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D I V I S I O N  C O M M E N T S  
 
To: Utah Public Service Commission 

From: Utah Division of Public Utilities 
     Chris Parker, Director 
     Artie Powell, Energy Section Manager 
     Joni Zenger, Technical Consultant 
 

Date: June 29, 2016 

Re: Docket No. 15-035-04 - PacifiCorp’s 2015 Confidential Integrated Resource Plan 
Update and Request for Waiver of Business Plan Sensitivity Case 

  

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATION (DENY THE COMPANY’S REQUEST 
FOR WAIVER) 

The Division has reviewed PacifiCorp’s Confidential 2015 Integrated Resource Plan 

Update (2015 IRP Update).  As discussed below, the 2015 IRP Update was submitted for 

informational purposes only, and no action is required by the Commission on this issue.   

With respect to the Company’s Request for Waiver of the requirement to include the 

Business Plan as a sensitivity case in future IRPs, the Division recommends the Commission 

deny the Company’s Request for Waiver.  Instead the Division recommends that the 

Commission amend its requirement for all future IRPs to direct the Company to file its Business 

Plan sensitivity case and Business Plan assumptions to specific parties, with others able to 

petition for access to the information. This change would not necessitate any amendments to the 

Commission’s Standards and Guidelines.   
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ISSUE 
On March 31, 2015, PacifiCorp (Company) filed its 2015 IRP with the Utah Public 

Service Commission (Commission).  The Company prepares its IRP on a biennial schedule, 

filing its plan with state utility commissions in its six state jurisdiction during each odd 

numbered year.  In the even numbered years, as in this year, the Company files an update to its 

IRP.  Therefore, on March 31, 2016, the Company filed its 2015 IRP Update.  On April 7, 2016, 

the Commission issued a Scheduling Order requesting interested parties to file comments on the 

2015 IRP Update by June 29, 2014, with reply comments due on or before August 8, 2016.  Also 

on April 7, 2016, the Company filed a Request for a permanent Waiver of the current 

Commission requirement to include the Business Plan as a sensitivity case in the Company’s 

subsequent IRPs.  This memorandum is provided as the response and comments of the Division 

regarding both the Company’s 2015 IRP Update and the Company’s Request for Waiver of the 

Business Plan sensitivity requirement. 

DISCUSSION OF 2015 IRP UPDATE 
The Division appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the Company’s 2015 

IRP Update and will briefly discuss key aspects of the 2015 IRP Update, recommendations and 

requirements from the Commission in its 2015 IRP acknowledgement order,1 and status updates 

to the Action Plan.  This memorandum does not comment on or discuss all possible topics.  The 

Division previously provided detailed comments, with a discussion of key items on the 

Company’s March 31, 2015 IRP filing.2 

The IRP Update is typically filed for informational purposes only, and according to Utah 

Administrative Rule R746-430-1(3), no action is required by the Commission.3  The Company’s 

2015 IRP Update filing includes an Action Plan and an Action Plan Update.  According to R746-

430-1, an Action Plan is defined as follows (italics added): 

                                                 
1 Docket No. 15-035-04, Report and Order, January 8, 2016. 
2 Docket No. 15-035-04, Division Comments on PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP, August 25, 2015. 
3 “Nothing in these rules requires any acknowledgment, acceptance or order pertaining to the Action Plan submitted. 
Any review or guidance provided by the Commission shall not be binding on the Affected Utility and shall not be 
construed as approval of any action or resource identified in the Action Plan.” 



Docket No. 15-035-04 
DPU Comments on PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP Update 

-3- 

A plan, prepared or updated in anticipation of the acquisition of the 
Affected Utility's significant energy resource(s) under the Energy 
Resource Procurement Act, Utah Code Title 54 Chapter 17, 
outlining actions and specific resource decisions intended to 
implement an Affected Utility's Integrated Resource Plan 
consistent with the utility's strategic business plan [emphasis 
added]. 

 
The Division calls attention to the words “consistent with the utility’s strategic business 

plan” (the Company’s 10-Year Business Plan) or (Business Plan) to point out that in order for the 

Division to determine if the Action Plan is in fact consistent with the utility’s Business Plan, the 

Division would need to have access to and be able to review the Business Plan.  Therefore, by 

definition, the Action Plan must in some way be consistent with the utility’s strategic business 

plan.  (A discussion of the importance of this fact is in the section on the Company’s Request for 

Waiver).  The Business Plan considers capital expenditures and operating cost constraints with 

input from its various business units to ensure that the resource portfolio mix is financially 

supportable and affordable to customers.   

