Subject: RE: PNW Hydropower and BPA

(b)(5)

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

(b)(5)

On Feb 10, 2022 5:29 PM, "Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7" <jcleary@bpa.gov> wrote:
Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Thanks, Birgit.

b)(5)

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 2:21 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L
(BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Cc: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: FW: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

b)(5)

Birgit

From: Hoffman, Patricia <pat.hoffman@hg.doe.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 12:23 PM
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To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Sorry just realized | forgot to cc you on this.... Carl Mas will be OE support to the study work.... He has done very detailed
analysis for NY under Nyserda.

Contact information: Carl.mas@hg.doe.gov

From: Hoffman, Patricia

Sent: Monday, February 7, 2022 1:22 PM

To: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hg.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hg.doe.gov>

Cc: Muse, Whitney <whithey.muse @hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hgqg.doe.gov>
Subject: FW: PNW Hydropower and BPA

We would like Carl Mas to be the OE participant for this study. Carl is on an IPA from NYSERDA and is considered a Fed
under this agreement.

pat

From: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 2:01 PM

To: Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hqg.doe.gov>; Hoffman, Patricia <pat.hoffman@hqg.doe.gov>; Muse, Whitney
<whitney.muse@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>; Capanna, Steve
<steve.capanna@hg.doe.gov>

Cc: Garson, Jennifer <jennifer.garson@ee.doe.gov>; Jackson, Kathryn <kathryn.jackson@ee.doe.gov>; Spitsen, Paul
<paul.spitsen@ee.doe.gov>; Bockenhauer, Samuel <samuel.bockenhauer@ee.doe.gov>; Wiser, Ryan (CONTR)
<ryan.wiser@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: PNW Hydropower and BPA

Hi all

I’m pleased to report that as and if the BPA/EFI Lower Snake River analysis proceeds, EERE-WPTO is prepared to offer
strategic support to BPA.

Jenn Garson has indicated that, at DOE, Sam Bockenhauer and Katie Jackson can run point at WPTO. I've cc’d all three
here. As well, Lab support could come from any number of experts, depending on the ultimate direction of the study.
But Greg Stark (NREL, power-sector planning) and TJ Heibel (PNNL, hydro valuation) have been identified as perhaps the
two Lab folks to start with.

Presuming that the study does proceed, we should find a way to introduce the BPA group to this DOE-Lab team.

As well, maybe Pat and Whitney should think some more about how OE might want to participate as advisors to the
study—in addition to the EERE crew.

Obviously all useful to discuss and amend as things move forward.
Best

Ryan
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Ryan Wiser

Senior Scientist

Office of Policy (detail)
U.S. Department of Energy
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:13 PM
To: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH
Cc: Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5;

James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) -
E-4; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7
Subject: DOE coordination for July 6

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hi Sonya,

(b)(3)

Thanks,
Jill
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 9:53 AM

To: Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; James,Eve A L (BPA)
- PG-5; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Cook,Joel D (BPA) - K-7

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) -

L-7; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4; Zelinsky,Benjamin
D (BPA) - E-4; Sweet,Jason C (BPA) - EW-4

Subject: Congressional letters on E3 Study

Attachments: Letter to BPA Hairston.pdf; Letter to DOE, Granholm.pdf

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

Hi John,

As you know, Senator Risch along with seven other members of the NW delegation sent a letter to you
requesting responses by August 15, 2022 to six questions related to E3 study (attached).

Secretary Granholm also received the same letter, including the same questions and requested deadline
(attached).

Thanks,
Jill
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@ongress of the Mniten States
MWashington, DC 20515
Received by BPA Administrator’s
OFC-LOG #: ECO-2022-0003
Receipt Date: 8/04/2022
August 4, 2022 Due Date: 8/15/2022

Administrator John Hairston

Chief Executive Officer, Bonneville Power Administration
PO Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Administrator Hairston,

As members of the Northwest delegation, we write to express our deep concern about recent
actions taken by this administration which have demonstrated a seeming disregard for scientific
integrity. Specifically, we were appalled by the lack of transparency and obvious political
intervention in processes regarding the recent release of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) draft “report” relating to the Columbia River Basin. Even more
alarming, we have received further indication of political maneuvering by this administration to
prevent information on the costs of replacing the power generated by the lower Snake River
dams on the Federal Columbia River Power System from being made public prior to the release
of the previously mentioned NOAA draft “report.”

