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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH 

 
IN THE MATTER OF PACIFICORP’S 
2025 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN 
 

 
DOCKET NO. 25-035-22 

 
PACIFICORP’S REPLY COMMENTS 

 
 

In accordance with the April 16, 2025, Scheduling Order and Notice of Technical Conference 

issued by the Public Service Commission of Utah (“Commission”), PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky 

Mountain Power (“PacifiCorp” or “Company”), by and through its counsel, provides these Reply 

Comments to the comments from the Division of Public Utilities (“Division”), the Office of 

Consumer Services (“OCS” or “Office”), Utah Association of Energy Users (“UAE”), Western 

Resource Advocates (“WRA”), Utah Clean Energy (“UCE”), the Southwest Energy Efficiency 

Project (“SWEEP”), Sierra Club, and Interwest Energy Alliance (“Interwest”), and Vote Solar. 

 
I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The Company filed its 2025 Integrated Resource Plan (“2025 IRP”) with the Commission on 

March 31, 2025. On September 26, 2025, the Division, the Office, UAE, WRA, UCE, SWEEP, 

Sierra Club, Interwest, and Vote Solar filed comments on the Company’s 2025 IRP. 

The Division’s comments recommend that the Commission acknowledge the 2025 IRP 

with recommendations.1 These recommendations include a change to how the Company reads the 

 
1 Public Service Commission of Utah, Docket No. 25-035-22. Comments from the Division of Public Utilities, 
September 2024 at 1. 
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Commission’s September 2024 Order in Docket No. 23-035-10 regarding the timing of finalizing 

data inputs to prevent the preparation of two IRPs – one for Utah and another for the rest of the 

system.2 The Division also recommends that the Commission not acknowledge Chapters 11 

through 13 – provided in compliance with the Commission’s September 2024 Order in Docket No. 

23-035-10 – and the portion of the preferred portfolio that contains the Natrium plant and the 100-

hour iron air storage.3  

The Office’s comments do not oppose acknowledgement of the 2025 IRP but cannot 

expressly endorse acknowledgement until the implications of the new modeling approach are 

understood including how it affects system resource adequacy and costs to Utah ratepayers.4  

The remaining comments from the UAE, WRA, UCE, the Sierra Club, Interwest, and Vote 

Solar recommend that the Commission decline to acknowledge the 2025 IRP.5 The Company’s 

reply comments address the parties’ recommendations and comments in detail, which broadly fall 

into three main categories: comments about the public engagement process, concerns about the 

jurisdictional allocation approach, and other concerns with modeling and methodology.  

The Company appreciates the feedback received throughout the IRP process and hereby 

provides responses.  

II. RESPONSE TO PARTY COMMENTS 
 
Overall, the company represents that the 2025 IRP:  

• Provides unprecedented insight and feedback opportunities into modeling and 
outcomes through early data development and assumption lockdown, comprehensive 
coverage of major inputs and assumptions, and the development of a comprehensive 
draft filed three months in advance of the final IRP document. Process changes allowed 
PacifiCorp to improve modeling efficiencies and accommodate accelerated scheduling 

 
2 Id. 
3 Id. at 1-2.  
4 Public Service Commission of Utah, Docket No. 25-035-22. Comments from the Office of Consumer Services, 
September 2024, at 2. 
5 UAE Comments at 21; WRA Comments at 6; UCE Comments at 2; Sierra Club Comments at 2; Interwest Comments 
at 4; Vote Solar Comments at 2. 
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and increased integration of stakeholder feedback. PacifiCorp’s planning emphasized 
ties between modeling methods, Utah legislative objectives, and stakeholder feedback. 
 

• Involved a stakeholder-driven shift in modeling focus to align Utah’s resource 
selections with expressed concerns and objectives, incorporate exogenous modeling 
process into the endogenous modeling toolset, and adopted iterative modeling methods 
to discriminate finer alignment between disparate modeling stages.  
 

• Represents reasonably conceived data and assumptions, provided with appropriate 
transparency.  
 

• Examined a reasonable range of portfolios, effectively constructed, resulting in 
appropriate portfolio evaluations, including the selection of the preferred portfolio. 
 

• Provides appropriate certainty on the company’s action plan and strategies to achieve 
emissions reductions required for compliance with other jurisdiction’s objectives.  

 
The sections below provide additional detail on these and other important stakeholder 

comments, including PacifiCorp’s proactive expansion of stakeholder engagement; how the IRP 

modeling processes, assumptions, and resource selections are reasonable; and how the company’s 

procurement strategies are properly aligned with PacifiCorp’s planning efforts. 

The company appreciates the Commission’s and stakeholders’ consideration of these 

responses.  

A. Integration: PacifiCorp’s IRP jurisdictional methodology appropriately identified 
system and jurisdictional needs while modeling compliance with state-specific 
policies, and the integration methodology leads to an optimal portfolio for all 
jurisdictions and the system.  

 
The Office commends PacifiCorp for undertaking the complex and difficult task of developing a 

portfolio that attempts to meet divergent state policies and ever-changing federal legislation.6 The 

Office states that the development of the preferred portfolio is an appropriate indication of where 

the Company’s resource portfolio should be headed, in consideration of the portfolio modeling 

 
6 Id. at 3. 
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assumptions.7 WRA, UCE, UAE and Sierra Club find that the Company’s integration approach 

used to develop the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio results in a suboptimal portfolio and departs from 

least-cost, least-risk planning.   

All told, the planning environment in 2025 is different-in-kind from that experienced in 

2023. As a result of the repeal of Ozone Transport Rule (“OTR”), the cost of resources needed to 

comply with state-specific initiatives are no longer system-allocated. PacifiCorp’s existing thermal 

fleet will provide ongoing value, capacity, dispatchability, and reliability benefits for the 

jurisdictions that still participate in those resources, like Utah, and there is a significantly reduced 

need for replacement capacity resources at the system level for jurisdictions without clean energy 

mandates. While PacifiCorp is committed to meeting state-specific initiatives, affordability is a 

concern for all parties and it would be unreasonable to ignore the rising compliance cost pressures 

created by state-specific initiatives, in which incremental costs should ultimately be borne by 

customers in those states.  

PacifiCorp believes that its jurisdictional modeling approach is an appropriate 

methodology to represent distinct state needs. PacifiCorp developed and sought input on its 

approach during the 2025 IRP public input process. Stakeholders have argued that the 

jurisdictional approach leads to non-optimized modeling outcomes. However, there must be 

recognition that jurisdictional requirements, by their very nature, will produce outcomes that 

depart from system planning solutions that would otherwise be least-cost, least-risk. While the 

jurisdictional modeling approach does not simultaneously optimize all state requirements in a 

single system model run, all state requirements are optimized. These requirements are integrated 

in a way that ensures no disparate requirements counteract other jurisdictions’ requirements, 

guarding against jurisdictional conflicts and overbuilding.   

 
7 Id. at 8. 
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Disparate state requirements have made it impossible to develop a single system optimized 

portfolio that reflects all state policy constraints in a single run. For example, Washington law 

requires that all integrated resource plans select resources with a social cost assuming greenhouse 

gas emissions (SCGHG) as a cost adder.8 Utah has not expressed a requirement for the IRP to 

include an SCGHG cost adder in the selection of its resources. Under current disparate state 

policies, using jurisdictional portfolios is a prudent approach. 

