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Before the Public Service Commission of Utah

IN THE MATTER OF

PACIFICORP’S 2025 Docket No. 25-035-22

INTEGRATED RESOURCE
PLAN

JOINT COMMENTS OF UTAH CLEAN ENERGY & SOUTHWEST ENERGY
EFFICIENCY PROJECT

UCE & SWEEP Comments on DSM Selections in PacifiCorp’s 2025 Integrated Resource
Plan

Utah Clean Energy (UCE) and the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project (SWEEP) appreciate the
opportunity to submit comments on PacifiCorp’s 2025 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). We
commend PacifiCorp for its continued efforts to acquire demand-side management (DSM)
resources and acknowledge the substantial benefits these programs deliver to the Company, its
customers, and the electric system.

As intervenors in Docket No. 25-035-22, we seek to ensure that PacifiCorp’s IRP complies with
Utah Code §54-7-12.8, which authorizes the utility to allocate DSM surcharge funds toward cost-
effective conservation, efficiency, or new technology programs.! While the Company’s DSM
programs in Utah have consistently demonstrated cost-effectiveness and reliability, the 2025 IRP
undervalues DSM relative to supply-side alternatives. This under-selection raises compliance
concerns, introduces avoidable costs to Utah customers, and does not reflect the operational
realities of PacifiCorp’s current DSM portfolio.

I. Energy Efficiency as a Demonstrated Resource in Utah

PacifiCorp’s 2024 Utah Energy Efficiency and Peak Reduction Annual Report confirms that DSM
is a proven, cost-effective, and reliable resource:

1 Utah Code, Title 54, Chapter 7, accessed: https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title54/Chapter7/54-7-S12.8 . html
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e $85.1 million invested in 2024 yielded 392 GWh of first-year savings—21 percent above
IRP projections—and 3.4 TWh in lifetime savings.

e These savings correspond to 384 MW in peak reductions, equivalent to a mid-sized gas
plant.

e The portfolio achieved a Utility Cost Test (UCT) ratio of 2.67, delivering $107 million in
net benefits over the life of installed measures. 2

These results demonstrate that DSM is not hypothetical and it is delivering measurable, cost-
effective value to Utah customers. Yet despite this record, the 2025 IRP selects DSM levels
averaging only 0.94 percent of system load in the first five years,? less than half of the Conservation
Potential Assessment’s (CPA) identified potential for Utah of 8.9 TWh by 2044.*

PacifiCorp’s DSM trajectory also exhibits unwarranted volatility, including year-over-year
declines (e.g., a nine percent reduction in 2029) that are inconsistent with actual program
administration, which emphasizes continuous growth. This under-selection is further underscored
by regional comparisons. For example:

e Xcel Energy (Colorado) administers DSM targets equivalent to 1.3 percent of load,
including demand response and electrification,’ and
e Salt River Project (Arizona) has adopted DSM targets approaching 2 percent of load.®

Utah ratepayers should not receive less DSM investment than customers in neighboring
jurisdictions when Utah’s DSM programs are cost-effective and consistent with the statutory
standard to use the DSM surcharge for cost-effective programs.

II. Demand Response as Reliable, Dispatchable Capacity
The 2024 DSM Report documents the operational importance of demand response:
e The Cool Keeper program achieved an average of 247 MW of load reduction across 61
events, including frequency response activations that stabilized the grid within minutes.

e The Wattsmart Battery Program provided 18 MW of generation potential across 164
frequency events.

2 PacifiCorp/Rocky Mountain Power, 2024 Energy Efficiency and Peak Reduction Annual Report (May 2025), page

3, accessed:
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/environment/dsm/utah/UT_Energy Efficie
ncy_and Peak Reduction Report 2024.pdf

3 Calculated from 2025 IRP, “Table A.1 — Forecasted Annual Load, 2025 through 2034” and “Table D.5 — First-
Year Energy Efficiency Resource Selections (2025 IRP Preferred Portfolio)” and averaged over years 2025 — 2029.
* AEG, PacifiCorp Conservation Potential Assessment for 2025-2044 (Mar 2025), accessed:

https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-
irp/2025-irp-support-studies/PacifiCorp 2025 CPA_Report_Vol 1.pdf

> Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Decision No. C23-0413, Proceeding No. 224-0309EG (DSM & Beneficial
Electrification Plan, 2024-2026) (July 12, 2023).

6 Salt River Project, Fiscal Year 2023 Energy Efficiency Annual Report (filed with SRP Board, 2023), pg. 2; See
also SRP, Fiscal Year 2015 Energy Efficiency Report (2015), pg. 1
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e The Irrigation Load Control program provided average of 3.0 MW per event.’