While the Columbia River System Operations (CRSO) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and Record of Decision (ROD) took four years to complete, included multiple comment periods,
and cost over $50 million and countless staff hours, the recent NOAA draft “report™ appears to
have been released without process, prior Congressional notification, or any triggering action.
Even more troubling, the NOAA draft “report” cites plaintiffs in National Wildlife Federation et
al. v. National Marine Fisheries Service et al. [01-640] as sources without referencing non-
plaintiff co-managers. Given the extreme and potentially damaging nature of these actions, we
request your response to the following questions related to the draft “report™ titled Rebuilding
Interior Columbia Basin Salmon and Steelhead and the BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power
Replacement Study no later than August 15, 2022:

1. When did Energy and Environmental Economics (E3) transmit its study to BPA?

2. Please outline the process by which this report moved through review and approval by
federal agencies and entities before its public release.

3. Isit correct that the Northwest Power and Conservation Council members were
scheduled to be briefed on the E3 Study on July 7, 20227

4. Was the briefing rescheduled at the direction or influence of anyone outside of BPA? If
so, who?

5. What was the reasoning behind rescheduling the briefing?

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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6. There were changes made to the E3 Study between the time an embargoed version was
released to Congress on July 11, 2022, and when the report was made public on July 12,
2022.

a. Was there any direction external from E3 and BPA that led to these changes?
b. Was anyone external to E3 or BPA involved in the consideration of these
changes?

The infrastructure on the Columbia River System provides invaluable benefits to the Pacific
Northwest, including carbon-free energy, flood control mitigation, irrigation, navigation, and
recreation benefits. Balancing these vital interests with species conservation is not an easy task.
It is made significantly more difficult when science and collaboration is replaced by politically-
motivated intervention.

The recent actions by this administration have sewn complete distrust in this administration’s
ability to lead with facts, science, and transparency regarding the Columbia River System. These
actions will undoubtedly have long-term and damaging effects on this administration’s ability to
bring diverse stakeholders together to chart a path forward on species recovery and preservation
of the vital benefits of the Columbia River System.

S (bt YL

¢s E. Risch Cathy McMorris Rodger

Sincerely,

ed States Senator Member of Congress
i ‘\ - "u'. . 'n‘..
:v}\)a A L/~ AN A A L
Mike{Crapo Dan Newhouse -
United States Senator Member of Congress
S Do Akl
eve Daines uss Fulcher

United States Senator Member of Congress

we Wlerrirn ot lede

Jaime Herrera Beutler Cliff Bentz
Member of Congress Member of Congress
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Congress of the United States
MWashington, DC 20515

August 4, 2022

The Honorable Jennifer M. Granholm
Secretary, U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Granholm,

As members of the Northwest delegation, we write to express our deep concern about recent
actions taken by this administration which have demonstrated a seeming disregard for scientific
integrity. Specifically, we were appalled by the lack of transparency and obvious political
intervention in processes regarding the recent release of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) draft “report” relating to the Columbia River Basin. Even more
alarming, we have received further indication of political maneuvering by this administration to
prevent information on the costs of replacing the power generated by the lower Snake River
dams on the Federal Columbia River Power System from being made public prior to the release
of the previously mentioned NOAA draft “report.”

While the Columbia River System Operations (CRSO) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and Record of Decision (ROD) took four years to complete, included multiple comment periods,
and cost over $50 million and countless staff hours, the recent NOAA draft “report™ appears to
have been released without process, prior Congressional notification, or any triggering action.
Even more troubling, the NOAA draft “report” cites plaintiffs in National Wildlife Federation et
al. v. National Marine Fisheries Service et al. [01-640] as sources without referencing non-
plaintiff co-managers. Given the extreme and potentially damaging nature of these actions, we
request your response to the following questions related to the draft “report™ titled Rebuilding
Interior Columbia Basin Salmon and Steelhead and the BPA Lower Snake River Dams Power
Replacement Study no later than August 15, 2022:

1. When did Energy and Environmental Economics (E3) transmit its study to BPA?

2. Please outline the process by which this report moved through review and approval by
federal agencies and entities before its public release.