Stakeholders have proposed alternative modeling approaches that begin with a system-

optimized run. Any “no state policy” system run would immediately necessitate jurisdictional runs 

to determine jurisdictional needs based on distinct policies. While a system run is informative, to 

the extent a state is precluded from participating in system selections based on their environmental 

policies, the methodology used in the 2025 IRP would be necessary to determine qualifying 

resource requirements. That said, PacifiCorp commits to working with stakeholders to potentially 

revise its modeling methodology in future planning cycles. In particular, PacifiCorp invites parties 

to participate in its public input process for the development of the 2027 IRP that is currently 

underway. 

B. Planning Process: The deliverability requirement in PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP was 
founded in reasonable concerns regarding the ability for new resources built on the 
east side of PacifiCorp’s system to deliver to the west side of PacifiCorp’s system, 
given existing transmission constraints.  

 
WRA disagrees with PacifiCorp’s decision in the 2025 IRP to require resources situs allocated to 

Oregon and Washington to be built on the west side of PacifiCorp’s system and resources allocated 

to Utah, Idaho, Wyoming and California (UIWC) to be built on the east side of PacifiCorp’s 

 
8 RCW 19.280.030. 
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system.9 WRA suggests this assumption was not properly vetted with stakeholders and deviates 

from single system planning.10  

PacifiCorp is open to removing the deliverability requirement in future IRPs or running a 

sensitivity to show how removing this requirement would impact the portfolio. At the time of the 

2025 IRP, PacifiCorp did not believe that allowing resources built for Oregon and Washington 

compliance to be built on the east side of PacifiCorp’s system, without available transfer 

capability, could be aligned with PacifiCorp’s least-cost, least-risk resource planning—nor with 

the objective of meeting states’ specific regulatory requirements. PacifiCorp indicated to 

stakeholders at its February 2025 public input meeting that the existing nameplate MW of 

resources located in the East and allocated to the West already exceeded the 1,600 MW of available 

firm transmission.11 An updated version of the chart presented at that meeting is provided below: 

Figure 1 — Physical East Existing-West-Side Allocated 

 

 

 
9 Public Service Commission of Utah, Docket No. 25-035-22, Comments from Western Resource Advocates, 
September 2025 at 5. 
10 Id. at 5. 
11 The presentation materials are publicly available and can be accessed by using the following website link: 
https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/integrated-resource-plan/public-input-process.html, specifically slide 39. 
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The need for capacity and generating resources in the Pacific Northwest is also supported 

by recent experience. In January 2024, the region experienced extreme winter weather with record 

low temperatures and serious ice storms. During peak load conditions, the region imported as much 

as 6,000 MW of energy and wholesale market prices in PACW were more than $1,000 per MWh. 

However, prices in PacifiCorp’s east balancing area were about 50 percent of PACW, and prices 

in the Southwest were around $100/MWh. Additionally, PacifiCorp did not believe the inclusion 

of non-firm or short-term transmission aligned with a responsible least-risk approach for long-term 

planning, particularly in the absence of meaningful information on costs and availability. Including 

non-firm or short-term transmission that PacifiCorp has little to no control over is fundamentally 

misaligned with least-risk long-term planning. 

PacifiCorp appreciates WRA’s concern that the deliverability assumption was not 

adequately vetted with stakeholders and is committed to bringing such modeling assumptions in 

front of stakeholders early and often in future public input meetings. 

C. Preferred Portfolio: Candidate portfolios were appropriately considered using 
reasonable metrics like end effects, resulting in the selection of the 2025 IRP preferred 
portfolio.  

 
While the Office suggests that the use of end effects to evaluate the preferred portfolio should have 

been discussed with stakeholders earlier in the planning process, the Office finds that PacifiCorp’s 

evaluation and selection of the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio is adequate.12 On the contrary, WRA, 

UAE, the Division and Sierra Club suggest that the Company selected a suboptimal preferred 

portfolio and that the evaluation of the preferred portfolio, specifically the weight which end 

effects were given in selecting the preferred portfolio, was inappropriate.13  

 
12 The Office at 8. 
13 WRA Comments at 26-33; UAE Comments at 20-1; DPU Comments at 18-20; Sierra Club Comments at 2-15. 
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The Company notes that the use of end effects is required by some jurisdiction’s IRP 

guidelines. The Company’s use of end effects in evaluating candidate portfolios is consistent with 

these requirements. Additionally, the 2025 IRP uses a 21-year planning horizon, which means that 

the lives of most proxy resources selected in portfolios extend well beyond the end of the planning 

horizon. Proxy solar and wind resources in the 2025 IRP have expected lives of twenty-five and 

thirty years, respectively, such that resources added in 2030 or after would continue to operate 

beyond the five-year period used to estimate end effects in the 2025 IRP.  

Further, end effects have been used in past IRPs and are considered a “best practice” 

consideration in long-term planning. In the 2025 IRP, the inclusion of end effects was partially 

driven by stakeholder participation during the public input process. PacifiCorp conceptually agrees 

that it is useful to consider cost and risk impacts after the modeling horizon.  

However, the use of end effects is admittedly and self-evidently challenging. Costs and 

risks are determined through modeling but impacts that extend beyond the planning horizon cannot 

be evaluated using the model. That said, the Company’s concerns were based on the annual cost 

trends within the planning horizon. The Company determined that extending the last modeled year 

for five additional years was a conservative and reasonable method of accounting for costs and 

risks beyond the horizon. This conservative approach is similar to the much more aggressive 

method built into the PLEXOS software, which assumes that the final year of the model horizon 

is repeated infinitely.  

A final critical consideration is that any procurement of actual resources (as opposed to 

proxy resource planning) would also account for the costs and benefits over the entirety of the 

resources’ expected operating life or contract term, as applicable. In this sense, the Company’s use 

of end effects in the 2025 IRP represents better alignment with downstream procurement and 

prudency determinations. 
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While the Company believes that the methodology employed in the 2025 IRP is 

competitive with other ways of evaluating post-horizon costs and risks, it concedes post-horizon 

impacts may be diminished by the levelization of production tax credit value across each resource’s 

operational life, which better reflects the cost structure of the third-party owned resources that are 

likely to be procured in the next few years. This approach was introduced in other company 

jurisdictions where the PVRR of all variant portfolios in the 2025 IRP using the levelized value of 

the production tax credit was re-calculated.14 The levelized 2025 IRP PVRR values are shown 

below in Table 1. The Base MN portfolio is the least-cost portfolio when the levelized value is 

used.  

Table 1 – PVRR with Levelized PTC 

 
 

Given the requirements PacifiCorp must consider when selecting the preferred portfolio 

and the model horizon outlined above, PacifiCorp’s selection of the Base MN portfolio as the 

preferred portfolio considering end effects is reasonable.  

