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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Utah Clean Energy (“UCE”) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 2025 

Integrated Resources Plan (“IRP”) filed by PacifiCorp (hereinafter “the Company”) on March 31, 

2025, in Docket No. 25-035-22.  

The IRP is intended to serve as a roadmap for least-cost, least-risk resource planning across 

the Company’s six-state system. “Integrated resource planning is a utility planning process which 

evaluates all known resources on a consistent and comparable basis, in order to meet current and 

future customer electric energy services needs at the lowest total cost to the utility and its 

customers, and in a manner consistent with the long-run public interest. The process should result 
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in the selection of the optimal set of resources given the expected combination of costs, risk and 

uncertainty.”1 

Unfortunately, the Company’s 2025 IRP falls short of that purpose. The Preferred 

Portfolio, jurisdictional portfolio methodology, load forecast, and overall stakeholder engagement 

process are inconsistent with Utah’s IRP Standards and Guidelines2 and appear to conflict with 

the Commission’s September 24, 2024 Order on the IRP Process (Docket No. 23-035-10).  

As the Commission itself noted, the Company has struggled for years to meaningfully 

collaborate with stakeholders and, as a result, no IRP has been fully acknowledged since 2015. 

This cycle continues that trend. UCE urges the Commission to decline acknowledgment of the 

2025 IRP, and to pursue further reforms to ensure that the process delivers transparent, accurate, 

and actionable planning outcomes. In these comments, UCE provides specific recommendations 

to correct deficiencies in the IRP, improve transmission planning and integration of Advanced 

Transmission Technologies (ATTs), and ensure that promising emerging resources like next-

generation geothermal are adequately evaluated in future IRP cycles. 

DISCUSSION 

1. The Jurisdictional Allocation methodology is not based on any agreement with 
stakeholders or commissions and departs from least-cost, least-risk system planning. 
 
The 2025 IRP introduced a novel approach that used “jurisdictional portfolios” to integrate 

final portfolios. The IRP states that, under this approach “States are only able to impact the 

disposition of resources in which they have an active share” and “Resource additions are 

 
 

1 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) (hereinafter “Standards and Guidelines”), page 36 
2 Standards and Guidelines, page 36 
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considered situs and must be able to serve requirements in their associated jurisdiction.”3 This 

conceptually appears straightforward, but in actual practice is extremely complex. Importantly, 

this approach significantly departs from least-cost, least-risk system planning. This practical 

complexity is evidenced by the Company’s unilateral termination of the Framework Issues 

Workgroup in July 2024, that was working on a Post-Interim Period Method agreement for the 

Multi-State Protocol. 

The Company frequently notes that the IRP process is not a cost allocation process; it is a 

capacity expansion model designed for system planning. However, the 2025 IRP process modeled 

some of the states separately and then rolled them up into a system-wide portfolio. This approach 

is counter to robust modeling of the system as a whole to first identify a preferred least-cost, least-

risk portfolio before evaluating and modelling changes necessary to comply with state specific 

requirements. The jurisdictional allocation modeling methodology in no way represents a portfolio 

that is best for the system, and insufficiently determines the least-cost, least-risk portfolio. 

The Company’s introduction of jurisdictional portfolios is therefore not only premature, 

but also puts the system resource planning cart before the cost allocation agreement horse. The 

Company should obtain agreement on a new inter-jurisdictional cost allocation protocol from all 

of the state commissions where the Company operates before introducing a speculative and highly 

impactful jurisdictional portfolio methodology into the IRP process. The Company recently filed 

an application for approval of the 2026 Inter-Jurisdictional Cost Allocation Protocol (“2026 

Protocol”) in Docket Number 25-035-47, filed on August 5, 2025. Depending on the outcome of 

that process, it may be appropriate to explore inter-jurisdictional portfolios when a protocol has 

 
 

3 PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP, Vol 1, page 182. 
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been approved. Least-cost, least-risk system design and modeling should be seriously considered 

in the negotiation of this allocation agreement to understand the full implications of these changes 

to system costs, but without an IRP that contains a system optimized portfolio, that information 

will not be available. Even after obtaining an inter-jurisdictional cost allocation agreement, it will 

still be important to look at how full system planning impacts the least-cost, least-risk plan. 