3. Isit correct that the Northwest Power and Conservation Council members were
scheduled to be briefed on the E3 Study on July 7, 20227

4. Was the briefing rescheduled at the direction or influence of anyone outside of BPA? If
so, who?

5. What was the reasoning behind rescheduling the briefing?

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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6. There were changes made to the E3 Study between the time an embargoed version was
released to Congress on July 11, 2022, and when the report was made public on July 12,
2022.

a. Was there any direction external from E3 and BPA that led to these changes?
b. Was anyone external to E3 or BPA involved in the consideration of these
changes?

The infrastructure on the Columbia River System provides invaluable benefits to the Pacific
Northwest, including carbon-free energy, flood control mitigation, irrigation, navigation, and
recreation benefits. Balancing these vital interests with species conservation is not an easy task.
It is made significantly more difficult when science and collaboration is replaced by politically-
motivated intervention.

The recent actions by this administration have sewn complete distrust in this administration’s
ability to lead with facts, science, and transparency regarding the Columbia River System. These
actions will undoubtedly have long-term and damaging effects on this administration’s ability to
bring diverse stakeholders together to chart a path forward on species recovery and preservation
of the vital benefits of the Columbia River System.

S (bt YL

¢s E. Risch Cathy McMorris Rodger

Sincerely,

ed States Senator Member of Congress
i ‘\ - "u'. . 'n‘..
:v}\)a A L/~ AN A A L
Mike{Crapo Dan Newhouse -
United States Senator Member of Congress
S Do Akl
eve Daines uss Fulcher

United States Senator Member of Congress

we Wlerrirn ot lede

Jaime Herrera Beutler Cliff Bentz
Member of Congress Member of Congress
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 2:20 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5
Subject: RE: Back to CEQ questions

Thanks!

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 2:14 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Subject: RE: Back to CEQ questions

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

(b)(5)

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 2:01 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Subject: Back to CEQ questions

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hi Birgit,

Also, I will call you in a bit after I talk to Gabe, thanks.

Jill

(b)(5)
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From: Sullivan,Leah S (BPA) - EWP-4

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 11:22 AM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Cc: Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) -
PG-5

Subject: RE: Barging question

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

b)(5)

My two cents (maybe jumping the gun with this communication).

Leah

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 11:02 AM

To: Holm, Leanne V CIV USARMY CENWD (USA) <Leanne.V.Holm2 @usace.army.mil>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@hbpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky @bpa.gov>;
Sullivan,Leah S (BPA) - EWP-4 <Issullivan@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: Barging question

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hi Leanne,
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Thoughts?

Thanks,
Jill
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 1:50 PM

To: Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; James,Eve A L (BPA)
- PG-5; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Cook,Joel D (BPA) - K-7

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) -

L-7; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4; Zelinsky,Benjamin
D (BPA) - E-4; Sweet,Jason C (BPA) - EW-4
Subject: RE: Congressional letters on E3 Study

Thanks, John - I will loop back with Melissa.

From: Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7 <jlhairston@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 1:37 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>;
James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Cook,Joel D (BPA)
- K-7 <jdcook@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>; Chong
Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>;
Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4 <sgarmentrout@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>;
Sweet,Jason C (BPA) - EW-4 <jcsweet@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: Congressional letters on E3 Study

Thanks Jill,
| would like to issue a separate letter consistent with DOE.

Thanks
John

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 9:53 AM

To: Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7 <jlhairston@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>;
James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Cook,Joel D (BPA)
- K-7 <jdcook@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>; Chong
Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>;
Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4 <sgarmentrout@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>;
Sweet,Jason C (BPA) - EW-4 <jcsweet@bpa.gov>

Subject: Congressional letters on E3 Study

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

Hi John,

As you know, Senator Risch along with seven other members of the NW delegation sent a letter to you
requesting responses by August 15, 2022 to six questions related to E3 study (attached).
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Secretary Granholm also received the same letter, including the same questions and requested deadline
(attached).

b)(5
(b)(5)

Thanks,
Jill
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 7:57 AM
To: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5
Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJD_v2

Gabe and I just spoke, and he missed the attachment with the talking points I sent him on Thursday, |
believe.

Sonya, he received your v4 talking points email, but [ am going to verify with Doug J. that is the latest
version since Eve and others were editing with Doug and Summer on Friday.

Birgit, there is a $75 billion figure CEQ noticed in the report, that they thought should be $45B, so I will
need your help digging into this, thanks.