 
14 See PacifiCorp’s 2025 Oregon Clean Energy Plan, https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/oregon-clean-energy-
plan.html. 

https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/oregon-clean-energy-plan.html
https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/oregon-clean-energy-plan.html
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D. Expedited Resource Procurement: Existing processes for expediting resource 
procurements are available and PacifiCorp will continue to evaluate the need for 
solicitations or procurement of new resources through other mechanisms to meet 
jurisdictional and system needs and minimize costs to Utah customers.  

 
UCE, Sierra Club, Vote Solar and Interwest suggest the Company should initiate an 

expedited Request for Proposals (RFP) to capture the benefits of expiring federal tax credits for 

new renewable resources. UCE recently filed a Request for Expedited Investigatory Docket and 

Agency Action (“Request”) with the Utah PSC in Docket No. 25-025-52.15 The Request asks the 

PSC to “direct [RMP] to open an expedited ‘open call’ resource procurement process that could 

lead to the procurement of tax-advantaged energy generation”16 in light of Congress’ recent 

passage of the One Big Beautiful Bill Act (H.R.1)17. While the PSC acknowledged the importance 

of the issue brought forth by UCE, the PSC denied the Request and explained that the PSC does 

not have the authority of “dictating the resource solicitation and procurement decisions that 

properly belong to [PacifiCorp’s] management.”18 The PSC further explained that “the PSC 

expects RMP to responsibly and prudently evaluate whether any limited-time opportunities exist 

for procuring necessary resources at a lower cost to customers”19, and therefore, “the PSC directs 

RMP to include, in its next IRP Update, a thorough description of the analysis and actions it 

undertook to respond to the changed circumstances regarding the soon to be expiring tax credits.”20   

The Company will include in the 2025 IRP Update a discussion of the analysis and actions 

it has taken related to expiring federal tax credits for new renewable resources and will continue 

 
15 Utah Clean Energy’s Request for Expedited Investigatory Docket and Agency Action, Docket No. 25-035-52, Order 
(Oct. 17, 2025). 
16 Id. at 1. 
17 H.R.1 - 119th Congress (2025-2026): One Big Beautiful Bill Act. Congress.gov. Library of Congress. 
18 Utah Clean Energy’s Request for Expedited Investigatory Docket and Agency Action, Docket No. 25-035-52, Order 
at 6 (Oct. 17, 2025). 
19 Id. at 7. 
20 Id. at 8. 



12 
 

to look to take advantage of time-limited opportunities for procuring necessary, economic new 

resources.  

E. Assumptions: The 2025 IRP is founded in reasonably conceived data and 
assumptions, provided with appropriate transparency. 

 
1. Load Forecast 

 
The Office expresses support for PacifiCorp’s approach to excluding new large loads from 

the 2025 IRP load forecast as a reasonable approach to protecting existing retail customers from 

potential costs of serving these new large loads, which may be speculative at this time.21 WRA, 

Vote Solar, UCE and Interwest do not agree with the Office and find that PacifiCorp’s exclusion 

of new large loads from the 2025 IRP load forecast is inappropriate and unjustified.22 Specifically, 

WRA believes that removing new data center loads from the load forecast is not justified by any 

rule, statute or cost allocation argument.23 WRA further expresses that PacifiCorp failed to conduct 

appropriate sensitivity analysis related to new large loads,24 and Vote Solar requests the 

Commission require that PacifiCorp include new large loads in its IRP load forecast.25  

PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP load forecast appropriately protects PacifiCorp’s other retail 

customers from the costs that will be incurred to serve new large loads. Unlike IRP proxy resource 

modeling, where all technology types and availabilities compete for optimal resolution to provide 

indicative recommendations for downstream processes, the fulfillment of large customer loads will 

not be driven by proxy-based resource selections competing among all technologies and 

jurisdictions. By isolating large meter load impacts from optimized resource selections, PacifiCorp 

is directly protecting its other retail customers and the RFP procurement process from the 

 
21 OCS Comments at 10-11.  
22 WRA Comments at 42-48; Vote Solar Comments at 12-13; UCE Comments at 10-11; Interwest Comments at 6-8. 
23 WRA Comments at 45. 
24 Id. at 47. 
25 Vote Solar Comments at 13. 
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distorting influence of these specific projects. The obvious example is market signaling. It would 

be inappropriate to signal in an IRP that PacifiCorp has a large volume of speculative large meter 

loads and for which an RFP will not be used to select the resources to serve that load, if that load 

ultimately materializes. In reality, resources that are specifically procured to enable these loads 

will be selected in a procurement process outside of the normal IRP-to-RFP process. PacifiCorp 

generally supports the comments of the Office, which are focused on protecting against cost 

shifting to existing retail customers.  

PacifiCorp also notes that in the 2023 IRP stakeholder feedback process, various parties 

criticized PacifiCorp for including large load (such as forecasted data centers) on the basis that it 

was speculative and was sending incorrect market signals. For this reason, the 2025 IRP was 

modeled to protect PacifiCorp’s other retail customers and avoid sending this false market signal. 

Furthermore, the inclusion of large new loads was also a topic in PacifiCorp’s most recent 

general rate case.  The Public Service Commission of Utah adopted a proposed adjustment by the 

DPU to reduce the Company’s load forecast used in that case to “account for the instability of data 

center load projection.”26  

Based on these concerns expressed by the Commission, the OCS’s support, and the 

reasoning described above, PacifiCorp believes its decision to exclude large customer loads from 

the load forecast are reasonable and not a basis for the Commission to decline to acknowledge the 

IRP as proposed by other parties.  

 

 

 

 
 

26 Public Service Commission of Utah, Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Authority to Increase its Retail 
Electric Utility Service Rates in Utah and for Approval of its Proposed Electric Service Schedules and Electric Service 
Regulations, Docket No. 24-035-04, Order, at 58-9 (April 25, 2025).  
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2. Market Purchases 
 

The Office expresses concerns related to the risks of the IRPs reliance on market purchases 

but commends the Company for acknowledging these risks and finds the way market purchases 

were modeled in the 2025 IRP to be reasonable.27  

PacifiCorp appreciates the Office’s comments related to the modeling of market purchases. 

PacifiCorp believes continuing to review and evaluate the ways in which the system and markets 

interact is important. Continued access to and use of market products is important and will remain 

a component of the IRP for the foreseeable future. 

3. Escalation Rates 
 

UAE highlights an error in how escalation rates were applied to new proxy resources 

impacting new proxy resource costs.28 PacifiCorp acknowledges there was an error in the 

application of escalation rates to proxy resources. In the 2025 IRP, escalation rates for proxy 

resources started in 2025 but should have been applied from the earliest commercial operation year 

for each proxy resource. The overall impact of this error was a less than 10% impact on proxy 

resource capital expenditure costs which is just one piece of the total resource cost. PacifiCorp 

addressed this error in public meetings for the Oregon Clean Energy Plan and Washington Clean 

Energy Implementation Plan, and the error was corrected in these filings. PacifiCorp is committed 

to ensuring capital costs are accurately modeled. Improvements to the supply side resource table 

development process are currently underway for use in the 2025 IRP Update and 2027 IRP. 