The Company could have developed the jurisdictional portfolio methodology as a 

sensitivity study in the 2025 IRP to examine how resource planning might change, based on 

various assumptions around cost and resource allocation. But, the Preferred portfolio should have 

been a system wide, least-cost, least-risk portfolio. For this reason, we recommend that the 

Commission decline to acknowledge the Preferred Portfolio. 

Another shortfall of the 2025 IRP jurisdictional portfolio methodology is that the Company 

failed to calculate state or jurisdictional emissions. The IRP reports the emissions attributed to 

Oregon customers, but not the emissions associated with customers in other states. UCE submitted 

a data request asking that the Company calculate and report emissions by jurisdiction for 

Washington, Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, and California (UIWC), in the aggregate and by state, so that 

the impact on other states could be discerned. The Company objected, claiming that this “overly 

broad and unduly burdensome" request would require them to conduct a “special study.” With 

regard to methodology, the Company wrote: 

“There is no approved methodology for assigning all of the forecasted emissions in a 

 given year among the six states or three jurisdictions (as defined in PacifiCorp’s 2025 

 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)) in PacifiCorp’s system. The Oregon Department of 

 Environmental Quality (DEQ) has approved a specific methodology for calculating 

 Oregon-allocated emissions, and a forecast of Oregon-allocated emissions is necessary 
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 to determine PacifiCorp’s path towards compliance with emissions reduction standards 

 established by House Bill (HB) 2021.” 

This response is problematic because Standards and Guidelines 4(k), p. 39, requires that “The 

Company will attempt to quantify the magnitude of the externalities, for example, in terms of the 

amount of emissions released and dollar estimates of the costs of such externalities.” PacifiCorp 

has introduced a new jurisdictional portfolio methodology, but it has not attempted to quantify 

emissions for jurisdictions outside Oregon. As this omission fails to comply with the Standards 

and Guidelines, UCE therefore recommends that the Commission decline to acknowledge the 

Preferred Portfolio. 

2. IRP treatment of federal tax credits was inconsistent, did not model relevant federal 
policy uncertainties, and led to the need for an expedited RFP. 
 
The Company failed to accurately or sufficiently model federal tax credits and policy. This 

failure obscured the true opportunity to accelerate procurement of tax-advantaged resources and 

led UCE to submit an expedited request for the Commission to facilitate an accelerated RFP or 

create a confidential open call for projects in Docket Number 25-035-52. 

There were several major problems with the 2025 IRP Investment Tax Credit (“ITC”) and 

Production Tax Credit (“PTC”) modeling. First, the IRP Preferred Portfolio used the assumption 

that “IRA Tax Credits are extended through the model horizon (21 years).”4 This assumption is 

inconsistent with the actual Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) Tax Credit policy on December 31, 

2024. Treasury guidance5 defined the phase out period for the Production Tax Credit as the later 

of 2032 or when U.S. electricity emissions decrease to below 25% of 2022 emissions. If the 

 
 

4 2025 IRP, Chapter 8, page 182 
5 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/15/2025-00196/section-45y-clean-electricity-production-
credit-and-section-48e-clean-electricity-investment-credit  

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/15/2025-00196/section-45y-clean-electricity-production-credit-and-section-48e-clean-electricity-investment-credit
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/15/2025-00196/section-45y-clean-electricity-production-credit-and-section-48e-clean-electricity-investment-credit
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Company’s emission trajectory is used, that 25% of 2022 emission target would be reached in 

2032 based on the 2023 IRP projection, or 2037 in the 2025 IRP Draft projection. While the 

Company’s emission trajectory may not exactly match the whole U.S. emissions trajectory, the 

Company’s assumption that the PTC would extend through 2045 is not justified and the Company 

should have explored the effects of an earlier PTC phase out. By inaccurately modeling federal tax 

credit policies applicable at that time, the Preferred Portfolio likely underestimated the amount and 

timing of tax-advantaged resources needed. 