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 7:31 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>
Subject: FW: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJD_v2

| guess we have a few bullets somewhere? Frankly, we should not be doing a lot of explaining about the analysis and let
it speak for itself where possible. Should we just send him Doug Johnson’s draft? Thought we did already. Thanks.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

(b)y6) QU

From: Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 9:19 AM

To: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>; Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hq.doe.gov>;
Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,lill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

The rollout plan itself includes some background, but | think the talking points will need to include more specific
discussion of the E3 study and its results. In particular, it will be important to contextualize the results (particularly the
very large S figures associated with scenario 2c).

Thanks,
Gabe

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 10:13 AM

To: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hq.doe.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hqg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E
<megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary, lill C <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJID_v2

They are in the roll out plan. Those are the talking points, correct?

1
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Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

(b)e) Iy

OnJul 5, 2022 9:07 AM, "Daly, Gabriel" <gabriel.daly@hqg.doe.gov> wrote:
Hi All,

According to the schedule we’ve proposed, we’re expected to circulate talking points for NWPCC and congressional
briefings Today. Are there draft talking points in the works? If so, please let me know if/when | can take a look.

Thanks,

Gabe

From: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hqg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 8:43 PM

To: Leary, Jill C <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hgqg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E <megodwin@bpa.gov>; slbaskerville@bpa.gov
Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

Thanks Jill = I will add 7/15 for now and we can revise as needed.

Melissa Ardis
Senior Advisor, Power Marketing Administrations

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 6:17 PM

To: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hq.doe.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E <megodwin@bpa.gov>; slbaskerville@bpa.gov

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

Hi Melissa,
Gabe and I discussed adding July 15 as the date, but I need to run that date by a few folks who have
already left for the day. [ will try to get you an answer early tomorrow morning (early for me).

Thanks,
Jill

From: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 4:24 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hq.doe.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-
WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30-GJD_v2

Thank you all. 1 am attaching the latest version. As you will see —the final bullet is still blank. What is our target for
posting the Study in its entirety?
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Melissa Ardis

W%wer Marketing Administrations

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 5:10 PM

To: Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>; Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hgqg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E <megodwin@bpa.gov>; slbaskerville@bpa.gov

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJID_v2

Nothing else from us, thanks.

From: Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 4:08 PM

To: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hq.doe.gov>; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-
WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30-GJD_v2

Thanks, Jill. Anything further from the power folks, or does this look good to BPA?

Gabe

From: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 6:50 PM

To: Leary, Jill C <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E <megodwin@bpa.gov>; slbaskerville@bpa.gov
Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

Absolutely. Thank you!

Melissa Ardis
Senior Advisor, Power Marketing Administrations

(b)(6)

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 4:49 PM

To: Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>; Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E <megodwin@bpa.gov>; slbaskerville@bpa.gov

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

Eve confirmed Arne from E3 is available during that time, so Melissa, you can add that information to the
roll out plan, thanks!

From: Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hqg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 1:50 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hqg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hqg.doe.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-
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WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30-GJD_v2

I think it probably makes most sense to aim to have that briefing at the next Deputies meeting, which is scheduled for
7/11 from 9-11am ET. Do we think that could work? If so, can we work that into the rollout plan draft?

Thanks,
Gabe

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 3:03 PM

To: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hqg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hq.doe.gov>; Daly, Gabriel
<gabriel.daly@hg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E <megodwin@bpa.gov>; slbaskerville@bpa.gov

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

Thanks, Melissa - [ will have our power folks review too, in addition to Sonya'’s notes.

We heard from CEQ on today’s conference call that they would also like another presentation to the CEQ
group, so will ask my folks when they think they could schedule that.

From: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 11:49 AM

To: Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hgq.doe.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hqg.doe.gov>; Leary,Jill C (BPA) -
LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH
<slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

Good afternoon — | am attaching the draft E3 roll out plan for review. We wanted to use the same format as the salmon
paper roll out plan circulated by CEQ. Please provide me with any comments or edits by COB today if at all possible.

Thank you,
Melissa Ardis
Senior Advisor, Power Marketing Administrations

Office of the Undersecretary for Infrastructure
U.S. Department of Energy
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From: Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7

Sent: Friday, July 1, 2022 8:48 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Johnson,G Douglas (BPA) - DK-7; Goodwin,Summer G
(BPA) - DKS-7; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Cc: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7;
Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Senters,Anne E (BPA) -
LN-7

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJD_v2

Thanks Summer,
John
On Jul 1, 2022 12:22 PM, "Goodwin,Summer G (BPA) - DKS-7" <sggoodwin@bpa.gov> wrote:

| just updated the DOE plan with the most recent dates that | saw. For those who are looking for the sequencing of
events, here you go.