4. Stochastic Analysis 
 

Sierra Club suggests the stochastic analysis in PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP is insufficient and 

does not provide meaningful insight.29 PacifiCorp disagrees with Sierra Club’s characterization of 

 
27 OCS Comments at 5-6. 
28 UAE Comments at 13. 
29 Sierra Club Comments at 15.  
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stochastic analysis in the 2025 IRP. In contrast to past stochastic analysis, the 2025 IRP 

incorporated real world data and more representative correlations between variables. In past IRPs, 

stochastics could reflect a week with low hydro availability/energy followed immediately by a 

week with high hydro availability/energy. In reality, these conditions are more likely to persist for 

entire seasons, and ensuring these conditions are adequately represented is a significant 

improvement over past IRP modeling. Additionally, leveraging historical conditions leads to 

periods of greater volatility (and more prolonged volatility) than the way stochastic evaluations 

were completed in the past, serving to reveal which portfolios provide the least risk. 

5. Geothermal 
 

UCE requests the Company to more thoroughly investigate next generation geothermal in 

subsequent integrated resource planning activities.30  

PacifiCorp is committed to modeling a wide variety of future proxy resources. To the extent 

next generation geothermal plant characteristics are available and differ from the characteristics of 

a generic geothermal plant that can be gleaned from the NREL ATB, PacifiCorp is open to 

modeling multiple versions of a proxy geothermal resource. While the 2025 IRP supply-side 

resource table proxy resource costs for geothermal reflected only NREL ATB cost estimates, 

PacifiCorp is open to modeling additional cost estimates for proxy geothermal resources from 

other data sources. PacifiCorp welcomes suggestions for publicly available data from developers 

or other reputable data sources related to next generation geothermal plant characteristics and is 

happy to meet with parties to discuss any suggestions. The best venue to propose alternative data 

sources is within the public input meeting series for the 2027 IRP that is occurring now.  

 

 

 
30 UCE Comments at 2.  
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F. Tax Credits 
 

UCE suggests that the treatment of federal tax credits for new proxy resources in the 2025 

IRP was problematic and insufficient in considering federal policy uncertainties, resulting in the 

need for an expedited RFP and an update to the modeling of federal tax credits.31 UCE and SWEEP 

also request PacifiCorp remove cost caps and update T&D deferral credits.32 

It is important to understand PacifiCorp’s IRP is a snapshot in time that is updated annually. 

As correctly stated by the Division: “The Division understands that the 2025 Utah IRP represents 

a preliminary snapshot in time . . . .”33 In other words, modeling requires that assumptions be 

locked down at some point in time. In the case of the 2025 IRP, assumptions were largely locked 

down in September 2024 to allow for data input, model runs, and publication of the draft IRP by 

January 2025. Accordingly, given the mechanics and realities of modeling, the 2025 IRP did not 

reflect the changes in federal policy of the new federal administration. Modeling simply requires 

that assumptions be locked down by a fixed date.  

The updates requested by UCE and SWEEP are part of ongoing assumptions that are 

updated with each new IRP and IRP update. Changed circumstances, including market fluctuations 

and changing regulatory requirements, are always expected after the submission of an IRP. This 

reality is incorporated in IRP modeling, which “freezes” planning assumptions and methodologies 

at a certain point to accommodate the extensive time that is needed for modeling and computing 

processes, post-modeling analysis, public outreach, and subsequent drafting periods. Once filed, 

an IRP can quickly become outdated due to shifts in market conditions, load forecasts, and 

regulatory environments at the federal, state, and local levels. This is true of the 2025 IRP, which 

relies on data that is a snapshot in time largely taken in September 2024, before the change in law 

 
31 UCE Comment at 5.  
32 UCE and SWEEP Comments at 4.  
33 DPU Comments at 6. 
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related to federal tax credits. PacifiCorp is committed to using the most current data available (and 

allowed) at the time when it runs its models, including the forthcoming 2025 IRP Update. 

PacifiCorp is not able to predict the outcome of federal legislation. PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP 

was filed on March 31, 2025, more than three full months before H.R.1 became law. At the time 

PacifiCorp filed its 2025 IRP, the outcome of H.R.1 was highly uncertain. Furthermore, in order 

to complete modeling and analysis for the 2025 IRP, PacifiCorp locked down the majority of input 

data and assumptions impacting modeling in the 2025 IRP in September 2024 – before the current 

federal administration was even in power. For these reasons it was appropriate for the Company 

to model the prevailing IRA/IIJA federal tax credits for new renewable and storage resources in 

its 2025 IRP.  

PacifiCorp agrees that analysis representing H.R.1 tax credit rules for new renewable and 

storage resources is necessary, and the Company will include incremental analysis representing 

these changes in federal tax credits in the 2025 IRP Update. Additionally, PacifiCorp will continue 

to pursue new economic resource opportunities that take advantage of expiring federal tax credits.  

G. Transmission: PacifiCorp’s treatment of Boardman to Hemingway (B2H) in the 2025 
IRP was reasonable given the status of the Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPAs) 
consideration of long-term transmission requests or changes and the current status 
of B2H. 

 
The Office states that PacifiCorp’s modeling of Boardman to Hemingway (B2H) was 

reasonable.34 Sierra Club disagrees with the Office and claims that the removal of B2H was 

unjustified and compounds issues with jurisdictional modeling.35 UCE and Interwest request the 

Commission to provide guidance on implementing HB 212 which requires PacifiCorp to include 

and analyze Advanced Transmission Technologies (ATTs).  

 
34 OCS Comments at 8. 
35 Sierra Club Comments at 10.  
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PacifiCorp would like to clarify that B2H was not fully removed from the 2025 IRP. The 

600 MW of eastbound transfer capability unlocked by B2H is included in the 2025 IRP preferred 

portfolio. This transfer capability terminates at a point (essentially the Longhorn substation on the 

BPA transmission system) that does not reach PacifiCorp’s existing load. This reflects the 

Company’s expected case assumptions in the preferred portfolio based on the information 

available at this time. PacifiCorp does not presently have transmission rights to move westbound 

transfers across B2H to other existing customer loads on its system, and PacifiCorp does not know 

when the BPA will restart consideration of long-term transmission requests or changes in the 

future. The following table shows the specific transfers associated with B2H.  
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Table 2 – Modeled Transmission Associated with B2H 

 
 

PacifiCorp originally included B2H in its 2021 IRP preferred portfolio and action plan. At 

that time, PacifiCorp anticipated it would be able to redirect existing long-term firm transmission 

rights with the BPA to have a point of receipt at Longhorn enabling B2H to be used to serve 

existing load in PACW. In the fall of 2022, BPA notified PacifiCorp that these redirect requests 

would need to be studied in its cluster study process. PacifiCorp expected that this would have 

been included in BPA’s 2024 cluster study. However, the 2024 cluster study was ultimately 

canceled. Later, in February 2025, BPA distributed a notice that its cluster study process had been 
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paused as it was considering transmission planning reforms. In April 2025, BPA indicated it might 

have a staff proposal in October 2025; however, BPA also indicated that this date is subject to 

change. Currently, the redirect requests remain in study status.  