 

The Company’s 2015 IRP Update describes resource planning and procurement activities 

that have transpired since the March 31, 2015 filing of the 2015 IRP.  The business planning 

process occurs after the 2015 IRP filing and before the 2015 IRP Update. This means that the 

2015 IRP Update takes into account the capital expenditures and operating cost constraints that 

emanate from the Business Plan, usually completed in the fall of each year and signed by the 

Company’s high-level executives in December of each year.   

 

The 2015 IRP Update brings up-to-date inputs and assumptions, such as the load forecast, 

market prices, capital costs, state and federal regulations, and a myriad of other changes to the 

planning environment that have occurred over the course of the year.  In terms of resource 

planning, this past year (as well as 2015) brought some significant public policy changes. These 

policy changes include new or revised federal and state environmental policies, such as the Clean 

Power Plan (which has been stayed by federal court), Clean Air Act, Regional Haze rules, and 

revised renewable portfolio standards (RPS) targets for California and Oregon.  
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The 2015 IRP Update produces an updated resource portfolio mix and updates or 

revisions to its 2015 IRP action plan resulting from the changes to the planning environment and 

the refreshed inputs. The Company’s 2015 IRP Update presents the changes relative to the 2015 

IRP and relative to its Business Plan.  Updates to the resource portfolio continue to show that the 

Company’s first year of a major resource addition is planned to occur in 2028, consistent with 

the 2015 IRP Preferred Portfolio.  The 2015 IRP Update also addresses various 

recommendations and requirements put forth by state regulatory commissions as part of the 2015 

IRP acknowledgment process. 

 

KEY UPDATES 
Load forecast.  The 2015 IRP Update and Business Plan use the same October 2015 load 

forecast, relative to the September 2014 load forecast in the 2015 IRP.  The coincident system 

peak load forecast for the IRP Update and Business Plan is lower, on average across the front ten 

years of the planning period by 54 megawatts (MW) relative to the 2015 IRP.  The small 

projected load growth in the residential and commercial classes appears to be offset by 

weaknesses in the industrial class.  This is due to a decrease in market sales in the industrial class 

on the east side of the system and the projected loss of a large industrial customer on the west 

side of the system.  

 

Market prices.  Forecasted natural gas and energy prices continue to decline from those assumed 

in the 2015 IRP.  Domestic natural gas price forecasts continue to decline due to the growth in 

unconventional shale gas plays. This decline, combined with lower load forecasts, puts 

downward pressure on market power prices.  The 2015 IRP Update was refreshed using a 

December 31, 2015, official forward price curve (OFPRC) for natural gas and power prices by 

point of delivery, as compared to the September 2014 OFPRC used in the Business Plan and in 

the 2015 IRP.  Low gas prices, combined with low loads, translates to lower power price 

forecasts.  
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Energy efficiency.  Energy efficiency remains a key element for managing future energy 

demands. In the 2015 IRP Update, the Company estimates that approximately 87 percent of 

expected growth in power usage will be met by customers using electricity more efficiently. 

 

Front office transactions. The availability of 1,670 MW of front office transactions (FOTs or 

market purchases) will be used to meet the 2015 IRP Update’s open system position of 1,056 

MW in the front ten years of the planning horizon.  As stated in previous IRP dockets, the 

Division believes the Company’s proposed levels of reliance on market purchases need to 

continue to be monitored and further evaluated to ensure availability in the western markets.  The 

Company needs to explain what is the contingency plan should these market purchases become 

unavailable for one reason or another.  

 

Naughton Unit 3 closure.  In the 2015 IRP development process, analysis of near-term regional 

haze compliance requirements supported converting Naughton Unit 3 to burn natural gas in 

2018.  However, in the 2015 IRP Update, with reduced load, lower market prices, and increased 

costs for gas conversion, the refreshed analysis shows that retiring Naughton Unit 3 at the end of 

2017 is a lower cost alternative than the assessed gas conversion approach.  (Confidential 

Appendix B to the 2015 IRP Update contains the updated economic analysis of regional haze 

compliance alternatives for Naughton Unit 3.) 

 

As a result of the updated analysis, the 337 MW thermal generation capacity of the 

converted Naughton Unit 3 is no longer included in the 2015 IRP Update resource portfolio after 

year-end 2017.  The Company states it will continue to review emerging technologies, reassess 

traditional gas conversion technologies and costs, and consider other alternatives that would 

allow continued operation of Naughton Unit 3 beyond 2017. 