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 11:57 AM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Johnson,G
Douglas (BPA) - DK-7 <gdjohnson@bpa.gov>; Goodwin,Summer G (BPA) - DKS-7 <sggoodwin@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>; Chong
Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7 <jlhairston@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin
D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: FW: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJD_v2

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

Hello,

DOE would like to use CEQ’s format for the E3 rollout, so please review this document by 4pm, so I can
turn edits around to DOE by COB.

Eve and team, one comment we received from CEQ is they would like a presentation on the final report to
the CEQ group, so will need to think of when to add that to the schedule.

Thanks,

Jill

From: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 11:49 AM

To: Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hgq.doe.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hqg.doe.gov>; Leary,Jill C (BPA) -
LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH
<slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJD_v2

Good afternoon — | am attaching the draft E3 roll out plan for review. We wanted to use the same format as the salmon
paper roll out plan circulated by CEQ. Please provide me with any comments or edits by COB today if at all possible.

Thank you,
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Melissa Ardis

Senior Advisor, Power Marketing Administrations
Office of the Undersecretary for Infrastructure
U.S. Department of Energy

Energy.gov/bil

(b)(6)
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:11 AM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5
Subject: RE: Incoming questions from CEQ

Will review these soon - still sorting through all of the DOE emails.

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:28 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: Incoming questions from CEQ

b)(5)

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 4:52 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>;
Sullivan,Leah S (BPA) - EWP-4 <|ssullivan@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4 <sgarmentrout@bpa.gov>;
Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>
Subject: Incoming questions from CEQ

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hello,

(b)(5)
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Thanks,
Jill
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From: Johnson,G Douglas (BPA) - DK-7

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 3:47 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Goodwin,Summer G (BPA) - DKS-7; James,Eve A L (BPA) -
PG-5; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Cc: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7; Hairston,John L
(BPA) - A-7; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Senters,Anne
E (BPA) - LN-7

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJD_v2

All good. Keep us posted.

On Jul 5, 2022 3:31 PM, "Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7" <jcleary(@bpa.gov> wrote:

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Good afternoon

Thanks,
Jill

From: Goodwin,Summer G (BPA) - DKS-7 <sggoodwin@bpa.gov>

Sent: Friday, July 1, 2022 12:23 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) -
PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Johnson,G Douglas (BPA) - DK-7 <gdjohnson@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>; Chong
Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7 <jlhairston@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin
D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJID_v2

(b)(3)

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 11:57 AM

To: James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Johnson,G
Douglas (BPA) - DK-7 <gdjohnson@bpa.gov>; Goodwin,Summer G (BPA) - DKS-7 <sggoodwin@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>; Chong
Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Hairston,John L (BPA) - A-7 <jlhairston@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin
D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: FW: E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GJD_v2

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

Hello,

DOE would like to use CEQ’s format for the E3 rollout, so please review this document by 4pm, so I can
turn edits around to DOE by COB.
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Eve and team, one comment we received from CEQ is they would like a presentation on the final report to
the CEQ group, so will need to think of when to add that to the schedule.

Thanks,

Jill

From: Ardis, Melissa <melissa.ardis@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2022 11:49 AM

To: Baumann, Jeremiah <jeremiah.baumann@hgq.doe.gov>; Daly, Gabriel <gabriel.daly@hqg.doe.gov>; Leary,Jill C (BPA) -
LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH
<slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] E3 Study roll out plan_6.30 - GID_v2

Good afternoon — | am attaching the draft E3 roll out plan for review. We wanted to use the same format as the salmon
paper roll out plan circulated by CEQ. Please provide me with any comments or edits by COB today if at all possible.

Thank you,

Melissa Ardis

Senior Advisor, Power Marketing Administrations
Office of the Undersecretary for Infrastructure
U.S. Department of Energy

Energy.gov/bil
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 7:40 AM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5
Subject: RE: Incoming questions from CEQ
Thanks.