At this time, it is unknown when BPA will reinitiate its cluster study process, what types 

of transmission planning reforms it might implement when it does reinstate its cluster study 

process, and what the study results for PacifiCorp’s redirect requests might show. Consequently, 

it is unknown when or if the redirect requests might be granted, when the redirect requests might 

become effective, and how much it might cost for upgrades, if any, needed to grant the redirect 

requests.  

It is possible that future developments will allow B2H to serve existing load in PACW. In 

this circumstance, either the 2025 IRP Update or subsequent IRP filings will capture such a 

development. PacifiCorp either files an IRP or IRP Update every year that will capture more recent 

information. However, at this time, it is unknown when BPA will reinitiate its cluster study 

process, what types of transmission planning reforms it might implement when it does reinstate its 

cluster study process, and what the study results for PacifiCorp’s redirect requests might show.  

 Accordingly, for the purposes of the 2025 IRP and given current realities, it is prudent for 

PacifiCorp to plan that B2H will not be able to serve existing load in Oregon. The integrated 

resource planning process is designed to identify least-cost, least-risk portfolios. A plan that 

assumes B2H will serve existing load in PACW is notably high-risk for the near term. PacifiCorp’s 

modeling of B2H is reasonable based on the current circumstances. As stated above, if 

circumstances change, subsequent IRP filings will capture that change. PacifiCorp will include the 

capacity of B2H to serve existing load in PACW in the context of a sensitivity in the 2025 IRP 

Update; however, as noted above, there is a broad range of potential outcomes regarding cost and 

timing. 



21 
 

H. Demand-Side Management: The 2025 Conservation Potential Assessment (CPA) and 
the 2024 Distributed Generation (DG) Study appropriately characterized demand-
side resources (DSM) using specific, current, and robust data that ultimately enabled 
the IRP to select the optimal, cost-effective amount of DSM.  

 
UCE, SWEEP, and Vote Solar recommend that PacifiCorp treat Demand-Side 

Management (DSM) and distributed energy resources (DERs) on more “equal footing” as other 

supply-side resources. Specifically, UCE and SWEEP suggest PacifiCorp: (a) stabilizes DSM 

selections; (b) aligns IRP assumptions with delivered results; (c) conducts DSM sensitivity 

analyses; (d) treats DR as dispatchable capacity, (e) corrects “modeling bias;” and (f) adopts 

procedural remedies.36 

PacifiCorp appreciates that UCE and SWEEP call out the recent achievements of 

PacifiCorp’s DSM portfolio in Utah, including the millions of dollars invested in the broad set of 

programs available to all customer classes in the state, the hundreds of GWh of annual energy 

savings, the hundreds of MW of peak reductions, and the portfolio’s most recent 2.67 cost 

effectiveness ratio results. PacifiCorp agrees that DSM continues to be a crucial component of the 

resource mix that brings benefits to both the grid and to customers.  

PacifiCorp respectfully disagrees, however, with the assertion that there is “structural” bias 

in how DSM is modeled in the IRP. Since the DSM potential and costs are modeled using a supply 

curve in the CPA, developed by trusted third-party experts and grounded in the latest utility-

specific inputs, the IRP is able to treat DSM as a resource to be selected and optimized just as 

supply-side resources are. UCE and SWEEP’s suggestion that selecting DSM based on an arbitrary 

percent of load would yield more optimal results fails to consider the variation of costs, load 

profiles, and maximum capacity across the thousands of DSM measures under consideration in the 

CPA and, crucially, how they compare to those of other resources available. What is more, the 

 
36 UCE and SWEEP Comments at 4.  
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single mention of “arbitrary cost caps” is not further defined in comments, the T&D deferral credits 

were reviewed and updated in the 2025 IRP, as they are in each IRP, and there has been significant 

uncertainty surrounding the future of IRA credits.  

PacifiCorp found some of the calculations offered in UCE and SWEEP’s comments to be 

inaccurate, which could result in inadvertently misleading conclusions. For one, the IRP did end 

up selecting a majority (around 75%) of the cumulative energy efficiency potential available for 

the model to choose from, as opposed to “less than half” by 2044. Similarly, the comments state 

that full deployment of DSM (demand response) potential by 2030 could offset “more than 1,000 

MW” of new generation, when in fact the CPA only estimated 436 MW of demand response 

potential by that year—of which the IRP chose 88% as being cost effective. Notwithstanding, 

PacifiCorp is receptive to exploring a process to update reporting tables in future versions of the 

IRP, including Appendix D – DSM. In particular, the Company is receptive to providing these 

calculations up front to more clearly communicate to stakeholders how much of the CPA potential 

was ultimately selected by the IRP. 

As for the suggestions on “procedural remedies,” PacifiCorp believes the existing reports, 

plans, and committee meetings already in place provide robust documentation and opportunity for 

stakeholder input on DSM programs, holding the process accountable and transparent. While 

letting the IRP’s optimization model choose how much of the available DSM is cost effective to 

pursue may lead to some fluctuations across the span of 5-10 years, PacifiCorp’s DSM program 

managers and implementers work in collaboration with the Utah DSM Advisory Group and 

Steering Committee on a regular basis to help find prudent solutions for “stabilizing” the targets 

in short- and mid-term plans. 
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Separately, Vote Solar requests the 2025 DG Study be updated to reflect current market 

conditions and urges the Commission to direct PacifiCorp to evaluate procurement of 

approximately 400 additional MW of solar resources through an Expedited RFP process.37  

Since DG is “privately” owned generation from the utility perspective, i.e. it is planned for 

and owned by customers and not by the utility—DG is not something PacifiCorp can directly 

control and therefore is not up for selection in the IRP. The impacts of DG are therefore forecast 

as opposed to optimized and are primarily accounted for in the IRP process by adjusting the load 

forecast.  

As previously mentioned, the Commission denied a request by UCE’s to direct PacifiCorp 

to issue an expedited RFP. PacifiCorp appreciates the Commission’s order and will comply with 

the direction “to include a detailed explanation in its next IRP Update of the analysis and actions 

it undertook to evaluate and pursue any opportunities to procure needed resources that qualified 

for the expiring tax credits.”38 

The Company has begun a new vintage of the DG Study, which is anticipated to reflect the 

latest market conditions and DG adoption across the six states in which PacifiCorp operates. This 

study will be shared out in spring 2026 to be used in the 2027 IRP, as opposed to the 2025 IRP 

Update. The Company has been exploring whether to pursue a more granular “locational” forecast 

of DG, plans to provide updates to stakeholders and the public during the IRP’s Public Input 

Meetings, and appreciates the suggestion by Vote Solar. 

 

 

 

 
37 Vote Solar Comments at 4. 
38 Order at 8. 
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I. Regulatory Requirements  
 

1. Public Input 
 

The Office commends PacifiCorp for the progress it has made in engaging with 

stakeholders and making progress in areas where deficiencies were identified in previous IRPs39—

while WRA and UCE comment that the 2025 IRP repeats many of the deficiencies identified in 

previous IRPs and that additional reform is needed to ensure stakeholders have adequate 

opportunity to engage in the planning process. In particular, WRA40 and UAE41 suggest that 

PacifiCorp’s years-long public input process for the 2025 IRP process did not comply with Utah 

IRP Guideline 3. 

