
Rose Monahan (CA 329861) 
Senior Attorney 
Sierra Club Environmental Law Program 
2101 Webster Street, Suite 1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Telephone: (415) 977-5704 
Email: rose.monahan@sierraclub.org 
 
Attorney for Sierra Club 
 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH 
 

 
In the Matter of PacifiCorp’s 2025 Integrated 
Resource Plan 

 

Docket No. 25-035-22 

 

 
 
 

SIERRA CLUB’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 
PACIFICORP’S 2025 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

November 25, 2025



i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
I. INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................ 1 

II. STAKEHOLDERS AGREE THAT THE UTAH-SPECIFIC IRP IS NOT A USEFUL 
EXERCISE ........................................................................................................................... 2 

III. STAKEHOLDERS AGREE THAT THE JURISDICTIONAL AND ALLOCATION 
APPROACH TAKEN IN THE 2025 IRP UNDERMINES LEAST-COST, LEAST-RISK 
PLANNING .......................................................................................................................... 4 

IV. BOTH THE INTEGRATED RETIRE HUNTER MN AND INTEGRATED BASE HH 
PORTFOLIOS ARE BETTER CANDIDATES FOR THE PREFERRED PORTFOLIO 
THAN THE INTEGRATED BASE MN PORTFOLIO ...................................................... 8 

V. CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................. 11 

 



Page 1 of 11 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH 
 

 
In the Matter of PacifiCorp’s 2025 Integrated 
Resource Plan 
 

 

Docket No. 25-035-22 

 
SIERRA CLUB’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 

PACIFICORP’S 2025 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Sierra Club respectfully submits these Reply Comments regarding PacifiCorp’s 2025 

Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”). 

The Commission should decline to acknowledge the 2025 IRP. As noted by other parties, 

the selected Preferred Portfolio—Integrated Base MN—is neither least cost nor least risk for 

Utah or any of PacifiCorp’s other states. The Preferred Portfolio is a result of a modeling 

approach that fundamentally undermined least cost, least risk planning by subdividing 

PacifiCorp’s single system into multiple smaller “jurisdictions” and imposing constraints within 

those jurisdictions that inhibited the model from selecting an optimal resource plan for 

PacifiCorp’s system as a whole. Even if this modeling approach was acceptable, the Preferred 

Portfolio is outperformed by several other candidate portfolios, most notedly the Integrated Base 

HH and the Integrated Hunter Retire MN portfolios. 

Course correction is required in two critical areas. First, by the 2025 IRP Update, 

PacifiCorp must provide fully optimized, system-wide portfolios for the Commission’s review. 

These portfolios should identify least-cost, least-risk resource strategies for PacifiCorp’s six-state 

system as a whole, with additional layered portfolios that isolate the incremental compliance 

costs associated with specific state policies. With the 2025 IRP Update due in March 2025, time 

is limited to transition from the fractured, multi-jurisdictional approach used in the 2025 IRP to a 



Page 2 of 11 

fully integrated and optimized systemwide framework. Nonetheless, PacifiCorp should work 

collaboratively with stakeholders to identify modeling enhancements that can be implemented 

now and further refined for the 2027 IRP.  

Second, PacifiCorp must initiate a procurement for Utah and other PacifiCorp eastern 

balancing authority (“PACE”) states as soon as possible. Not only does the Integrated Base MN 

portfolio show near-term resource needs, but alternative portfolios—at least two of which would 

have been a more appropriate choice as the preferred portfolio—show even greater need. The 

window for procuring low-cost, tax-advantaged wind and solar is rapidly closing and without 

immediate action, PacifiCorp risks procuring resources later at significantly higher cost. 

These Reply Comments address three primary issues, also addressed by stakeholders in 

Opening Comments: 

1. The Commission should disregard the draft or “Utah IRP” and instead evaluate 
the “Final IRP,” which reflects PacifiCorp’s actual planning document. In future 
IRPs, PacifiCorp should provide indicative portfolios with supporting workpapers 
prior to filing its Final IRP; 

2. The jurisdictional and resource-allocation modeling approach taken in the 2025 
IRP undermines least-cost, least-risk planning and should not be used in future 
IRPs. Instead, PacifiCorp should return to system-wide resource planning; and 

3. The Integrated Retire Hunter MN and Integrated Base HH portfolios are superior 
candidates to the preferred portfolio and, if selected, would materially affect 
PacifiCorp’s near-term business decisions. The Commission should decline to 
acknowledge the preferred portfolio and provide guidance to PacifiCorp that 
resource procurements should better align with the forecasted needs in the 
Integrated Retire Hunter MN and Integrated Base HH portfolios.  