The second problem with the tax credit modeling was that the Company made a significant 

technical error in their modeling of the PTC in Plexos. The Company revealed this error during 

the January 2025 Public Input Meeting. The PTC tax credits are available for the first 10 years of 

a resource that will have an expected lifetime of 25 or 30 years. The Company parameterized this 

in Plexos in such a way that Plexos’ cost optimization selected PTC eligible resources in the final 

10 years of the model horizon so that the model got the first 10 years of “cheaper” resource and 

the more expensive remaining life of the resource is excluded from the model horizon. This caused 

an artificial “mirage” artifact in the 2025 IRP Draft with a significant buildout of tax advantaged 

resources in the final 10 years of the model horizon (2035-2045). UCE commented on this error 

in the January Public Input Meeting and submitted a Stakeholder Feedback Letter requesting a 

meeting to discuss a solution. Without consulting UCE, the Company thereafter adopted a ramp 

down in their modeling of the PTC credit between 2040-2045. The Company wrote in their 

response:6  

 
 

6 Stakeholder Feedback Letter #63 
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-
irp/2025-irp-comments/2025.063_UCE_2-10-2025_with_response.pdf  

https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-irp/2025-irp-comments/2025.063_UCE_2-10-2025_with_response.pdf
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-irp/2025-irp-comments/2025.063_UCE_2-10-2025_with_response.pdf
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“Had PacifiCorp adopted a cliff in 2041, rather than a downward trend, it would be more 

likely to trigger significant resource additions in 2031 (moving the spike from 2036 even 

earlier). Having PTC-induced demand so close to the 2030 compliance requirements in 

Oregon and Washington could result in confusion about the purpose and need for 

resources. The downward trend ensures that the relative benefits related to the PTC drop 

incrementally from year to year, rather than all at once, such that resource need and other 

factors have a larger impact on selections.” 

The Company’s response highlights that the Company actively parameterized and manipulated the 

PTC tax credit based on how it interfaces with state policy decisions instead of accurately 

representing the policy in the model and allowing an endogenous least-cost, least-risk solution for 

the entire system portfolio. Moreover, a ramp down in the PTC was inconsistent with Treasury 

Guidance that the PTC would have a cliff, not a ramp.  

After receiving the Company’s above response, UCE sought a meeting with the Company, 

wherein the Company informed UCE that it was too late to make any additional changes to the 

PTC treatment in the 2025 IRP process. The Company’s modeling error significantly impacts the 

timing and amount of fuel-free, fixed cost, renewables selected in the Preferred Portfolio. In 

addition to the detrimental impacts this error had on the modeling results, the Company’s reaction 

to the error further exemplifies the need to encourage greater stakeholder engagement, as discussed 

in the following sections. 

 The last problem with the 2025 IRP modeling is that the Company changed the model 

sensitivity regarding the IRA tax credits from a phase-out model to a “no tax credit” model, in 

between the 2025 IRP Draft and the Final IRP. The 2025 IRP Draft included the description of a 
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sensitivity study that investigates an early phase out of PTC tax credits. This was described in 

Chapter 8 of the Draft on page 208 as follows: 

Low PTC and ITC Eligibility  
This sensitivity assumes IRA/IIJA changes result in PTC and ITC eligibility ending in 
2030. Resources coming online after 2030 do not have the cost reductions associated with 
PTC and ITC. The portfolio is fully endogenous and has gone through the same level of 
integration as the preferred portfolio. The purpose of this sensitivity is to show how lower 
than anticipated IRA/IIJA eligible resource availability might impact cost and risk.  
 