PacifiCorp believes its collaboration with stakeholders throughout the 2025 IRP process 

provided unprecedent opportunities for public input and complied with Utah IRP Guideline 3. 

PacifiCorp’s IRP team began the 2025 public input meeting series in January 2024—15 months 

before the publication of the final IRP and 12 months before the publication of the complete draft 

IRP. This is nearly two months earlier when compared to the 2023 IRP cycle. In all, PacifiCorp 

hosted 9 public input meetings and received and responded to 69 stakeholder feedback forms. 

PacifiCorp stresses that the best way to contribute to IRP development is participation in the public 

input process – rather than withholding input until after an IRP is filed with the Commission.  

These forms and meetings directly impacted the IRP process, and details about how public 

input was incorporated into the final IRP can be found in Appendix M. This appendix includes all 

of the processed forms, describes study requests and how they were addressed, and is also reflected 

throughout the IRP document in the form of footnotes, which relate the stakeholder feedback forms 

to relevant narrative in the IRP filing. PacifiCorp emphasizes that the best opportunity for 

 
39 OCS comments at 3. 
40 WRA comments at 6. 
41 UAE comments at 4. 
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stakeholders to have their input incorporated into an IRP is through the public input process. 

PacifiCorp looks forward to continuing to engage with stakeholders to improve the IRP process 

and achieve positive outcomes. 

A complete draft document of the IRP, including a draft preferred portfolio and numerous 

variant portfolios, has not previously been provided before the 2025 IRP. The publication of a full 

draft is a significant milestone with regard to PacifiCorp’s IRP, which frequently spans 800 pages 

in two volumes supported by hundreds of workpapers. After the draft 2025 IRP was posted 

publicly to PacifiCorp’s IRP website on December 31, 2024, PacifiCorp made some changes to 

inputs to incorporate the best available information at the time. These changes were included in 

the final 2025 IRP filed on March 31, 2025, filed in all jurisdictions, but PacifiCorp also filed a 

Utah specific version of the final 2025 IRP in Utah which did not include any post January 1, 2025, 

changes in accordance with the 2023 IRP Order.42   

WRA and UAE also ignore the plain text of the 2023 IRP Order.43 In other words, 

PacifiCorp complied with the public input process ordered by the Commission. These parties infer 

that PacifiCorp should have disregarded the Commission’s order. We disagree. The plain text of 

the ordering language unambiguously states:  

For the 2025 IRP cycle, PacifiCorp need not adhere to the deadlines set in the IRP Process 
Order, instead, PacifiCorp shall adhere to the schedule outlined in PacifiCorp’s Notice.44 
 
As indicated in the schedule below approved by the Commission, PacifiCorp conducted 

seven public input meetings prior to the assumption lockdown. PacifiCorp then incorporated those 

assumptions into the model and conducted model runs in November and December. The process 

of loading and running the model is further explained in the referenced Notice. After the modeling 

 
42 PacifiCorp’s 2023 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. 23-035-10, Order (Sept. 24, 2024) (hereinafter “2023 IRP 
Order”). 
43 Id. 
44 Id. at 10. 
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runs are completed, PacifiCorp prepared preliminary results (contained within the Draft IRP). 

There were additional stakeholder opportunities for feedback on these preliminary results in the 

public input meetings scheduled in January and February and stakeholder feedback forums—prior 

to submission of the Final IRP on March 31, 2025. This is more process than the 2023 IRP, which 

provided preliminary results for stakeholder feedback two months prior to submission of the Final 

IRP.   

Table 3 – 2025 IRP Schedule 

 
 

WRA suggests that the Commission should mandate additional processes.45 PacifiCorp 

cautions the Commission against doing so. The accumulation of regulatory requirements has 

already resulted in the 2027 public input meeting process occurring shortly after the 2025 IRP was 

filed. This timing forces stakeholders to participate in both the acknowledgement process and the 

input series for the 2027 IRP simultaneously. Imposing further requirements—depending on their 

nature—could mean that the public input series for the 2029 IRP would need to begin before the 

2027 IRP is even filed. Additionally, practical concerns may arise because parties may not be 

aware of the commission guidance from the 2027 IRP acknowledgment order, making it difficult 

 
45 WRA Comments at 5-11 



27 
 

to provide meaningful comments during the 2029 IRP public input series. Furthermore, PacifiCorp 

would have less time to implement directives from the 2027 IRP acknowledgment order into the 

modeling underlying the 2029 IRP. Contrary to some inferences, PacifiCorp’s public input series 

is among the most robust, now spanning almost two years.  

Lastly, PacifiCorp wants to convey its appreciation of the Office’s acknowledgement that 

in the 2025 IRP cycle, the Company made significant progress in engaging with stakeholders and 

addressing deficiencies in previous IRPs. The development of the IRP and facilitation of the public 

input process was a substantial effort, and the Office comments were greatly appreciated by 

PacifiCorp’s staff members.  

2. Utah-Specific Content 
 

The Division claims that PacifiCorp’s Utah specific portions of the IRP should not be 

acknowledged and that the “strategy of preparing two versions of the IRP (one for Utah and one 

for the test of the system) should not be adopted.46  In response, PacifiCorp would like to highlight 

the plain text of the 2023 IRP Order: 

Accordingly, for the 2025 IRP cycle, the PSC establishes January 1, 2025, as the Data 
Lockdown Date. That is, PacifiCorp shall not make changes to the modeling assumptions 
used to produce the modeling results it intends to disclose on January 1, 2025, after 
disclosure of those modeling results. Any new or changing model inputs that cannot be 
incorporated into the modeling results disclosed January 1, 2025, must wait to be 
incorporated into PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP Update.47 
 
Accordingly, for the 2025 IRP, PacifiCorp was prohibited from making any changes to the 

modeling input after providing its initial results on January 1, 2025. If PacifiCorp ignored this and 

made changes to modeling inputs post January 1, 2024, parties would almost assuredly claim the 

Company violated the 2023 IRP Order as a basis for non-acknowledgement. The Utah-specific 

portion of the IRP was developed to comply with the plain language of the 2023 IRP Order. 

 
46 DPU Comments at 1.  
47 2023 IRP Order at 5-6.  
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PacifiCorp cautioned that this requirement could: (1) result in a Utah-specific Portfolio; (2) 

result in a more stale IRP for Utah; and (3) require the public input series for the 2027 IRP to start 

soon after the 2025 IRP was filed – creating an expectation that parties simultaneously participate 

in the acknowledgement of the 2025 IRP and development of the 2027 IRP. PacifiCorp stated the 

following in its August 8, 2024, Notice to the Commission: 

Possibility of a Utah-Specific IRP. Given the timing considerations just discussed, other 
state commissions and stakeholders may not agree to start the public input series so early 
or to lock down assumptions nearly a year in advance of the 2027 IRP without the 
possibility of updating them for material changes in the planning environment. This could 
result in a Utah-specific IRP, which would create additional burdens for PacifiCorp and 
stakeholders who want to participate in both processes. It could also undermine and result 
in a departure of the six-state resource planning historically conducted by the Company.48 

 
After considering and weighing all arguments, the Commission in its judgment reasoned 

that prohibition on making modeling changes was “necessary to preserve the utility and integrity 

of the IRP process . . .  later developments can and should, of course, be incorporated into 

PacifiCorp’s subsequent IRP Update.49  Other jurisdictions have not imposed or endorsed a 

prohibition on updating inputs. Accordingly, PacifiCorp developed Utah-specific portions of the 

IRP document for the singular purpose of complying with the 2023 IRP Order. 