   

Cholla Unit 4 closure.  Cholla Unit 4 (380 MW) is owned by PacifiCorp, but operated by 

Arizona Public Service.  The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires the 

installation of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) equipment on Cholla Unit 4.  PacifiCorp has 
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filed an appeal in Arizona, but for planning purposes, the Company assumes the status quo.  For 

capacity planning purposes, considering the unknown outcome of the appeal combined with the 

updated load, lower market prices, and expected costs for gas conversion, the Company’s 2015 

IRP Update assumes Cholla 4 will shut down at the end of 2024.  The Division will review the 

Cholla Unit 4 analysis that will be provided in the Company’s 2017 IRP.  

 

Load and resource balance.  In the 2015 IRP Update the Company’s projected position shows a 

greater difference between the load and resources beginning in 2018, relative to the 2015 IRP, 

primarily due to the assumed early retirement of Naughton Unit 3 (337 MW) at the end of 2017 

and Cholla Unit 4 (380 MW) at the end of 2024.  For 2016, the Company has a total resource 

mix of 10,131 MW to meet its load obligation of 9,878 MW, plus a 13 percent planning reserve 

requirement of 1,309 MW. This leaves an open system position of 1,056 MW that will be met 

with the 1,670 MW of front office transactions that are available.  However, by 2025, absent any 

future actions, the total resources shrink to 9,668 MW, while the load obligation grows to 10,961 

MW, with a reserve requirement of 1,450 MW.  This leaves an open position projected at 2,743 

MW that the 2015 IRP Update shows will be met largely through the acquisition of cost-

effective energy efficiency resources and front office transactions over the next 10 years. 

 

Qualifying facilities.  The Company’s projected open position will be partially offset by the 

addition of new wind and solar qualifying facility contracts.  In the 2015 IRP Update the wind 

and solar power purchase agreements (PPAs) have increased by 411 MW (177) on a peak 

contribution basis in comparison to the 2015 IRP wind and solar PPAs. 

 

Public policy changes.  The 2015 IRP Update assumptions include the increased RPS 

requirement of 50 percent by 2030 in California and of 50 percent by 2040 in Oregon.  The 

Company updated its Action Plan to issue requests for proposals this year seeking both 

renewable energy credit purchases and resource procurement alternatives. 
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State and federal compliance.  To help the Company remain prepared to support state 

compliance with potential greenhouse gas regulations, the 2015 IRP Update includes an 

assessment of the EPA Clean Power Plan using a mass-cap approach, even though the plan is 

currently on hold pending litigation. On Feb. 9, 2015 the U.S. Supreme Court issued a stay of the 

plan, suspending implementation of the rule pending the outcome of litigation before the U.S. 

Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit.  

 

The 2015 IRP Update also includes a discussion of EPA's final regional haze Federal 

Implementation Plan (FIP) requirements for installing SCR at Dave Johnston Unit 3 and 

Wyoming's appeal to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 10th Circuit.  If EPA's plan is upheld, the 

Company states that it will shut down the unit by the end of 2027.  The Company will, however, 

continue to pursue its own appeal of the EPA's plan as it pertains to installation of similar 

pollution controls at the Wyodak plant in Wyoming. 

 

Transmission.  The 2015 IRP Update includes updates for the Energy Gateway and Wallula-to-

McNary transmission projects.  Permitting for Energy Gateway will continue on several 

segments of the project, and construction should begin for the Wallula-McNary 230-kV line such 

that the line will be in service in 2017.  In the longer-term, the 2015 IRP Update views the 

retiring coal facilities as an opportunity to free up transmission in renewable resource rich areas 

and provide access to low cost resources that are currently constrained by lack of transmission. 

 

2015 ACTION PLAN STATUS UPDATES 
The Action Plan identifies the steps the Company intends to take during the next two to four 

years to implement the first 10-year resource timeframe (2015-2024) of the 2015 IRP.  In the 

preface of its IRP, the Company states “that the IRP action plan will be implemented as 

described herein, but is subject to change as new information becomes available or as 

circumstances change.”4  The Company revisits and refreshes the IRP action plan annually to 

reflect the many changes in the planning environment that were discussed above.  Since the 

                                                 
4 Docket No. 15-025-04, PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP, March 31, 2015, p. ii. 
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March 31, 2015 IRP was filed, the Company updated the Action Plan with the following 

changes:  
• Action Item 1a (RPS Compliance)  has been changed to issue requests for proposal 

(RFPs) for renewable energy credits (RECs) and near-term resource procurement 

opportunities that can be used to meet RPS requirements in Oregon, Washington, and 

California. 

 

• Action Item 1c (Oregon Solar Capacity Standard) removes this action item because the 

solar capacity standard was eliminated when Oregon Senate Bill 1547-B was signed into law. 