This sensitivity study in the 2025 IRP Draft would have helpfully explored the impacts of 

an early phase out of tax credits (which has now happened with the passage of H.R. 1 this year). 

However, when the Company released the Final 2025 IRP, they kept the description of the phase 

out scenario in Chapter 8 (page 214 of the Final IRP), but changed the actual scenario they modeled 

and presented in Chapter 9 to the following: 

Low IRA/IIJA Eligibility 
The low IRA/IIJA sensitivity evaluates what selections would be made if no resources were 
ever eligible for IRA or IIJA credits. The purpose of this study is to identify the impact if 
tax credits were not available to any new resources. 
 
The Chapter 9 scenario does not explore early retirement of tax credits; it explores what 

would happen if the tax credits never existed, which is a fundamentally different question. This 

model sensitivity was discussed in the January, 2025 Public Input Meeting, but the Company did 

not share that they were replacing the “Low IRA/IIJA Eligibility” scenario described in Chapter 8 

with a no tax credit scenario. The Company was not responsive to UCE’s request in the Public 

Input Meeting to do a sensitivity study with an earlier phase out of PTC tax credits.7 The Company 

cited their no tax credit scenario in their Comments on UCE’s Request for Expedited Action in 

 
 

7 January 22, 2025 Public Input Meeting Transcript, pages 68-80 
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-
irp/2025_IRP_Public_Input_Meeting_Transcript_January_22_2025.pdf  

https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-irp/2025_IRP_Public_Input_Meeting_Transcript_January_22_2025.pdf
https://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/pacificorp/energy/integrated-resource-plan/2025-irp/2025_IRP_Public_Input_Meeting_Transcript_January_22_2025.pdf
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Docket Number 25-035-52, despite the fact that the no tax credit sensitivity is irrelevant to the 

current situation where federal tax credits are available for a limited time period. 

In summary, the Final IRP did not explore relevant federal tax credit policy changes (which 

have now materialized), and the Company’s actions of changing the assumptions without 

stakeholder feedback from the Draft to the Final resulted in faulty and inconsistent treatment of 

this critical issue. Accordingly, the Commission should decline to acknowledge the Preferred 

Portfolio. To ensure that rate payers can still benefit from tax advantaged, fixed price, fuel free 

renewable energy resources, the Commission should work with the Company to issue an expedited 

RFP or call for tax advantaged projects that have time-limited availability. 

3. Load forecast does not appear to represent system needs and is inconsistent with 
any relevant comparisons. 
 
The 2025 IRP made a significant change to the load forecast methodology. The Executive 

Summary states8: 

“PacifiCorp’s load forecast before incremental energy efficiency savings has decreased 

relative to projected loads used in the 2023 IRP. On average, forecasted system load is 

down 12.3 percent and forecasted coincident system peak is down 5.3 percent when 

compared to the 2023 IRP. Over the planning horizon, the average annual growth rate, 

before accounting for incremental energy efficiency improvements, is 1.28 percent for 

load and 1.18 percent for peak. Changes to PacifiCorp’s load forecast are driven by a 

shift in the 2025 IRP in which demand from new large customers is no longer included in 

the load forecast as those customers are expected to provide or pay for their necessary 

resources and transmission.” 

 
 

8 2025 IRP, Vol 1, Executive Summary, pages 8-9. 
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There are two problems with this change in load growth methodology. First, the changed 

methodology results in unrealistic load growth estimates that are inconsistent with comparable 

utilities. Second, the Company changed their methodology to justify a significant change to 

system resource planning that should instead be a cost allocation issue. 

The 2025 IRP projects system-wide load growth of 1.28%, which is significantly lower 

than the projections found in IRPs from comparable utilities in the West and nationwide 

estimates. The table below provides examples of load growth rates from several Western state 

utility IRPs, the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee (PNUCC), which compiles 

and aggregates data provided by individual utilities, and national estimates.  