PacifiCorp agrees with the Division that having a separate portfolio for Utah is not ideal. 

PacifiCorp would support removing this requirement for the 2027 IRP, which would avoid the 

necessity of having Utah-specific portions of the IRP and facilitate the continued and historic 

practice of multi-jurisdictional resource planning.  

In response to the Division, PacifiCorp clarifies that if this requirement is not removed, 

PacifiCorp will likely have to continue having separate Utah-specific portions of the IRP, as the 

prohibition on updating inputs is a Utah-specific requirement. In particular, PacifiCorp is confident 

 
48 In the Matter of PacifiCorp’s 2023 IRP, Docket No. 23-035-10, PacifiCorp Notice at 9-10 (Aug. 8, 2024) (hereinafter 
“2023 IRP Notice”) 
9-10 
49 2023 IRP Order, at 9 (internal quotation marks omitted). 
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other states will reject the premise that the IRP is prohibited from incorporating input past October 

2026. As explained by PacifiCorp in its prior 2023 IRP Notice, the effect of retaining the 

requirement to have an indicative portfolio by October 2026 (which cannot change), is that some 

2027 IRP assumptions for Utah will effectively be locked down a year or more before filing. 

Timing of assumptions: Under this directive, an indicative portfolio would need to be 
finalized by August 1, 2026. This means PacifiCorp would have to lock down assumptions 
by May 2026, given the time needed for data entry, data and model validation, model 
execution and iteration, reporting, and review. This is significantly earlier than 
PacifiCorp’s current plans to lock down assumptions (September), which is already 
accelerated in the 2025 IRP by two to three months from prior practice. Consequently, the 
assumptions will be nearly a year old by the time the 2027 IRP is filed on March 31, 2027—
and the Post-IRP Order prohibits PacifiCorp from updating these assumptions until the 
subsequent IRP Update. As discussed earlier in this notice, having assumptions this 
outdated (and not being able to update them) can materially impact the accuracy and 
usefulness of the 2027 IRP (and all future IRPs) for resource procurement.50 

 

Furthermore, this requirement severely limits consideration or input in response to the 

publication of the draft IRP. This is problematic because the entire purpose of the draft IRP in 

other jurisdictions is to solicit input for incorporation prior to finalization and submission. This is 

because incorporation of input in response to a draft IRP (when feasible) allows for more 

stakeholder input into the final IRP and can limit the issues in contention after the final IRP is 

filed. Indeed, solicitation of input for incorporation is the primary reason why PacifiCorp hosts 

multiple public input meetings after circulation of the draft IRP. For the 2025 IRP, PacifiCorp 

hosted two public meetings in January and February 2025, which both occurred after circulation 

of the 2025 draft IRP.  

The Division suggests an approach that PacifiCorp should be able to make changes to 

modeling input after October 2026 if they were “suggested by or agreed to by stakeholders.”51 

While PacifiCorp appreciates this recommendation as it provides more flexibility, these 

 
50 2023 IRP Notice at 8-9.  
51 DPU Comments, at 15. 
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requirements still act as a prohibition that locks down modeling assumptions nearly a year in 

advance (as explained above) and could give rise to unnecessary adjudication over what it means 

to be “suggested or agreed to by stakeholders.” While PacifiCorp can accommodate providing an 

indicative portfolio five months in advance, PacifiCorp supports removing the following 

requirement from the 2023 IRP Order: 

For Future IRP cycles, the deadline established, in the third ordering paragraph above, for 
presenting indicative resource portfolios shall also function as the Data Lockdown Date; 
PacifiCorp shall not further alter modeling inputs after presenting indicative resource 
portfolios as the third ordering paragraph above requires and must wait to incorporate any 
latebreaking data until, at least, the subsequent IRP Update filing.52 

 

3. Action Plan 
 

Interwest suggests that the near-term Action Plan is too vague to be acknowledged.53 The 

Division also claims that the Natrium Demonstration project and 100-hour batteries should not be 

acknowledged because it does not have actual costs or performance data.54 

The Division suggests that stakeholders may need to have a future discussion about the 

balance in the action plan between representing possible new technologies and representing “the 

more practical requirements” involved in a business plan.55 PacifiCorp represents that its 2025 IRP 

appropriately balances these two goals. No costs associated with Natrium were modeled in the 

2025 IRP because they were not known at the time. Furthermore, it would have been inappropriate 

for PacifiCorp to apply generic nuclear costs to Natrium because PacifiCorp expected to negotiate 

a mutually beneficial agreement with TerraPower. Since the publication of the 2025 IRP, 

PacifiCorp agreed to a contract with TerraPower. 56  

 
52 2023 IRP Order at 10. 
53 Interwest Comments at 4.  
54 DPU Comments at 1-2.  
55 DPU Comments at 18. 
56 See Docket No. 25-035-55. 
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The Division also objects to the inclusion of 100-hour iron air batteries in the IRP preferred 

portfolio on the basis that iron air batteries have not been deployed at scale and therefore should 

not be included in the preferred portfolio.57 PacifiCorp does not believe that only resources that 

are currently deployed at scale should be available for selection in the preferred portfolio. As 

PacifiCorp explained above, the IRP selects proxy resources, not specific projects, with the goal 

of sending a broad market signal. In the 2023 IRP, PacifiCorp’s preferred portfolio included 

significant quantities of non-emitting peakers. This resource selection signaled that PacifiCorp was 

interested in cost-effective peaking resources that could provide reliability for extended periods of 

need. The inclusion of 100-hour iron air batteries in the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio similarly 

signals that PacifiCorp is interested in cost-effective, long-duration resources that can provide 

reliability during multi-day periods of need. This interest would still exist even if PacifiCorp had 

assumed in the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio that 100-hour iron air batteries would never become 

commercially available. The inclusion of 100-hour iron air batteries in the preferred portfolio sends 

a strong market signal, but it does not make PacifiCorp reliant on specifically acquiring 100-hour 

iron air batteries. 

PacifiCorp responds that the level of detail in its near-term Action Plan is appropriate and 

adequately discusses important next steps the company proposes to take over the next 4 years. The 

IRP represents a snapshot in time when model inputs are locked—a proxy planning exercise based 

on a fixed set of assumptions that is updated regularly. The resources identified in an IRP do not 

yet exist. For example, when an IRP includes 500 megawatts (MW) of wind in a portfolio, that 

could represent one 500 MW project, five-hundred individual 1 MW projects, or any combination 

in between. Additionally, the prices included in an IRP are not reflective of actual contract prices, 

which are only determined through an RFP or other procurement process that is evaluating actual 

 
57 DPU Comments at 16-7.  
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projects. For instance, if an IRP assumes those same proxy wind resources are priced at a fixed 

amount, but bids in an RFP come in at double the cost, that discrepancy should inform what is 

actually procured. Proxy resources also do not have actual project characteristics.  