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:28 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: Incoming questions from CEQ

b)(5)

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 4:52 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>;
Sullivan,Leah S (BPA) - EWP-4 <|ssullivan@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4 <sgarmentrout@bpa.gov>;
Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>
Subject: Incoming questions from CEQ

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hello,

(b)(5)
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Thanks,
Jill
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:30 AM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5
Subject: RE: Incoming questions from CEQ

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

b)(5)

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:28 PM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: Incoming questions from CEQ

b)(5)

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 4:52 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Zelinsky,Benjamin D (BPA) - E-4 <bdzelinsky@bpa.gov>;
Sullivan,Leah S (BPA) - EWP-4 <|ssullivan@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Armentrout,Scott G (BPA) - E-4 <sgarmentrout@bpa.gov>;
Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>; Senters,Anne E (BPA) - LN-7 <aesenters@bpa.gov>
Subject: Incoming questions from CEQ

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hello,

(b)(5)
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Thanks,
Jill
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From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:22 AM
To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7
Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

(b)(5)

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:13 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Here is CEQ’s email:

(b)(5)

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:02 AM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

(b)(5)

From: Leary, Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 7:56 AM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: FW: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation
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privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exem

Confidential and

From: Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6 <gsashby@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:49 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4 <dwwelch@bpa.gov>
Cc: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under FOIA

(b)(5)

Gordon

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:33 PM

To: Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6 <gsashby@bpa.gov>; Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4 <dwwelch@bpa.gov>
Cc: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under FOIA

b)(5)

Thanks,
Birgit
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From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:26 AM
To: Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7; Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6
Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under
FOIA

Works for me too.

Dorie, thanks for the useful info.

From: Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4 <dwwelch@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:22 AM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6 <gsashby@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G
(BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under
FOIA

Works for me

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:19 AM

To: Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4 <dwwelch@bpa.gov>; Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6 <gsashby@bpa.gov>;
Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under
FOIA

(b)(5)

Does this work?
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From: Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4 <dwwelch@bpa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 8:16 AM
To: Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6 <gsashby@bpa.gov>; Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>
Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under FOIA
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From: Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6 <gsashby@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:49 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4 <dwwelch@bpa.gov>
Cc: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under FOIA

b)(5)

Gordon

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 5:33 PM

To: Ashby,Gordon S (BPA) - PGA-6 <gsashby@bpa.gov>; Welch,Dorothy W (BPA) - E-4 <dwwelch@bpa.gov>
Cc: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Subject: LSRCP question on magnitude of obligation

Confidential and Privileged, Work Performed at the Request of an Attorney, Do Not Release under FOIA

(b)(5)

Thanks,
Birgit
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 8:17 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5
Subject: RE: New day, another CEQ question

Thank you!

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 8:06 AM

To: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Subject: RE: New day, another CEQ question

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt

| think | can answer this one.

From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 7:48 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Subject: New day, another CEQ question

Confidential and privileged attorney client communication/FOIA-exempt
Hi Birgit,
CEQ shared another question they would like answered with about the E3 study:
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(b)()

Can you answer this, and if not, would you coordinate with E3?

Thank you for everything,
Jill
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From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 8:29 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7; Chong Tim,Marcus H
(BPA) - L-7; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Cc: Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5

Subject: RE: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

That works and is accurate.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

(b)(6)

On Aug 25,2022 11:27 AM, "Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7" <mhchongtim@bpa.gov> wrote:
I agree with the concerns. How about this (emphasis added):

To allow for coordinated briefings on both E3’s study and the report by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) entitled Rebuilding Interior Columbia Basin Salmon and Steelhead studies, including
the briefing for Members of Congress held on July 11, the Council on Environmental Quality requested that
E3’s presentation to the Northwest Power and Conscrvation Council be delayed until July 12. BPA, in
coordination with the Department of Energy, relayed the Council on Environmental Quality’s request to the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council.

Marcus H. Chong Tim

Executive V.P. and General Counsel
BPA Office of General Counsel
503-230-4083

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 8:11 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>; Chong
Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,lill C
(BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH <smjones@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

I totally agree with Birgit. The language I saw last night doesn't work and I let Alicia know we have that
concern. Thanks.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

On Aug 25,2022 11:09 AM, "Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5" <bgkoehler@bpa.gov> wrote:
| would still call that distorting the truth. It ultimately was CEQ that asked for the delay. We were just the messenger.
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From: Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 8:01 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <s|baskerville@bpa.gov>;
Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>;
Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>

Cc: Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH <smjones@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

John called the Council folks, so my edit captures that, but it could also be “after coordination with CEQ
and DOE,” BPA...