Source Source Years Region Load Growth 
PAC 2025 IRP Table A.1 2025-2034 PAC 1.28% 
APS 

APS IRP (page 19) 
2025-2040 AZ 2.4% 

Salt River Project 
(SRP) SRP 2023 IRP (page 101) 

 

2023-2035 Salt River 
Project, AZ 
(Lower Colorado 
Basin) 

3%* 

Idaho Power Idaho Power 2025 IRP, 
Table 8.1 

2026-2045 ID, NM, CO, etc. 
 

2.3% (50th 
percentile) 

Pacific Northwest 
Utilities Conference 
Committee (PNUCC) 

PNUCC 2025 IRP, Figure 
1 

2025-2035 Pacific Northwest 3.2% 

Grid Strategies Strategic Industries 
Surging: Driving US 
Power Demand, Pg. 5, 
FERC Form No. 714 

2024-2029 Nationwide 3% 

S&P Global 
Commodity Insights 

U.S. National Power 
Demand Study, Pg. 16 

2024-2034 Nationwide 2.3% 

*The SRP IRP provides four scenarios for load growth: “Current Trends” (3%), “Desert Boom” (4%), “Strong 
Climate Policy” (2.9%), and “Desert Contraction” (1.9%). All four scenarios have load growth higher than the 
Company’s IRP. 
 

Accurate load growth is fundamental to realistic resource planning. Inaccurate load 

growth estimates fundamentally lead to inadequate transmission and resource planning. As the 

Company frequently points out, the IRP process is not a cost allocation exercise, but rather is 

https://us-east-2.protection.sophos.com/?d=aps.com&u=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuYXBzLmNvbS8tL21lZGlhL0FQUy9BUFNDT00tUERGcy9BYm91dC9PdXItQ29tcGFueS9Eb2luZy1idXNpbmVzcy13aXRoLXVzL1Jlc291cmNlLVBsYW5uaW5nLWFuZC1NYW5hZ2VtZW50L0FQU19JUlBfMjAyM19QVUJMSUMucGRmP2xhPWVuJmhhc2g9RjYwMTg5NzA4NkM2ODM2RjdGRDMzQzVDMkYyOTVGNDc=&p=m&i=NjZmNDQwYWE2NmRkMWI2MzhhMGUzNmIx&t=cFlIdHBMYTJ5YWJXTnBYOGdYaHpQOWhHd0szcVBGaER5dWNzT3JLTXM2QT0=&h=8567c4295a79411b984a0535e0ec9177&s=AVNPUEhUT0NFTkNSWVBUSVZcThA58gME1miPe-FYztyiyPncgLGr9qwoCLb4jd1aBw
https://us-east-2.protection.sophos.com/?d=srpnet.com&u=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuc3JwbmV0LmNvbS9hc3NldHMvc3JwbmV0L3BkZi9ncmlkLXdhdGVyLW1hbmFnZW1lbnQvZ3JpZC1tYW5hZ2VtZW50L2lzcC9TUlAtMjAyMy1JbnRlZ3JhdGVkLVN5c3RlbS1QbGFuLVJlcG9ydC5wZGY=&p=m&i=NjZmNDQwYWE2NmRkMWI2MzhhMGUzNmIx&t=N2xsTHllLzBZZEt5Z0E3YWdjZEdnQVhqbVdNQWdWb1RHNkU4UHlkQkp4RT0=&h=8567c4295a79411b984a0535e0ec9177&s=AVNPUEhUT0NFTkNSWVBUSVZcThA58gME1miPe-FYztyiyPncgLGr9qwoCLb4jd1aBw
https://docs.idahopower.com/pdfs/AboutUs/PlanningForFuture/2025IRP/2025%20IRP%20Final.pdf
https://www.pnucc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025-PNUCC-Northwest-Regional-Forecast-final.pdf
https://gridstrategiesllc.com/wp-content/uploads/National-Load-Growth-Report-2024.pdf
https://gridstrategiesllc.com/wp-content/uploads/National-Load-Growth-Report-2024.pdf
https://gridstrategiesllc.com/wp-content/uploads/National-Load-Growth-Report-2024.pdf
https://cleanpower.org/wp-content/uploads/gateway/2025/03/US_National_Power_Demand_Study_2025_FINAL-REPORT.pdf
https://cleanpower.org/wp-content/uploads/gateway/2025/03/US_National_Power_Demand_Study_2025_FINAL-REPORT.pdf
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intended to provide accurate system resource and transmission planning. If new large load 