II. STAKEHOLDERS AGREE THAT THE UTAH-SPECIFIC IRP IS NOT A 
USEFUL EXERCISE 

 Sierra Club agrees with the many stakeholders who urged PacifiCorp not to file a 

separate “Utah-specific” IRP in future cycles or who focused their comments exclusively on the 
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Company’s final IRP rather than the draft “Utah IRP.”1 As the Division of Public Utilities 

(“DPU”) notes, given that PacifiCorp intends to make business decisions based on the final IRP 

and not the Utah IRP, it is unclear what purpose the Utah IRP serves.2 The Commission should 

explicitly direct PacifiCorp to file in Utah its final IRP, as filed in PacifiCorp’s other states, for 

the 2027 IRP. 

 The draft Utah IRP stems from the Commission’s directive that PacifiCorp not to alter 

modeling inputs for the 2025 IRP after January 1, 2025.3 PacifiCorp interpreted this directive to 

mean that no changes of any kind could be made between its draft IRP, shared with stakeholders, 

and its filed IRP. As other parties observed, this was an overly narrow reading of the 

Commission’s order.4 If no changes are permitted between a draft and a final document, then the 

“draft” effectively becomes the “final.”  

Sierra Club does not believe that the Commission intended to bar PacifiCorp from 

correcting errors or updating previously disclosed modeling inputs between the draft and final 

IRP. Rather, Sierra Club understands that the Commission sought to prevent PacifiCorp from 

making major, undisclosed changes to its modeling approach after distributing the draft IRP. 

When fundamental modeling assumptions change late in the process, stakeholders lose the 

opportunity to meaningfully evaluate and comment—an issue that was central in the 2023 IRP. 

Unfortunately, the Company continued this practice in the current cycle. For example, between 

 
1 See, e.g., DPU Opening Comments at 1, 6-15 (recommending against dual IRPs); Office of Consumer 
Services (“OCS”) Opening Comments at 2 (noting their comments focus on the final IRP); Utah 
Association of Energy Users (“UAE”) Opening Comments at 3; Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) 
Opening Comments at 5. 
2 DPU Opening Comments at 6.  
3 PacifiCorp’s 2023 Integrated Resource Plan, Utah Pub. Serv. Comm’n, Dkt. No. 23-035-10, Order at 
10 (Sept. 24, 2024), available at https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/23docs/2303510/3356352303510o9-24-
2024.pdf. 
4 See, e.g., DPU Opening Comments at 6.  
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the draft IRP and final IRP, PacifiCorp fundamentally altered resource-siting constraints: 

whereas the draft allowed resources serving PACE and PacifiCorp’s western balancing authority 

(“PACW”) to be located anywhere on PacifiCorp’s system, the final IRP restricted resources 

serving each balancing authority to be located only within that area. As another example, 

PacifiCorp removed new large loads entirely from the final load forecast, materially understating 

its likely future obligations. These are the types of foundational modeling choices that should be 

disclosed and vetted with stakeholders.  

To resolve the Utah IRP versus final IRP issue, Sierra Club generally supports the 

process proposed in DPU’s Opening Comments, with certain refinements. First, when PacifiCorp 

provides “indicative resource portfolios” to stakeholders, it should also provide the supporting 

workpapers. Reviewing the workpapers is the only way to understand why portfolios produced 

certain results and to identify appropriate sensitivity analyses that should be run between the 

draft and final IRP. Second, changes made after the release of the indicative resource portfolios 

should be limited primarily to (1) stakeholder-requested sensitivity analyses, (2) correction of 

identified errors, and (3) updates to inputs based on the most current information (e.g., updated 

gas price forecasts). While fundamental changes may, at times, be appropriate in order to 

incorporate the most up-to-date information, in general, fundamental changes to the modeling 

approach should be disclosed to and vetted with stakeholders—not implemented between the 

draft and final IRPs when there is no opportunity to stakeholders to weigh in.  