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 7:20 AM

To: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7
<drmarker@bpa.gov>; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7
<megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH <smjones@bpa.gov>; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>
Subject: RE: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

| am coming late to the game. | am willing to change some wording in response to CEQ and DOE input, but are we willing
to distort the truth? | would rather be truthful. BPA did NOT request the delay! (unless you go with the technicality that
we were the one informing the Council that the Fed gov’t asked for a delay.)

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 3:19 PM

To: Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim @bpa.gov>;
Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,lJill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH <smjones@bpa.gov>;
James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

I agree - it looks like it was our idea, which it clearly was not.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

On Aug 24, 2022 5:57 PM, "Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7" <jcleary@bpa.gov> wrote:
Looping in Eve and Birgit, too.

[ had two clean-up edits and responded to Alicia’s and Gabe’s question. [ do not like the absence of DC
coordination at the bottom of page 1 because it makes it look like BPA asked for this delay alone.

Eve and Birgit, on Alicia’s and Gabe’s comment - Gabe does not recall E3 making changes during this
time, so [ am going to send you a separate email with him cc’d so you can explain what occurred on or
around July 11.

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 2:24 PM
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To: Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Leary,lJill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary
E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>

Cc: Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH <smjones@bpa.gov>

Subject: Fwd: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

Importance: High

Here is the rewritten document. Comments? [ haven't opened it yet. Thanks.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

(0)(6)

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: "deForest, Alicia" <alicia.deforest@hg.doe.gov>

Date: Aug 24,2022 5:21 PM

Subject: congressional

To: "Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH" <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>
Cc:

Hi Sonya,

Please let me know your thoughts.
Thanks,

Alicia
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From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 7:26 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7; Chong Tim,Marcus H
(BPA) - L-7; Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7; Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7

Cc: Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH; James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5

Subject: RE: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

That's exactly what I told Alicia deForest at DOE. BPA does not want to have this response suggest in any way
that we wanted this delay - it was all CEQ. Hopefully there is some redrafting of that language happening now.
Thanks.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

On Aug 25,2022 10:20 AM, "Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5" <bgkoehler@bpa.gov> wrote:

| am coming late to the game. | am willing to change some wording in response to CEQ and DOE input, but are we willing
to distort the truth? | would rather be truthful. BPA did NOT request the delay! (unless you go with the technicality that
we were the one informing the Council that the Fed gov’t asked for a delay.)

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 3:19 PM

To: Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>; Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim @bpa.gov>;
Godwin,Mary E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary,lJill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>

Cc: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>; Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH <smjones@bpa.gov>;
James,Eve A L (BPA) - PG-5 <eajames@bpa.gov>

Subject: RE: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

I agree - it looks like it was our idea, which it clearly was not.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

On Aug 24, 2022 5:57 PM, "Leary,Jill C (BPA) - LN-7" <jcleary@bpa.gov> wrote:
Looping in Eve and Birgit, too.

[ had two clean-up edits and responded to Alicia’s and Gabe’s question. [ do not like the absence of DC
coordination at the bottom of page 1 because it makes it look like BPA asked for this delay alone.

Eve and Birgit, on Alicia’s and Gabe’s comment - Gabe does not recall E3 making changes during this
time, so [ am going to send you a separate email with him cc’d so you can explain what occurred on or
around July 11.

From: Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 2:24 PM
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To: Chong Tim,Marcus H (BPA) - L-7 <mhchongtim@bpa.gov>; Leary,lJill C (BPA) - LN-7 <jcleary@bpa.gov>; Godwin,Mary
E (BPA) - LN-7 <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Marker,Douglas R (BPA) - AIR-7 <drmarker@bpa.gov>

Cc: Jones,Sheron M (BPA) - AIN-WASH <smjones@bpa.gov>

Subject: Fwd: congressional - rewritten Congressional E3 response

Importance: High

Here is the rewritten document. Comments? [ haven't opened it yet. Thanks.

Sonya Baskerville
BPA National Relations

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: "deForest, Alicia" <alicia.deforest@hg.doe.gov>

Date: Aug 24,2022 5:21 PM

Subject: congressional

To: "Baskerville,Sonya L (BPA) - AIN-WASH" <slbaskerville@bpa.gov>
Cc:

Hi Sonya,

Please let me know your thoughts.
Thanks,

Alicia
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From: Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hq.doe.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2022 5:39 AM

To: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR); Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5
Cc: Capanna, Steve

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Thanks! | got an email from Jill about it and will send momentarily. I’'m in Idaho this week so email is a bit limited while
I’'m onsite, just fyi.