customers are increasing system costs, they should pay for those increasing system costs. But, 

how those costs are allocated between customer classes should not be determined in the IRP. The 

system resource planning exercise should anticipate all necessary upgrades and resources added 

for transmission, regardless of which customer class will be responsible for the cost.  

Similarly, in a significant departure from the Company’s existing business plan, the 2025 

IRP removes the Boardman-to-Hemingway (B2H) transmission line, which they have included in 

their IRPs dating back to at least the 2015 IRP, perhaps earlier. The Company reasons: “Currently, 

the Boardman-to-Hemingway transmission line (B2H) is not included in the preferred portfolio. 

PacifiCorp is reevaluating the timing and needs analysis underlying B2H because of factors such 

as changed native load growth and a lack of capacity available on neighboring transmission 

systems to deliver to load pockets.”9 The B2H has received all regulatory approvals and is, in fact, 

actively under construction, with a Commercial Online Date of 2027. By reducing the load growth 

forecast, the Company has caused the removed from the Preferred Portfolio a key transmission 

line that has been in the Company’s business plan for over a decade. UCE therefore recommends 

that the Commission decline to acknowledge the 2025 IRP load growth forecast. 

  Furthermore, to mitigate this issue in future IRPs and provide more transparency about the 

load forecast, we request that the Commission direct the Company to provide load forecasts from 

at least three relevant or comparable sources, such as peer utility load forecasts, or regionally 

representative load forecasts, in addition to their own native forecast. If there are significant 

differences between these forecasts, the Company should explain why these differences exist in a 

 
 

9 2025 IRP, Vol 1, Executive Summary, page 5. 
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Public Input Meeting well before the load forecast is locked in, to provide stakeholders adequate 

time to provide input.  

4. Guidance is needed for greater transparency on transmission decisions. 

Within the Public Input Meeting IRP process, the Company provides two levels of 

information regarding decision processes around transmission projects. On one hand, high level 

details about transmission projects are presented with limited details, such as transmission line 

names and limited technical information. One such example is provided below from a slide from 

the August 14, 2024 Public Input Meeting: 

 

This high-level summary has little actionable value for stakeholders because it does not 

provide any information about what technologies the Company considered, or the costs, benefits, 

tradeoffs, and alternatives. The Company informed stakeholders that additional information is 

available on the OASIS website in the Cluster Studies. However, the information on the OASIS 

website is highly technical and more suitable for a transmission engineer. An executive summary 

report for each of the major Transmission Options, that reports on the key details of the project, 
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such as technologies, costs, benefits, tradeoffs, alternatives, etc. would provide greater 

transparency. Such a report could be approximately 2-5 pages in length and provide sufficient 

detail for stakeholders to better understand transmission planning decisions. These reports should 

be provided for all major transmission project options, even ones that are not selected. 

5. The Commission should provide guidance regarding implementation of H.B. 212, 
Advanced Transmission Technologies (ATTs). 
 