These results establish that demand response functions as dispatchable capacity, already relied
upon by PacifiCorp to maintain reliability during peak events and grid stabilization through
frequency response.

Nonetheless, the 2025 IRP reduces demand response to 386 MW in 2025, an 11 percent decrease
from PacifiCorp’s own 2025 DSM forecast of 435 MW. % The IRP must reflect the demonstrated

reliability value of demand response and expand its role accordingly.
III. DSM as a Cost and Risk Mitigation Resource

Each megawatt of DSM defers or avoids costly new generation and storage additions. For example,
the 2024 DSM portfolio yielded $107 million in net benefits, while the 2025 IRP proposes more
than 2,400 MW of new storage resources requiring multi-billion-dollar capital expenditures.

PacifiCorp’s own data for PacifiCorp East Control area confirms DSM is consistently among the
least-cost capacity options:

Resource Type Levelized Cost ($/kW-yr)  |Source'’

Smart Thermostat DR $38-$94 PacifiCorp 2025 IRP, Table 7.17, pg. 174
HVAC Direct Load Control $158-$272 PacifiCorp 2025 IRP, Table 7.17, pg. 174
Battery Direct Load Control $36-$41 PacifiCorp 2025 IRP, Table 7.17, pg. 174
C&I — Third Party $50-$52 PacifiCorp 2025 IRP, Table 7.17, pg. 174
New Gas CT $150-$200+ PacifiCorp 2025 IRP, Table 7.9, pg. 156
Storage (4-8 hr) $120-$180+ PacifiCorp 2025 IRP, Table 7.8, pg. 155

7 See note 2, page 17, Table 11: Irrigation Load Control Program Performance.
8 Utah Public Service Commission Docket No: 24-035-37, Rocky Mountain Power’s Semi-Annual Demand Side

Management (DSM) Forecast Reports (Nov 1, 2024), page 5, accessed:
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/24docs/2403537/336370RMPDSMFrestRprts11-1-2024.pdf

° The 386 MW figure is the total of the DR capacity already in place in Utah as of 2024 (384 MW) plus the

incremental DR selection in the 2025 IRP for Utah (2 MW). The 384 MW figure is listed in PCorp’s 2024 Energy
Efficiency and Peak Reduction Report (Table 1, page 13) accessed:
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/environment/dsm/utah/UT_Energy Efficie

ncy and Peak Reduction Report 2024.pdf). The incremental 2 MW for 2025 is in the 2025 IRP, from the

PacifiCorp 2025 IRP for Utah, Vol II, Table D.3 —Cumulative Demand Response Resource Selections (2025 IRP
Preferred Portfolio) (MW), (Mar 2025) page 94, accessed:
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-

irp/2025_IRP_Vol 2 Utah.pdf

10 PacifiCorp 2025 Integrated Resource Plan, Vol 1, Table 7.17 — Demand Response Program Attributes East
Control Area,*””, (Mar 2025) page 174, accessed:
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-

irp/2025_IRP_Vol 1.pdf
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Full deployment of the CPA’s identified DSM resources could offset more than 1,000 MW of new
generation by 2030, reducing present value revenue requirement (PVRR) by $200-300 million.'
In Utah’s regulatory context, where affordability and rate stability are paramount, DSM is the most
effective hedge against fuel price volatility and capital cost escalation.

IV. Structural Bias in IRP Modeling

The IRP modeling framework undervalues DSM due to its treatment as an adjustable input, rather
than a firm commitment. This bias stems from the fact that utilities earn a return on capital
investments but not on DSM expenditures. The consequences include:

e Fixed DSM levels for 2025 that do not reflect program growth.
e Inadequate recognition of transmission and distribution deferral value, currently credited
at only $25/kW in Utah.'?

The result is an overreliance on supply-side resources, even when DSM is demonstrably more
cost-effective. This bias increases costs for ratepayers and is inconsistent with Utah’s statutory
standard.

V. Recommendations

To ensure that DSM and DR selections bring the greatest value to the Company, Utah ratepayers,
and the utility system, and align with actual DSM performance, we respectfully recommend that
the Commission direct PacifiCorp to:

1. Stabilize DSM Selections — Model Class 2 DSM at equal or increasing levels across the
planning horizon.

2. Align IRP Assumptions with Delivered Results — Ensure DSM selections do not fall
below verified Utah performance (e.g., 247 MW from Cool Keeper).