 

• Action Item 4a (Naughton Unit 3) has been updated to reflect the Company’s refreshed 

proposal and updated analysis of the Naughton Unit 3 gas conversion.  Confidential 

Appendix B to the 2015 IRP Update summarizes the Company’s updated analysis. 

   

With respect to the status update of each of the action items in the Action Plan, Chapter 6 of 

the Company’s 2015 IRP Update reports the progress of five primary action item categories:  (1) 

renewable resource actions, (2) firm market purchase actions, (3) demand side management 

(DSM) actions, (4) coal resource actions, and (5) transmission actions.  A variety of action items 

have been completed and are noted below, while other action items will continue forward into 

the 2017 IRP process.  The updated action items are summarized below, including changes to the 

action item itself and a status update on each action item. 

 

1a. RPS Compliance.  This action item was revised to reflect the changes in state RPS 

targets, REC banking provisions, and changes in federal tax credits.  The Company determined 

that its current needs did not require the Company to issue a REC RFP in Washington.  For the 

California RPS requirement, the Company issued a REC RFP, and the bids are currently being 

reviewed by the California Public Utilities Commission. The Company is deferring issuing RFPs 

for unbundled RECs to meet Oregon RPS requirements until states begin developing 

implementation plans for the EPA’s draft 111(d) rule.  The Division believes this is prudent, 
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inasmuch as the Company should make sure that pursuing an unbundled REC strategy is the 

least cost compliance option for ratepayers. 

 

1b. REC Optimization.  The Company issued a reverse RFP and will continue to issue reverse 

RFPs in 2016 to seek REC sales opportunities.  The Company is on track with this action item. 

 

1c. Oregon Solar Capacity Standard.  As described above, this action item was deleted, as the 

Oregon Solar Capacity Standard was eliminated this year through legislation. 

 

2a. Front Office Transactions.  The Company acquired its 2015 and 2016 respective targets of 

short-term firm market purchases for the on-peak summer period.  For 2017, the Company has 

not yet procured its short-term firm market purchases for the on-peak summer period.  With the 

Company’s heavy reliance on FOTs to meet the load and resource capacity deficits resulting 

from the upcoming coal plant shutdowns, the Division urges the Company to stay on track with 

this target and to report not only the status of market purchases, but the Company’s contingency 

plan and analysis of the depth of the western wholesale market in the 2017 IRP.  The Division 

reminds the Company of the Commission’s directive in its 2015 IRP Order that relates to FOTs: 

 

We direct PacifiCorp to continue to evaluate the depth of the western wholesale 
market, and to use sensitivity cases and acquisition path analysis, including 
development of a contingency plan, to monitor the feasibility of long-term 
reliance on FOTs to meet near-term load growth.5 

 

3a. Class 1 DSM. The Company is on target, as on March 4, 2016, it filed with the Oregon 

Public Utilities Commission a request for a pilot Irrigation Load Control program. The proposed 

pilot program would begin in 2016 and targets 3 MW of controlled load.  

 

                                                 
5 Id. at p. 21. 
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3b. Class 2 DSM.  The Company reports that in 2015 it acquired 589 GWh of Class 2 DSM, 

which is 7 percent above the Action Plan target in the 2015 IRP.  The Company is on track to 

meet its target this year as well. 

 

4a. Naughton Unit 3.  This Action Item has been changed since the 2015 IRP.  The Company 

refreshed its analysis of Regional Haze compliance alternatives for Naughton Unit 3, which re-

assessed gas conversion costs and alternatives that might allow Unit 3 to operate beyond year 

2017.  The updated Action Item reflects the refreshed analysis and currently shows that retiring 

Naughton Unit 3 at the end of 2017 is lower cost alternative than the assessed gas conversion 

approach.  This analysis is summarized in Confidential Appendix B to the 2015 IRP Update.  

This action item states that the Company will continued to update its economic analysis of 

natural gas conversion in conjunction with the RFP process as new technologies emerge and as 

market inputs change.  

 

4b. Dave Johnston Unit 3.  There is no change to this Action Item, and the status itself is 

unchanged.  As of the date of the IRP Update, the Company was still waiting for the response to 

appeals of EPA’s final regional haze implementation plan. 

 

4c. Wyodak.  As in the previous Action Item, there is no change to this action item.  The 

Company awaits results of the appeal of EPA’s final regional haze implementation plan. 