III. STAKEHOLDERS AGREE THAT THE JURISDICTIONAL AND ALLOCATION 
APPROACH TAKEN IN THE 2025 IRP UNDERMINES LEAST-COST, LEAST-
RISK PLANNING 

 Multiple stakeholders identified either structural flaws in, or serious concerns with, 

PacifiCorp’s jurisdictional modeling. As Sierra Club raised in Opening Comments, the 
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jurisdictional and resource allocation approach taken in the 2025 IRP undermined least-cost, 

least-risk system planning and obscured the true resource needs of Utah customers by, among 

other things, over-forecasting resource needs (and thus costs) and under-utilizing transmission, 

creating standard asset risks for existing generators in Utah and other PACE states. Multiple 

stakeholders similarly raised concerns with the projected resource allocations and costs 

contained in the Preferred Portfolio. 

OCS observed that the Preferred Portfolio—produced by combining the OR, WA, and 

UIWC5 jurisdictional portfolios—is significantly more expensive than the UIWC portfolio, and 

that the additional costs may themselves be inflated as “new resources are not shared across the 

system but assigned to a specific jurisdiction (OR, WA or UIWC).”6 OCS noted that the IRP 

suggests that the resources allocated to the OR and WA jurisdictions will also be cost-allocated 

to these states.7 Yet, as PacifiCorp has stated, “the IRP is not a rate-making exercise where cost 

allocations are determined.”8 And as Sierra Club emphasized in Opening Comments, many of 

the resources “allocated” to Oregon and Washington are in fact reliability resources—resources 

that the Company must procure for system adequacy—regardless of state policies.9 If historical 

cost allocation procedures are followed, these reliability costs (or at least a portion of them) will 

be system-assigned, meaning that Utah customers will be exposed to the $5 billion increase 

 
5 “UIWC,” as used in the IRP, refers to Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, and California. 
6 OCS Opening Comments at 5. 
7 Id. at 4 (“PacifiCorp states that resources needed to meet jurisdictional requirements would be situs 
assigned (and physically located within each jurisdiction’s region–Oregon and Washington versus Utah, 
Idaho, and Wyoming) and that each jurisdiction would bear the costs of the additional resources.” 
8 In the Matter of PacifiCorp’s 2025 Integrated Resource Plan and Clean Energy Plan, Or. Pub. Util. 
Comm’n, Dkt. No. LC 85, PacifiCorp’s Round 2 Response Comments at 24 (Nov. 6, 2025), available at 
https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAC/lc85hac341511028.pdf. 
9 Sierra Club Opening Comments at 10. 
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between the UIWC portfolio and the Preferred Portfolio. This is a significant reason for why the 

Commission should ensure that the IRP is optimized across the system.  

 UAE similarly noted that the integration methodology reduces Utah’s share of renewable 

resources, because even when renewable resources are projected for Utah to meet reliability 

needs, many of those resources are allocated solely to Oregon and Washington in the Preferred 

Portfolio.10 This means that Utah customers may lose out on zero-fuel-cost resources that can 

help reduce net power costs, a significant cost driver in the most recent rate case. 

 Western Resource Advocates highlighted that the bifurcated jurisdictional approach—

wherein resources serving PACE must be located within PACE and resources serving PACW 

must be located in PACW—misidentified transmission needs, likely increasing costs across the 

system.11 Again, these increased costs could be shared by Utah customers. 

 Finally, Utah Clean Energy (“UCE”) pointed out that the jurisdictional and allocation 

approach appeared to be driven by hypothetical or assumed allocation methodologies that do not 

exist.12 Namely, the IRP assumes that certain resources will be allocated to certain states, 

without any agreement from the states on how cost-allocation should be addressed. 

 These wide-ranging, cross-stakeholder concerns should give the Commission pause that 

the jurisdictional approach—one that chops up PacifiCorp’s single system into three mini-

jurisdictions and then stitches it back together through an Excel spreadsheet—is the best way to 

plan for Utah’s energy needs. Instead, in the 2027 IRP, PacifiCorp should return to system-wide 

planning, where resource needs are optimized across the entire six-state footprint. To isolate the 

effect of state-specific policies, PacifiCorp should produce multiple portfolios, beginning with a 

 
10 UAE Opening Comments at 11-12. 
11 WRA Opening Comments at 23-26. 
12 UCE Opening Comments at 3. 
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system-optimized portfolio that includes reliability constraints, but not Oregon’s or 

Washington’s binding clean-energy policies (e.g., Oregon’s Senate Bill (“SB”) 1547 and House 

Bill (“HB”) 2021 and Washington’s Clean Energy Transformation Act (“CETA”)). Subsequent 

portfolios should layer in those policies—while still optimizing resource selections across the 

system—to show how resource choices and costs change. Notably, this proposal is not the same 

layering approach as used in the 2023 IRP, where PacifiCorp produced a system-wide portfolio 

and then added resources on top of that portfolio to comply with Oregon and Washington laws. 