3. Conduct DSM Sensitivity Analyses — Evaluate DSM acquisition at 1 percent, 1.5 percent,
and 2 percent of load, consistent with regional benchmarks.

4. Treat DR as Dispatchable Capacity — Incorporate demand response on equal footing with
supply-side resources.

5. Correct Modeling Bias — Remove arbitrary cost caps, update T&D deferral credits, and
fully integrate IRA incentives.

6. Adopt Procedural Remedies —

o Require PacifiCorp to file a DSM procurement plan separate from IRP model
outputs.

1 Tbid. Citation 4.
12 PacifiCorp 2025 Integrated Resource Plan, Vol 1, Table 7.19 — State-specific Transmission and Distribution

Credits (2024%) (Mar 2025) page 175, accessed:
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-
irp/2025_IRP Vol 1.pdf
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o Mandate annual DSM updates reconciling IRP assumptions with actual DSM
performance in order to promote communication between PacifiCorp’s IRP
planning and DSM planning groups.

o Direct the Company to address the above issues when submitting the annual
November DSM Forecast and present to the DSM Steering Committee about these
issues annually.

VI. Conclusion

PacifiCorp’s own data confirms that DSM is a cost-effective, reliable, and dispatchable resource
that provides substantial net benefits to customers and the system. The 2025 IRP, however,
allocates DSM at levels significantly below both demonstrated Utah performance and regional best
practices.

Undervaluing DSM exposes ratepayers to higher costs and greater risk. By elevating DSM to a
priority resource on par with supply-side investments, the Commission can secure greater customer
savings, avoid unnecessary capital expenditures, and enhance system reliability in light of rising
peak demands.

For these reasons, we urge the Commission to direct PacifiCorp, in all future IRP processes, to
model DSM at higher levels, align IRP assumptions with real-world results, and adopt procedural

safeguards to ensure DSM is pursued to its full, cost-effective potential.

Respectfully submitted this 26th day of September, 2025.

By: /s/ Kevin Emerson
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day of September, 2025, on the following:

Data Request Response Center (datarequest(@pacificorp.com), (irp@pacificorp.com)
PacifiCorp

Max Backlund (max.backlund@pacificorp.com)
Joe Dallas (joe.dallas@pacificorp.com)
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Sophie Hayes (sophie.hayes@westernresources.org)
Karl Boothman (karl.boothman(@westernresources.org)
Nancy Kelly (nancy.kelly@westernresources.org)
Jessica Loeloff (jessica.loeloff(@westernresources.org)
Western Resource Advocates

Matt Gerhart (matt.gerhart(@sierraclub.org)

Rose Monahan (rose.monahan(@sierraclub.org)
Thomas Phillips (thomas.phillips@sierraclub.org)
Sierra Club

Phillip J. Russell (prussell@)jdrslaw.com)

JAMES DODGE RUSSELL & STEPHENS, P.C.
Don Hendrickson (dhendrickson(@energystrat.com)
Energy Strategies, LLC

Utah Association of Energy Users

Patricia Schmid (pschmid@agutah.gov)
Patrick Grecu (pgrecu@agutah.gov)
Robert Moore (rmoore@agutah.gov)
Utah Assistant Attorneys General

Madison Galt (mgalt@utah.gov)
Division of Public Utilities

Alyson Anderson (akanderson(@utah.gov)
Bela Vastag (bvastag@utah.gov)

Alex Ware (aware(@utah.gov) (ocs@utah.gov)
Office of Consumer Services

Christopher Leg (chris@interwest.org)
Hunter Holman (hunter@interwest.org)
Interwest Energy Alliance

/s/ Kevin Emerson



mailto:datarequest@pacificorp.com
mailto:irp@pacificorp.com
mailto:max.backlund@pacificorp.com
mailto:joe.dallas@pacificorp.com
mailto:sophie.hayes@westernresources.org
mailto:karl.boothman@westernresources.org
mailto:nancy.kelly@westernresources.org
mailto:jessica.loeloff@westernresources.org
mailto:matt.gerhart@sierraclub.org
mailto:rose.monahan@sierraclub.org
mailto:thomas.phillips@sierraclub.org
mailto:prussell@jdrslaw.com
mailto:dhendrickson@energystrat.com
mailto:pschmid@agutah.gov
mailto:pgrecu@agutah.gov
mailto:rmoore@agutah.gov
mailto:mgalt@utah.gov
mailto:akanderson@utah.gov
mailto:bvastag@utah.gov
mailto:aware@utah.gov
mailto:ocs@utah.gov
mailto:chris@interwest.org
mailto:hunter@interwest.org

