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Western Resource Advocates 
First Feedback Form 

Submission 2025 IRP Cycle 
(February 28, 2024) 

Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) appreciates PacifiCorp’s efforts to prepare a single- 
system IRP to manage the energy transition in a least-cost, least-risk manner while maintaining 
a high level of reliability. We recognize the challenges in meeting the expectations and 
requirements of six states with differing policy objectives, and we appreciate your efforts to 
comply with state laws and Commission directives. 

PacifiCorp kicked off the 2025 IRP cycle on January 25, 2024, with its first public input 
meeting. In the appendix to the accompanying slide deck, as well as in Reply Comments in 
Utah Docket No. 23-035-10, PacifiCorp indicated that modeling results for the 2025 IRP will 
be made available when it submits a draft IRP. The updated slide deck, posted after the public 
input meeting, shows a January 1, 2025, draft IRP filing date1. However, in Reply Comments 
filed in Utah on January 31, 2024, PacifiCorp states that it will file the draft IRP on January 
31, 2025.2 This is the difference of a full month. Our purpose in submitting this feedback form 
is to suggest that PacifiCorp’s proposed approach may be viewed by Utah parties as 
noncompliant with Utah’s Guideline 3 and may result in comments to the Commission 
recommending against acknowledgment. This is because the proposed approach appears to be 
a repeat of the last IRP cycle, but with a timely filing. How parties react will likely depend on 
when modeling results are made available, how thoroughly these results are discussed with 
stakeholders, and how responsive the Company is to further suggestions and requests. 

Compliance with Guideline 3 was a significant issue raised by parties in their comments to the 
Commission on the 2023 IRP as well as the 2021 IRP. And while timeliness was an issue for 
the Division, it was not the essential concern expressed by all. Two more fundamental concerns 
were with the withholding of modeling results ahead of filing the preliminary IRP and parties’ 
inability to provide input at key decision points. The proposed approach for the 2025 IRP 
appears to repeat these fundamental deficiencies. 

Utah Guideline 3 requires that that the IRP “be developed in consultation with the 
Commission, its staff, the Division of Public Utilities, the [Office] of Consumer Services, 
appropriate Utah state agencies and interested parties.” It further states that PacifiCorp 
“provide ample opportunity for public input and information exchange during the 
development of its Plan.”3 

1 PacifiCorp, 2025 Integrated Resource Plan Public-Input Meeting (January 25, 2024) at slide 34, 
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-
plan/2025-irp/PacifiCorp_2025_IRP_PIM_Jan_25_2024.pdf. 
2 PacifiCorp’s Reply Comments, Docket No. 23-035-10 (filed January 31, 2024) at 12. 
3  In the Matter of Analysis of an Integrated Resource Plan for PacifiCorp, Docket No.  
90-2035-01, Report and Order on Standards and Guidelines (issued June 18, 1992) at 41-42 [hereinafter
Guidelines] (emphasis added).
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The Commission has provided recent guidance regarding its understanding of Guideline 3. In 
its order declining to acknowledge the 2021 IRP, the Commission emphasized the importance 
of public input and information exchange during the IRP’s development and reiterated 
statements it had made in its order acknowledging the 2017 IRP. “The PSC has been clear: 
‘We view the IRP process as one in which parties are able to provide input and receive 
information on relevant issues, inputs, models, and results…Therefore the opportunity for all 
parties to examine and provide information during the IRP[‘s] development, rather than after 
the fact, is an important aspect of the IRP process.’”4  

In comments to the Commission on the 2023 IRP several parties recommended against 
acknowledgement citing noncompliance with Guideline 3. While the Division cited chronic 
lateness, it also lamented that PacifiCorp did not provide opportunity for feedback on key 
decisions including identification of the Preferred Portfolio.5 The Office cited “insufficient 
public input and information exchange,” and explained that PacifiCorp had not provided the 
results of its portfolio modeling to parties and given them an opportunity to provide feedback 
ahead of filing its preliminary IRP on March 31.6 UAE argued that PacifiCorp’s decision not 
to provide stakeholders access to initial modeling results and to reach conclusions in the 
preliminary IRP filing deprived stakeholders of the opportunity to collaborate in the IRP 
process.7  

Both UAE and the Division pointed to key milestones within the IRP process where 
stakeholders strongly desired an opportunity to review results and provide input but were not 
given the chance. As UAE explained, 