 

4d. Cholla Unit 4.  The Company has met its target on this Action Item.  In 2015, the permit 

applications and required studies to amend Cholla’s Title V permit and the Arizona regional haze 

state implementation plan were submitted to the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

and its federal counterpart, the EPA.  The EPA is currently preparing its review, public comment 

period, process, and final action in this regard. 
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5a. Energy Gateway Permitting.  The Action Item is unchanged from the 2015 IRP Action Plan 

to the 2015 IRP Update Action Plan.  It appears that progress is being made in the areas of 

permitting and funding.   

Segment D (Gateway West, Windstar to Populus). The Bureau of Land Management 

(BLM) issued a Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project on March 11, 

2016, but deferred issuing its final Record of Decision (ROD) pending additional review 

of the portion of the project that extends to the Morley Nelson Snake River Birds of Prey 

Conservation Area in Idaho.  The A draft supplemental EIS for the deferred portions of 

the project was released on March 11, 2016, shortly before the IRP Update was filed.6 

 

Segment E (Gateway West, Populus to Hemingway). As described above, the BLM is 

performing additional analysis of portions of Segment E—the portion of the project that 

extends to the Morley Nelson Snake River Birds of Prey Conservation Area in Idaho.  A 

draft supplemental EIS for the deferred portions of Segment E for the Gateway West 

project was issued on March 11, 2016. A final Record of Decision is anticipated in 

December 2016.7 

 

Segment F (Gateway South (Aeolus to Mona).  The BLM has been working since 2008 to 

develop a final EIS on the project. The Action Plan states that a possible final EIS will be 

issued in 2016.  The Division notes that on May 12, 2016, shortly after the IRP Update 

was filed, the BLM released its final EIS and proposed land use plan amendments on the 

project.8 

 

Segment H (Boardman to Hemingway) PacifiCorp and Idaho Power are jointly pursing 

the project permitting phase of the project, and a Record of Decision is expected in 2016 

followed by the Oregon Energy Facilities Siting Council’s final order on the Site 

Certificate. 

                                                 
6 http://gatewaywestproject.com/newsroom.aspx 
7 Id. 
8 http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/news_room/2016/may/blm_takes_key_step.html. 

http://gatewaywestproject.com/newsroom.aspx
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/news_room/2016/may/blm_takes_key_step.html


Docket No. 15-035-04 
DPU Comments on PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP Update 

-12- 

 

The Company first announced its Gateway Energy Transmission Plan in 2007.  While the 

IRP identifies the need for more transmission lines to deliver electricity to customers either from 

new generating plants or through improved access to existing resources in the region, Energy 

Gateway meets this need by providing access to both conventional and renewable energy sources 

in areas with diverse resources.  From the time public outreach began in 2008, the difficulty in 

permitting, further assessments, and delays with the projected in-service, this portion of the 

transmission line will have taken nine years to complete.  In spite of the delays, the Energy 

Gateway strategy is a fundamental part of the Company’s long-term planning for existing and 

future customers, and the Division stresses the importance of transmission planning because of 

its long lead time. 

 

5b. Wallula to McNary 230 kilovolt Transmission Line. The Company’s goal for the project is to 

be in service by 2017.  The Action Item reports on all of the permits, conditional use permits, 

rights-of-way, and interconnection plans that have been completed to date.  It appears that this 

project should meet its 2017 in-service date goal.  In addition, the Company is continuing 

permitting for the 30 mile Walla Walla to McNary transmission line, which was originally part 

of the Wallula to McNary project. The Company reports that it has almost obtained all of its 

private and federal rights-of-ways for this project.    

 

ACTION ITEMS FROM THE COMMISSION’S 2015 IRP ORDER 9 

The Division outlined each of the requirements, suggestions, and directives from the 

Commission’s 2015 IRP Order.  The majority of these findings apply to the 2017 IRP, but there 

are three topics that the Commission requested be addressed at this time.10  The Division 

presents these issues, as well as its determination if the standard has been met below: 

 

1.  In its 2015 IRP Order, the Commission stated: 

                                                 
9Docket No. 15-035-04, Report and Order, dated January 8, 2016. 
10 Id. 
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We direct PacifiCorp (in the 2015 IRP update) to address the 
guidance we provided in our January IRP Order pertaining to 
whether the available historical cooling degree day information, or 
some other alternative, is an appropriate predictor of future normal 
conditions.11   
 

The request for the study was the result of a discussion on whether PacifiCorp should 

consider climate change implications when forecasting load.  Changes in climate would 

ultimately be reflected by the data on historical weather and load, and the impact on the forecast 

of load would be guided by the historical relationship between weather on load. To respond to 

this order, the Company prepared sensitivity analyses to test the impacts of different historical 

weather patterns on the load forecast. The Company tested a five-year, 10-year, and a 20-year 

historic cooling degree day and found no meaningful differences in the weather patterns in the 

models.  The results are presented on page nine of Appendix A to PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP 

report.12   

 