Utah’s passage of H.B. 212 “Advanced Transmission Technologies” in Utah Code Section 

54-17-1101 reflects a clear recognition that Advanced Transmission Technologies (“ATTs”) are a 

cost-effective, near-term way to expand grid capacity, improve reliability, and reduce costs for 

ratepayers. Utah Code Section 54-17-1101 defines ATTs to include dynamic line rating 

technologies, advanced power flow controls, grid topology optimization, advanced transmission 

line conductors, and energy storage technologies. Utah Code Section 54-17-1101 directs the 

Company to analyze deployment strategies and system benefits that include increased transmission 

capacity, increased transmission efficiency, reduced transmission congestion, reduced curtailment, 

increased reliability, reduced wildfire risk, increased resiliency, and increased capacity for new 

generation. This law became effective after the Company issued the 2025 IRP, but we encourage 

the Commission to take this opportunity to provide guidance about how the Company should 

implement this requirement in future IRP cycles. Such guidance will help ensure that the Company 

fully leverages the cost savings, reliability, and resilience benefits that ATTs offer. This approach 

would also align Utah with emerging best practices in other states, ensuring that Utah ratepayers 

benefit from cutting-edge grid technologies and that the state’s transmission planning keeps pace 

with growing demand. 

6. The Company should more thoroughly investigate next generation geothermal. 
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Geothermal is a 24/7, dispatchable, fixed cost resource with no volatile fuel costs or fuel 

supply risks. Utah is home to a national geothermal laboratory, created by a partnership between 

the U.S. Department of Energy and the University of Utah. The first next generation enhanced 

geothermal project in the country is slated to come online in Utah next year. Yet the 2025 IRP 

provided only a very limited evaluation of Utah-specific geothermal energy resources. Since this 

resource is undergoing such rapid innovation, the costs, potential, and capabilities in Utah may not 

be adequately captured by the National Renewable Energy Lab’s Annual Technology Baseline 

(NREL ATB) data set that provides much of the input for the IRP Supply Side Resource Table and 

description of resource options in Chapter 7 of the IRP. For example, Chapter 7 describes next 

generation geothermal as follows:10 

Geothermal, Near Field Enhanced Geothermal System (NF-EGS) Binary – This is the 
ATB geothermal plant utilizing an 175°C thermal resource with 1.5 km wells and 
production well flow rates of 60 kg/s. 
  
However, enhanced geothermal system (EGS) developer Fervo Energy recently announced 

the successful drilling of a well drilled to 15,765 feet (4.8 km), reaching 520°F (271°C),drilled in 

only 16 days, representing a 79% reduction in drilling time (and cost) compared to the U.S. 

Department of Energy baseline for ultradeep geothermal wells.11 Obtaining a deeper, hotter, 

thermal resource faster than projected will dramatically improve resource characteristics. 

Therefore, the Company should solicit and utilize Utah-specific information from next-

generation geothermal developers regarding updated geothermal costs, potential, and capabilities. 

The Company should use this information in the 2025 IRP Update and in the 2027 IRP. 

 
 

10 2025 IRP, Vol 1, Chapter 7, page 163. 
11 https://fervoenergy.com/fervo-energy-pushes-envelope/  

https://fervoenergy.com/fervo-energy-pushes-envelope/
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Geothermal is likely less expensive than nuclear and has the benefit of no fuel costs, no fuel supply 

risks, and no waste. 

7. The IRP process needs additional reform to ensure stakeholder engagement. 

In recent years, the Commission has worked with the Company and stakeholders to reform 

the IRP planning process so that IRPs are not delayed and there is “ample opportunity for public 

input and information exchange during the development of an IRP.”12 In 2024, the Commission 

issued an IRP Process Order13 regarding the 2025 IRP planning cycle, in an attempt to improve 

the IRP process. Unfortunately, as evidenced by these examples above and below, the Company 

continues to fall short of its obligations to involve stakeholders. 