In the 2023 IRP, once new resources were added for Oregon and Washington, the portfolio was 

not re-optimized to determine whether it would be cost effective to remove other resources 

and/or allow Utah and other states to share in the Oregon and Washington resources. This 

artificially inflated the portfolio’s projected costs. 

Instead, Sierra Club suggests that the portfolios should be re-optimized once imposing 

constraints to comply with Oregon and Washington law. This approach would allow state 

policies to influence systemwide resource decisions, but the initial portfolio—where Oregon and 

Washington policies are not modeled—would provide the information necessary to identify the 

incremental costs associated with those policies. Utah would remain part of PacifiCorp’s six-

state system—and benefit from geographic diversity and resource sharing—while still being 

protected from paying for policy-driven investments that do not serve Utah customers.  

It is neither realistic nor technically feasible for Utah to be entirely insulated from other 

states’ energy policies. Utah is not an island—its electric system is physically and economically 

interconnected with neighboring states through shared transmission pathways, wholesale 

markets, and emerging regional mechanisms such as Western Resource Adequacy Program 
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(“WRAP”).13 Even if Utah were not part of PacifiCorp’s six-state system, it would still be 

directly affected by regional energy market dynamics and policies adopted by nearby 

jurisdictions. Accordingly, the goal of Utah’s regulatory policy should not be to eliminate all 

impacts of other states’ clean energy or decarbonization policies—an impossible task—but to 

ensure that Utah customers are adequately protected from any disproportionate or unjustified 

cost increases that may result. 

As WRA explains, PacifiCorp’s integrated resource planning should seek to maximize 

the benefits of geographic and resource diversity across its multi-state system. This principle was 

a central justification for approval of the PacifiCorp merger decades ago, and it remains essential 

to ensuring reliable and affordable power for Utah customers today.14 

PacifiCorp should work collaboratively with stakeholders throughout the 2027 IRP public 

input process to identify and implement modeling strategies that can optimize across the six-state 

system, meet all state requirements, and isolate the costs of state requirements. Sierra Club 

appreciates that PacifiCorp’s modeling team has already met with Sierra Club and other 

stakeholders and further suggests that PacifiCorp set aside a full stakeholder input meeting, or 

multiple meetings, specifically to discuss modeling approaches for the 2027 IRP. 

IV. BOTH THE INTEGRATED RETIRE HUNTER MN AND INTEGRATED BASE 
HH PORTFOLIOS ARE BETTER CANDIDATES FOR THE PREFERRED 
PORTFOLIO THAN THE INTEGRATED BASE MN PORTFOLIO 

 The Integrated Base MN Portfolio—selected as the Preferred Portfolio—does not 

represent the most optimal plan for Utah customers. Both the Integrated Retire Hunter MN and 

Integrated Base HH Portfolio outperform the Integrated Base MN Portfolio under nearly all 

 
13 WRAP is still non-binding and PacifiCorp has indicated that it will not commit to WRAP’s binding 
requirements. This, however, does not mean that Utah will be isolated from regional resource adequacy 
risk. 
14 WRA Opening Comments at 18-22. 



Page 9 of 11 

price/policy scenarios. Indeed, as WRA and UAE pointed out, the Integrated Base HH Portfolio 

outperformed the Integrated Base MN Portfolio under every price/policy scenario the Company 

modeled.15  

 Although an IRP is a planning tool rather than a procurement mandate, the identification 

of a preferred portfolio matters: it shapes near-term decisions, influences procurement timing, 

and guides long-term strategy. The alternative portfolios (Retire Hunter and HH) would require 

immediate action. For example, the Integrated Retire Hunter MN portfolio retires all three 

Hunter units by 2030—just five years away. Likewise, the Integrated Base HH Portfolio converts 

both Dave Johnston Unit 4 and Hunter Unit 2 to a different fuel in 2030 and retires Hunter Unit 2 

in 2033. If either of these portfolios were selected, PacifiCorp would need to begin planning and 

regulatory processes now to meet those deadlines.  