The Company also prepared extreme weather scenarios to study the impacts of less likely 

weather patterns, to determine the portfolio impact of different levels of load forecast.  For the 1-

in-20 year (5 percent probability) extreme weather scenario, the Company used 1-in-20- year 

peak weather for summer (July) months for each state. The 1-in-20 year peak weather is defined 

as the year for which the peak has the chance of occurring once in 20 years.  The Company 

presents the comparison of the different scenarios to the Base Case scenario in Figure A.12 of 

the 2015 IRP.  However, there is no narrative to describe the interpretation of the graph.  The 

Division can readily see the comparative results, as well as how the 1-in-20 case is slightly 

above, but parallels, the High case until the two converge in 2033.  These can be found in 

Sensitivity Cases S-01, S-02, and S-03 in PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP.13   

 

                                                 
11 Id. at p. 2. 
12 Docket No. 15-025-04, PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP, March 31, 2015, Appendix A. 
13 Id. at Volume II, Appendix K. 
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The Division requests that a narrative description be added to the accompanying figure, 

graph, or table that describes what the figure, graph or table shows or does not show (not only in 

this instance), but in the next 2017 IRP and thereafter.   

 

The Division has observed during the past several years, the Company’s practice of using 

a table, graph, or figure to tell the story, without adequate narrative.  The Division understands 

the saying that “a picture tells a million words,” just as a table does.  The Division also 

understands that merely putting in a graph saves pages and keeps the IRP shorter.  However, for 

the benefit of the general public, as well as staff or stakeholders who are just now being 

introduced to the IRP, the value of the descriptive narrative outweighs the extra page space.  In 

fact, from the Division’s point-of-view, narrative suppresses the need to ask as many data 

requests because the Division can find what it is searching for in the document more readily.  

The Division requests the Company discontinue its practice of placing a figure or graph on a 

page with little to no descriptive text.  The Division requests that more explanation be provided. 

 

2.  In the same 2015 IRP Order, the Commission writes the following:  

The Division questions the nexus of the IRP process and 
PacifiCorp’s treatment of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) Order No. 1000 and associated requirements for cost 
allocation and interregional planning.  PacifiCorp responds that it 
will provide information in the IRP update and in future IRPs, as 
necessary, to explain the interaction of these requirements with any 
Energy Gateway project.14 

 

The Company explains that it continues to participate in the Northern Tier Transmission 

Group (NTTG) to satisfy the FERC Order No. 1000 regional and inter-regional planning 

requirements.  The Company also complies through its local transmission Open Access 

Transmission Tariff (OATT) pursuant to Attachment K.  Energy Gateway projects are 

considered as part of NTTG’s biennial transmission planning and cost allocation review, as well 

as in the Western Electricity Coordinating Council’s (WECC) Transmission Expansion Policy 

                                                 
14Docket No. 15-025-04, PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP, March 31, 2015, p. 17. 
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and Planning Committee (TEPPC).  The Division believes this explanation provided in the 2015 

IRP Update is satisfactory.   

 

However, the Division notes that the Company is actively participating in stakeholder 

initiatives as it works to determine if and when it will join the California Independent System 

Operator (CAISO) as a Participating Transmission Owner (PTO).  Therefore, in the 2017 IRP the 

Division recommends that the Company incorporate into this discussion the effects that joining 

the CAISO may or will have on the Company’s transmission planning and cost allocation 

processes with respect to NTTG, TEPPC, and FERC Order No. 1000 requirements.  For 

example, would the Company’s FERC Order 1000 requirements be met through CAISO’s 

planning and cost allocation process?  Would the newly formed PTO still participate in NTTG’s 

planning and cost allocation processes?  The Company should also address any other relevant 

questions parties pose with the (hypothetical) assumption that joining CAISO will occur?   

 

As far as transmission planning and cost allocation are concerned, and given as much 

time and effort that the Company has already invested to work through transmission access 

charges, resource adequacy, net metering rules, and SB 350 governance, the Company needs to 

provide to its IRP stakeholders a list what changes, if any, could be expected as an ISO 

participant.  Some CAISO timelines have this process culminating by 2019, which is only one 

additional IRP away.  The Division agrees with the Company’s statement that the IRP process is 

not the forum for determining CAISO participation issues or net benefits.  However, as a goal of 

the IRP is to determine near term and longer-term planning of resources and to produce an 

Action Plan to carry out the near-term results, the Division believes a robust explanation is 

warranted here as it applies to transmission planning, cost allocation, NTTG, and WECC task 

forces.  