For example, in the Commission’s September 24, 2024 Order, the Commission stated: “For 

the 2025 IRP cycle, the Data Lockdown Date is January 1, 2025; PacifiCorp shall not further alter 

modeling inputs after that date and must wait, at least, until it files its 2025 IRP Update to 

incorporate any late breaking changes.” The Company disregarded this Order by fundamentally 

changing the system-wide data inputs in early 2025, while issuing a “Utah specific IRP” with 

appended chapters that contained outdated modeling results from the Draft IRP issued on 

December 31, 2024. As published now, the data underlying the Utah IRP is inconsistent with the 

data published in the Final IRP. The Utah IRP Executive Summary states: “If the Public Service 

Commission of Utah wishes to consider updated data and analysis, Chapters 1, 9 and 10 represent 

the most recent available results corresponding to these three Utah-specific Chapters 11 through 

13.” Thus, in addition to disregarding the Commission’s Order, the Company also issued a Utah-

specific IRP that contained outdated information and directed the Commission to look at the more 

 
 

12 Standards and Guidelines #3, page 36 
13 Order, Issued September 24, 2024, Docket No. 23-035-10 
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updated Final IRP chapters that do not comply with the Commission’s Order to provide the most 

recent information. 

One of the most consequential modeling inputs the Company changed was the load 

forecast, which decreased by more than half between the Draft IRP and the Final IRP when the 

Company removed large loads from the load forecast. Below is the load forecast from the Draft 

IRP from December 31, 2024. Notice the Compound Annual Growth Rate for the entire system 

and for Utah in the bottom row: 

 

Next, is the load forecast from the Final IRP from March 31, 2025, which was the first time 

that stakeholders had access to this information: 
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The load forecast is one of the most fundamental modeling inputs in the IRP (as discussed 

above), affecting resource procurement, transmission buildout, and every other aspect of the IRP. 

There is no compelling reason why the load forecast should have decreased by more than half 

between the Draft IRP and the Final IRP. As noted above, large loads like data centers should only 

account for a fraction of the projected load growth, but there was no opportunity to meaningfully 

engage with the Company about these significant changes in their load forecast.  

While they mentioned in their January 2025 Public Input Meeting that they removed some 

large loads, there was no indication that the load forecast had decreased so dramatically. In the 

February Public Input Meeting, the Company showed figures of the updated load forecasts but did 

not show the Compound Annual Growth Rate and provided no updated data disks. It is impossible 

for stakeholders to meaningfully participate in the development of the IRP when the most 

fundamental modeling inputs dramatically change after the Data Lockdown Date. This last-minute 

change directly violates the Commission’s September 24, 2024 Order. This behavior is also 
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inconsistent with the Standard and Guidelines that require “ample opportunity for public input and 

information exchange during the development of an IRP.”14  

For these reasons, we recommend that the Commission decline to acknowledge the IRP 

process. We further recommend that the Commission work with stakeholders to further improve 

the IRP process and explore actionable consequences for the Company if it continues to disregard 

the Standards and Guidelines and Commission orders. Without actionable consequences, the 

Company will lack incentive to ensure the IRP process provides useful planning information. 

CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Integrated Resource Planning process is meant to provide Utah regulators, 

stakeholders, and customers with a clear, reliable picture of how the Company will meet system 

needs at the lowest cost and risk. The 2025 IRP fails to meet this standard. By introducing a 

speculative jurisdictional portfolio methodology, underestimating load growth, misrepresenting 

federal tax credit policies, and disregarding Commission direction, the Company produced a plan 

that does not serve Utah customers or comply with governing requirements. 

Accordingly, UCE respectfully recommends that the Commission decline to acknowledge 

the 2025 IRP, including the Preferred Portfolio, the jurisdictional portfolio methodology, the load 

forecast, and the stakeholder engagement process. At the same time, UCE urges the Commission 

to strengthen the IRP process by establishing actionable consequences if the Company continues 

to disregard the Standards and Guidelines and Commission Orders. Utah ratepayers deserve an 

IRP that provides meaningful, least-cost, least-risk planning for the entire system – not one that 

undermines confidence in the process and obscures the state’s energy future. 

 
 

14 Standards and Guidelines #3, page 36 
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DATED this 26th day of September, 2025. 
Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Lauren R. Barros 
Lauren Barros 
Lauren Barros Law 
Attorney for Utah Clean Energy 
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