The portfolios also differ significantly in their projected resource needs. Under the 

Integrated Base HH portfolio, nearly 3 gigawatts (“GWs”) of additional resources—primarily 

wind and batteries—must be procured in 2030.16 Under the Integrated Retire Hunter MN 

portfolio, approximately 2 additional GWs of wind, solar, batteries and other resources are 

procured by the same year.17 While PacifiCorp has emphasized that differences across the 

portfolios are minimal before 2030, the divergence beginning in 2030 is substantial, and the 

quantities are large enough that a prudent utility would begin the procurement process now rather 

than attempting to secure multi-gigawatt quantities of new resources in a single year. Yet, 

PacifiCorp has relied upon the Integrated Base MN Portfolio to justify delaying procurement for 

Utah and other PACE states—even as the window for procuring tax-advantaged resources 

 
15 WRA Opening Comments at 28; UAE Opening Comments at 16. 
16 2025 IRP at 273, Figure 9.35 (Volume I). 
17 2025 IRP at 269, Figure 9.29 (Volume I). 
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rapidly closes. Selection of a different preferred portfolio could fundamentally alter those 

business decisions, given the magnitude of resource needs beginning in 2030. 

 PacifiCorp’s sole justification for selecting the Integrated Base MN portfolio is that after 

applying “end effects,” it appears least cost. This ignores differences in portfolio risk and places 

undue weight on an unsupported, out-of-model adjustment. The “end effects” calculation simply 

multiples the final year’s cost—the most speculative and uncertain year in the 21-year horizon—

by five and adds it to the portfolio’s present value revenue requirement (“PVRR”). While 

estimating post-horizon effects is not inherently inappropriate, neither PacifiCorp nor any other 

stakeholder has provided any rationale for why five additional years of final-year costs is a 

meaningful or reasonable proxy for long-term cost impacts. 

Even if PacifiCorp’s “end effects” methodology was sound, its results are incorrect. 

Sierra Club identified numerical errors in the underlying data files for the Integrated Hunter 

Retire MN portfolio’s stochastics analyses: the 2018 and 2019 stochastic runs for the Hunter 

Retire portfolio were inadvertently modeled using a different portfolio entirely, producing 

inconsistent build and fixed costs relative to the other stochastic years. PacifiCorp confirmed 

these errors.18 The Company then provided revised workpapers, which again contained errors—

most significantly the inclusion of $10.5 billion (NPV) in unexplained incremental transmission 

costs that were not present in the original Hunter portfolio. After Sierra Club corrected these 

errors, the Hunter Retire portfolio outperformed the Preferred Portfolio in terms of cost under the 

stochastic PVRR and the PVRR including “end effects,” as shown in Table 1. 

 
 
 

 
18 PacifiCorp Response to Sierra Club Data Request 5.3(b), included in Attachment 1. 
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Table 1: PVRR and Stochastic Adjustment for Integrated Base MN and Integrated Retire 
Hunter MN Portfolios 

 

 
 
 The Preferred Portfolio, then, is demonstrably not the most optimal plan for Utah 

customers and the Commission should decline to acknowledge it. Instead, the Commission 

should provide guidance to PacifiCorp that near-term procurements more aligned with the 

Integrated Retire Hunter MN and Integrated Base HH portfolios is a more reasonable resource 

strategy in the near-term. 

V. CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons set forth above, as well as the arguments raised in Opening Comments, 

the Commission must decline to acknowledge PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP. The Preferred Portfolio is 

neither least cost nor least risk, directly resulting from PacifiCorp’s failure to plan for its six-state 

system as a single whole. The Commission should disregard the draft of Utah IRP, direct 

PacifiCorp to return to system planning for the 2025 IRP Update, and provide guidance that 

resource planning aligned with the Integrated Retire Hunter MN and/or Integrated Base HH 

portfolios will better protect Utah customers.  

Dated: November 25, 2025    Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Rose Monahan   
Rose Monahan 
Staff Attorney* 
Sierra Club 
2101 Webster Street, Suite 1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
rose.monahan@sierraclub.org 
415-977-5704 
*Not barred in Utah
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