 

3.  In its 2015 IRP Order, the Commission stated the following:  
  

PacifiCorp did not present the Business Plan as a sensitivity case in 
the 2015 IRP contrary to our direction in the January Order at 30. 
We remind PacifiCorp the requirement remains for future IRPs.  If 
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PacifiCorp has substantive objections to this requirement, 
PacifiCorp should file a motion for Commission action within 90 
days of this order explaining the objection and requesting relief.15   

 

The Company did not present the Business Plan as a sensitivity case in the 2015 IRP 

Update.  On April 7, 2016, the Company exercised its option and filed a Request for Waiver of 

the Business Plan requirement as outlined above.  The Division’s comments and 

recommendations on the waiver have been included in this memo in the section that follows. 

 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER 
Contrary to the Commission’s repeated directives, the Company did not include its 

Business Plan as a sensitivity case in its 2013 IRP16 or its 2015 IRP.17  The Division believes that 

the Company has not provided substantive objections to this requirement to offset the direction 

toward lack of transparency and usefulness of IRPs that would result should the waiver be 

granted. The Commission stresses the importance of transparency in the IRP process and that the 

benefits of the IRP flow to ratepayers: 

 
The objective of the guidelines addressing the link between the 
Company’s strategic business plan and the IRP is to ensure 
transparency between the two plans such that any differences are 
easily understood and the benefits of IRP are brought to customers 
[emphasis added]; it is not to make sure the plans match exactly at 
any given moment.18 
 
The reason for this guideline is to ensure ratepayers receive the 
benefits of IRP [emphasis added]. To the extent the Company 
makes business or corporate decisions affecting its view of the 
optimal resource plan given its expected combination of costs, risk, 
and uncertainty, it must also provide the necessary analysis in the 

                                                 
15 Id. at p. 31. 
16 Docket No. 13-2035-01 IRP Report and Order, January 2, 2014, p. 30. “We note PacifiCorp did not present the 
Business Plan as a sensitivity case in the 2013 IRP. We remind PacifiCorp to provide this sensitivity in the 2013 IRP 
Update and all future IRPs.” 
17 Docket No. 15-035-04, PacifiCorp’s 2015 IRP, March 31, 2015, p. 31. “PacifiCorp did not present the Business 
Plan as a sensitivity case in the 2015 IRP contrary to our direction in the January Order at 30. We remind PacifiCorp 
the requirement remains for future IRPs.” 
18 Docket No. 09-2035-01, 2008 IRP Report and Order, April 1, 2010, p. 48, [emphasis added]. 
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IRP to enable us to determine its conclusions are consistent with 
the public interest.19   
 

The Company’s Request for Waiver states that disclosing its Business Plan would 

provide commercially sensitive information that would harm customers, yet the strategic 

Business Plan analysis is provided for just the opposite reason—to ensure the benefits of the IRP 

are brought to customers.  The Business Plan has always covered a 10-year horizon, as opposed 

to the 20-year IRP.20  The Division does not believe, nor interpret the Commission’s guidelines 

to require the Company to change its Business Plan to a 20-year plan.  This was never intended 

or required.  The lack of business plan information undermines the usefulness of the IRP results.  

Without seeing the relevant aspects of the Business Plan, the Commission can have little 

confidence that the IRP is anything other than an academic exercise detached from the 

Company’s real plans. Such a system would harm the public interest and expose the Company to 

additional risk when its plans diverge from the IRP’s considered direction. The Commission’s 

Standards and Guidelines state that PacifiCorp's future IRPs will include the following: 

An evaluation of the financial, competitive, reliability, and 
operational risks associated with various resource options and how 
the action plan addresses these risks in the context of both the 
Business Plan and the 20-year Integrated Resource Plan. The 
Company will identify who should bear such risk, the ratepayer or 
the stockholder.21 
 

The Division concurs that the Company’s commercially sensitive information should be 

protected, but the Company has not made that argument in a reasonable manner. Instead, it has 

sought a blanket waiver that diminishes the IRP’s effectiveness. The Division suggests an 

alternative allowing the Company to comply with the Commission’s guidelines and protect its 

commercial interests.  The Company should provide the Business Plan analysis to the 

Commission, the Division, and the Office of Consumer Services.  It is the function of regulators 

to analyze this information and determine if the IRP results are in the public interest, weighing 

                                                 
19 Docket No. 07-2035-01, 2008 IRP Report and Order, February 6, 2008, p. 33, [emphasis added]. 
20 Prior to 2005 the Division is unaware of Scottish Power’s Business Plan timeline. 
21 Docket No. 90-20350-1, Report and Order on Standards and Guidelines, June 18, 1992, p. 44. 
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public interests in providing a long-term, reliable source of power at reasonable rates to 

customers, while supporting the financial viability of the Company. Other entities may seek 

access to the information by petitioning the Commission and showing their interest if the 

information outweighs the interest in confidentiality.  