In other words, IRPs do not assess the actual feasibility of specific resource proposals, 

which may or may not have interconnection, site control, permits, or other necessary prerequisites. 

Instead, actual resource decisions should be guided by the IRP but must ultimately rely on the most 

current information available—consistent with this Commission’s prudency standard.  

IRPs are also fixed in time. For example, PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP locked down its initial 

assumptions in September 2024 to allow sufficient time for data input, model runs, and publication 

of the draft IRP. The 2025 IRP does not reflect subsequent changes in federal or state policy, 

market conditions, or other key factors—except in certain circumstances and only when feasible 

in order to meet the required filing deadline. The same can be said about almost every input in an 

IRP from the load forecast to weather patterns. It is unreasonable to hold a utility to forecasted 

actions in a proxy resource plan, portions of which will inevitably be outdated by the time it is 

filed.  

 PacifiCorp believes that the action plan, as a proxy, directional resource plan based on a 

snapshot in time, adequately discusses important next steps the company proposes to take over the 

next 4 years and sends important signals to the market. PacifiCorp is skeptical that a more detailed 

and granular discussion of strategies will serve IRPs well, particularly in that items discussed in 

the action plan will be evaluated, acted upon, and filed in much greater detail outside of the IRP 

itself. 
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III. CONCLUSION 
 
PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP complies with the Commission’s Guidelines. The 2025 IRP includes robust 

and extensive portfolio modeling under a wide range of price-policy scenarios and other prudent 

planning assumptions discussed with, and reflective of, stakeholder input resulting in the selection 

of a least-cost, least-risk preferred portfolio. The 2025 IRP also includes an action plan that is 

consistent with the long-term public interest, and that is updated on a regular basis consistent with 

both business and regulatory practice. PacifiCorp appreciates the comments received from an 

active and engaged stakeholder group and continues to support stakeholder participation 

throughout the IRP development process to foster constructive dialogue and inform its long-term 

resource planning efforts. Therefore, PacifiCorp requests that the Commission acknowledge the 

2025 IRP and reconsider the relevant procedural requirements within the 2023 IRP Order that will 

impact the development of the 2027 IRP.  

 
     Respectfully submitted this 25th day of November 2025, 
 
 
 
 
     Joseph Dallas 
     Attorney for Rocky Mountain Power 
 
 



1 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

Docket No. 25-035-22 
 

I hereby certify that on November 25, 2025, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was 
served by electronic mail to the following: 
 
Utah Office of Consumer Services 
Michele Beck mbeck@utah.gov 
 ocs@utah.gov  
Division of Public Utilities 
 dpudatarequest@utah.gov 
Madison Galt 
Chris Parker 

mgalt@utah.gov  
chrisparker@utah.gov  

Assistant Attorney General 
Patricia Schmid pschmid@agutah.gov 
Patrick Grecu pgrecu@agutah.gov 
Robert Moore rmoore@agutah.gov 

 
Rocky Mountain Power 
Data Request Response Center datarequest@pacificorp.com 
Jana Saba jana.saba@pacificorp.com  

utahdockets@pacificorp.com 
Max Backlund Max.backlund@pacificorp.com  

Joseph Dallas joseph.dallas@pacificorp.com   
Western Resource Advocates (C) 

Sophie Hayes  Sophie.hayes@westernresources.org 

Nancy Kelly  Nancy.kelly@westernresources.org 

Karl Boothman Karl.boothman@westernresources.org 
 

Jessica Loeloff jessica.loeloff@westernresources.org  
Utah Association of Energy Users (C) 
Phillip Russell prussell@jdrslaw.com 
Don Hendrickson dhendrickson@energystrat.com 
Sierra Club  
Rose Monahan (C) rose.monahan@sierraclub.org 
Thomas Phillips (C) thomas.phillips@sierraclub.org  

mailto:mbeck@utah.gov
mailto:ocs@utah.gov
mailto:dpudatarequest@utah.gov
mailto:mgalt@utah.gov
mailto:chrisparker@utah.gov
mailto:pschmid@agutah.gov
mailto:pgrecu@agutah.gov
mailto:rmoore@agutah.gov
mailto:datarequest@pacificorp.com
mailto:jana.saba@pacificorp.com
mailto:Max.backlund@pacificorp.com
mailto:joseph.dallas@pacificorp.com
mailto:Karl.boothman@westernresources.org
mailto:jessica.loeloff@westernresources.org
mailto:prussell@jdrslaw.com
mailto:dhendrickson@energystrat.com
mailto:rose.monahan@sierraclub.org
mailto:thomas.phillips@sierraclub.org


2 

Matt Gerhart matt.gerhart@sierraclub.org  
Utah Office of Energy Development  
Cindi Eckhardt (C) ceckhardt@utah.gov  
Mitchell Rolling (C) mitch@aoenergy.org  
Isaac Orr (C) isaac@aoenergy.org 
Interwest Energy Alliance   
Chris Leger  chris@interwest.org  

 
Hunter Holman hunter@interwest.org  

 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Rick Loy 
Coordinator, Regulatory Operations  

mailto:matt.gerhart@sierraclub.org
mailto:ceckhardt@utah.gov
mailto:mitch@aoenergy.org
mailto:isaac@aoenergy.org

	25-035-22 RMP Cover Letter 2025 IRP Reply Comments 
	25-035-22 RMP Reply Comments 11.25.25 Final 
	II. RESPONSE TO PARTY COMMENTS
	A. Integration: PacifiCorp’s IRP jurisdictional methodology appropriately identified system and jurisdictional needs while modeling compliance with state-specific policies, and the integration methodology leads to an optimal portfolio for all jurisdic...
	B. Planning Process: The deliverability requirement in PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP was founded in reasonable concerns regarding the ability for new resources built on the east side of PacifiCorp’s system to deliver to the west side of PacifiCorp’s system, g...
	C. Preferred Portfolio: Candidate portfolios were appropriately considered using reasonable metrics like end effects, resulting in the selection of the 2025 IRP preferred portfolio.
	D. Expedited Resource Procurement: Existing processes for expediting resource procurements are available and PacifiCorp will continue to evaluate the need for solicitations or procurement of new resources through other mechanisms to meet jurisdictiona...
	E. Assumptions: The 2025 IRP is founded in reasonably conceived data and assumptions, provided with appropriate transparency.
	1. Load Forecast
	2. Market Purchases
	3. Escalation Rates
	4. Stochastic Analysis
	5. Geothermal

	F. Tax Credits
	G. Transmission: PacifiCorp’s treatment of Boardman to Hemingway (B2H) in the 2025 IRP was reasonable given the status of the Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPAs) consideration of long-term transmission requests or changes and the current status o...
	H. Demand-Side Management: The 2025 Conservation Potential Assessment (CPA) and the 2024 Distributed Generation (DG) Study appropriately characterized demand-side resources (DSM) using specific, current, and robust data that ultimately enabled the IRP...
	I. Regulatory Requirements
	1. Public Input
	2. Utah-Specific Content

	3. Action Plan

	III. CONCLUSION

	25-035-22 COS updated 4-16-25