From: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hq.doe.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 6:35 PM

To: Koehler, Birgit G <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hq.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hq.doe.gov>
Subject: RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Got it — thanks!

Emily, happy to get any guidance you might have. Steve and | are scheduled to talk to Nancy on Friday this week, so
would be good to receive any feedback and guidance before then.

Ryan

Ryan Wiser

Senior Scientist

Office of Policy (detail)
U.S. Department of Energy

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 3:30 PM

To: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>

Cc: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hg.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Deliberative; FOIA-exempt

Hello Ryan,

Emily and Jill (from our Office of General Counsel, OGC) coordinated, so I’'m closing the loop with you myself,
but will let Emily work with you on particulars for your meeting with Nancy. Let us know if you still need
further input from us.

Birgit

From: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hgq.doe.gov>
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 8:58 AM
To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

27690602 BPA-2023-008550F-00000027



Cc: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hq.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hq.doe.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Perfect, thanks Birgit.

Ryan

Ryan Wiser

Senior Scientist

Office of Policy (detail)
U.S. Department of Energy

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 8:53 AM

To: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>

Cc: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hqg.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Deliberative; FOIA-exempt
Hello Ryan,

To date, we have not shared the SOW with anyone except DOE and maybe CEQ. But | will certainly touch base
with our Office of General Counsel and plan to get back to you before Thursday.

Birgit

From: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 8:29 AM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Cc: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hq.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hqg.doe.gov>; Wiser, Ryan
(CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Hi Birgit
Nancy Hirsh reached out to Steve Capanna and me in the Office of Policy, hoping to talk to us about the E3 study.

After a brief exchange with DOE GC, we’ve decided to take Nancy’s call, but be in active listening mode — so as not to
overstep given the legal and other sensitivities.

If there is anything specific that you think we CAN share on the E3 study, please let us know the specifics of what is
shareable. | think we will schedule the short discussion with Nancy late this week, so anything before Thursday should
work.

Related, | know Nancy has expressed interest in seeing the actual SOW between BPA and E3, and asked John H whether
that could be made available. So this is another tangible ask for you and the legal folks at BPA/DOE to consider. Any

immediate idea whether that might be feasible?

Ryan
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Ryan Wiser

Senior Scientist

Office of Policy (detail)
U.S. Department of Energy

From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2022 6:07 AM

To: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Deliberative; FOIA-exempt
Good morning Ryan,

Yes, the news is now public. We coordinated very high-level talking points with CEQ (and likely with DOE,
perhaps Emily).

Clearing Up, a widely-read west-coast energy newsletter, ran a story last Friday about White House and
Congressional attention on the lower Snake River Dams and included this statement:

Meanwhile, BPA has hired Energy and Environmental Economics to look at what resources it would take to
replace the dams. “We’re going to use the info [from E3] to help inform our participation with the [Biden] administration
in discussions with regional entities related to the Columbia River system,” BPA spokesman Doug Johnson told Clearing
Up.

Birgit

From: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 5:06 PM

To: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis

Birgit

One additional question — and just emailing you here, as maybe the answer is common knowledge and | don’t want to
annoy others. Based on the email below, it sounds like knowledge of the E3 analysis is now public. Is that right? Just
wondering what NWPCC as well as various other NW stakeholders know, or do not know, about the study’s existence,
scope and timing.

Thx,

Ryan

Ryan Wiser

Senior Scientist

Office of Policy (detail)
U.S. Department of Energy
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From: Koehler,Birgit G (BPA) - PG-5 <bgkoehler@bpa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 11:46 AM

To: Wiser, Ryan (CONTR) <ryan.wiser@hg.doe.gov>

Cc: Capanna, Steve <steve.capanna@hq.doe.gov>; Hoffman, Patricia <pat.hoffman@hqg.doe.gov>; Muse, Whitney
<whitney.muse@hg.doe.gov>; Hammond, Emily <emily.hammond@hqg.doe.gov>; Baumann, Jeremiah
<jeremiah.baumann@hg.doe.gov>; Godwin, Mary E <megodwin@bpa.gov>; Leary, Jill C <jcleary@bpa.gov>; James, Eve
A L <eajames@bpa.gov>; slbaskerville@bpa.gov

Subject: RE: Updates on BPA-E3 analysis
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