The Division’s proposed solution is consistent with the Commission’s Standards and 

Guidelines, per the following reference: 

In our order on Guidelines, and per R746-430-1, we directed the 
Company to identify in its IRP action plan, how its actions for 
implementing the IRP are consistent with its strategic business 
plan. We do not dictate how this is to be done. Planning processes 
should be flexible enough to incorporate improvements over 
time.22 
 

 The Division’s plan retains flexibility, addresses confidentiality concerns, and protects 

the public interest in disclosure in a manner consistent with other statutes, such as government 

records provisions. The Commission’s 2006 IRP Order stresses how critically important the IRP 

results are to state commissions and regulators: 

 

The IRP must serve as an analytical document of the costs and 
risks to ratepayers of alternative means of providing for adequate 
future service.  Clearly, many considerations play a part in the 
Company’s decisions.  However, our Guidelines require not only 
an assessment of risks and uncertainties, but also require the 
Company identify who is expected to bear the cost to mitigate this 
risk.  If the Company believes it faces a financial risk due to an 
IRP failing to be acknowledged in one jurisdiction or another, it 
has the obligation in the IRP to identify the potential cost 
consequences of this event and the cost to ratepayers to mitigate 
the risk….It is critically important the IRP process produces 
credible results upon which state commissions can rely [emphasis 
added] prior to the use of constraining assumptions based on 
asserted corporate financial risks. 

 
Therefore, we instruct the Company to ensure the IRP 

explicitly produces the quantitative analysis necessary for 
                                                 
22Docket No. 09-2035-01, 2008 IRP Report and Order, April 1, 2010, pp. 48-49. 
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regulators to understand the cost consequences of mitigating any 
risk or uncertain event including any Company corporate resource 
planning decisions [emphasis added]. The Company bears the risk 
for any unreasonable costs to ratepayers associated with its 
decisions to change the quantity and type of resources it procures 
based on asserted but unexamined risks.23 

 
The Commission clarifies in these statements that the purpose of conducting integrated 

resource planning is to determine results that benefit customers. In order to achieve that purpose, 

the costs and risks of alternative strategies must be known and regulators must be privy to 

sensitive information to make such determination. Leaving out the business plan information 

shortchanges the IRP process by leaving out relevant information on which the Company is 

likely to act.  

 
CONCLUSION 

The 2015 IRP Update describes resource planning activities that have transpired since the 

March 31, 2015 IRP filing and presents the Company’s revised 10-year resource portfolio and 

Action Plan.  As the Division points out, the 2015 IRP Action Plan has changed since it was filed 

in the 2015 IRP.  The changes appear to be reasonable and are based on refreshed analysis.  

Considerable progress has been made on many of the action items contained in the Plan.  

The Division has determined that the 2015 IRP Update complies with the Commission’s 

2015 IRP acknowledgment order, with the exception of the link to the Business Plan, for which 

the Company filed its Request for Waiver.  The majority of the other requirements stemming 

from the Commission’s 2015 IRP Order should be incorporated into the Company’s 2017 IRP.   

The Division supports the IRP goals of flexibility and continued improvement in the 

Company’s plans and processes.  However, the Request for Waiver as filed constitutes a 

backward step away from transparency and should be denied by the Commission.  Instead the 

Division recommends that the Commission amend its requirement for all future IRPs to direct 

the Company to file its Business Plan sensitivity case and Business Plan assumptions to specific 

                                                 
23Docket No. 07-2035-01, 2008 IRP Report and Order, February 6, 2008, pp. 33-34, [emphasis added]. 
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parties with others able to petition for access. This change would not necessitate any 

amendments to the Commission’s Standards and Guidelines.   

The Division finds that, per Rule R746-430-1(3), the Commission is not required to 

acknowledge, accept, or issue an order pertaining to the Action Plan.  Although the Commission 

may provide nonbinding guidance to the Company regarding the Action Plan, the Division 

recommends that no action be taken at this time, except on the waiver request as outlined above.   

CC Bob Lively, Rocky Mountain Power 

Michele Beck, Office of Consumer Services 