Stakeholders first viewed the portfolio modeling results when PacifiCorp filed the 
initial IRP on March 31, 2023, which included fully-formed conclusions about the 
preferred portfolio and other modeling results. After that time, PacifiCorp held one 
public input meeting to address the IRP filing and then accepted stakeholder 
feedback forms if stakeholders had any comments or questions about the filing. 
This process did not grant to stakeholders a meaningful opportunity to study the 
initial modeling results and make suggestions or otherwise collaborate on the 
preferred portfolio selected by PacifiCorp. PacifiCorp’s decision not to provide 
stakeholders access to initial modeling results and to reach conclusions in the 
preliminary IRP filing deprived stakeholders of the opportunity to collaborate in the 
IRP process.8  

In a section titled “Some of the Most Consequential IRP Decisions have Little or No 
Stakeholder Input,” the Division discussed the selection of the Preferred Portfolio, saying: 

The Division would not expect the Company to be required to adopt the top- 

4 PacifiCorp’s 2021 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. 21-035- 09, Order (issued June 2, 2022) at 9 
(emphasis added). 
5 Comments of the Division of Public Utilities, Docket No. 23-035-10 (filed December 12, 2023) at 13, 31 
[hereinafter DPU Comments]. 
6 Comments of the Office of Consumer Services, Docket No. 23-035-10 (filed December 12, 2023) at 2 
[hereinafter Office Comments]. 
7 Comments of the Utah Association of Energy Users, Docket No. 23-035-10 (filed December 12, 2023) at 
5-6 [hereinafter UAE Comments].
8 Id. at 6.
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performing variant as its preferred portfolio, regardless of the Company’s comfort 
level with that variant. However, there should be more stakeholder input at this 
step—as the process stands now, there is a lot of stakeholder input on various topics 
through the IRP process, but at a crucial step, the Company chooses a variant based 
on internal deliberations, with no reviewable methodology.9  

WRA agrees with the Division, the Office, and UAE that stakeholders should be given the 
opportunity to review results and provide input ahead of any preliminary or draft filing as we 
did in past IRPs. In the past, when IRPs were on schedule, preliminary modeling results were 
made available in September or October, roughly six months ahead of filing the IRP. When 
PacifiCorp’s ability to provide modeling results slipped, so did the schedule, but parties still 
had the opportunity to review modeling results and request alternative runs that were then 
evaluated in a public-input-meeting setting well ahead of the official filing. These steps of 
reviewing modeling results, questioning the reasons for the results, requesting alternative runs, 
etc. are key components of a “collaborative” public input process. 

WRA understands that PLEXOS has made many decisions endogenous that were previously 
examined through alternative runs. However, these modeling advancements do not obviate 
the need to review modeling results with stakeholders ahead of submitting a draft IRP 
that is, for the most part, “fully formed.” As we learned from the 2023 IRP, one month to 
review a preliminary IRP and provide input to the Company, and one month for the Company 
to review the massive amount of input received and meaningfully respond is simply not 
possible no matter how well intentioned. A better approach is to review results with 
stakeholders well ahead of filing a draft or a final IRP to allow stakeholders to meaningfully 
collaborate. 

While we appreciate PacifiCorp’s desire to address past deficiencies, we seriously doubt that 
submitting a draft IRP will, by itself, be sufficient to comply with Guideline 3. The 
opportunity to examine modeling results, ask questions, request alternative runs, and 
receive responses with the ability to examine the new results ahead of the determination 
of a Preferred Portfolio is the expected standard of a collaborative public input process. 
We further note that the provision of a draft IRP is not new. PacifiCorp has previously 
provided draft IRPs for public comment.10 Because no substantive changes were made 
between the submission of the draft IRP and the filing of the final IRP, parties considered their 
efforts to be wasted, and the practice was discontinued. To the extent that any draft IRP is, for 
the most part, “fully-formed,” we doubt that the practice will successfully result in support for 
IRP acknowledgement. 

We encourage PacifiCorp to revise the proposed schedule to include a review of modeling 
results well ahead of any IRP filing whether draft or final, with the opportunity to 
provide feedback, make requests, and review any new results within the context of a 
public input meeting. The process for selecting the Preferred Portfolio should be publicly 
discussed. 
Therefore, we encourage PacifiCorp to provide modeling results no later than the December 
meeting, preferably in the October to November timeframe, and to use the December, January, 

9 DPU Comments, supra note 5, at 31. 
10 PacifiCorp provided a draft IRP for the 2004 IRP and the 2006 IRP, later renamed the 2007 
IRP. 
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and February meetings to review the results of new modeling requests and the final selection of 
the Preferred Portfolio. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback. 

Nancy Kelly 
Senior Policy Advisor, Clean 
Energy 208-904-0488 
nancy.kelly@westernresources.org 
Western Resource Advocates 
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