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Reply Comments 

Reply Comments 

The Division of Public Utilities (Division or DPU) submits these Reply Comments to 

the Public Service Commission (Commission) regarding PacifiCorp’s (PacifiCorp or 

Company) 2025 Utah Integrated Resource Plan (2025 Utah IRP). The Division 

appreciates the feedback of the various stakeholders. 

The Usefulness of the 2025 Utah IRP 
In its Initial Comments, the Division criticized the creation of two versions of the IRP 

(a Utah-only version (the 2025 Utah IRP) and a system-wide version (2025 System 

IRP)). Chapter 1 through 10 of the two IRPs were identical, with the 2025 Utah IRP 

containing additional chapters 11 through 13, which reflected an earlier snapshot of 

IRP results. The 2025 System IRP reflects more up-to-date inputs and results. The 

Division stated of this approach: 

The dual IRPs put Utah stakeholders in an awkward spot. In January of 
2025, were Utah stakeholders supposed to spend time analyzing the 
specific results of the 2025 Draft IRP, knowing that they will be modified 
for the final system IRP? Similarly, after the two IRPs were filed on 
March 31, should Utah stakeholders spend any time at all analyzing 

To: Public Service Commission of Utah  
From:  Utah Division of Public Utilities  
   Chris Parker, Director 

Brenda Salter, Assistant Director 
Doug Wheelwright, Utility Technical Consultant Supervisor 
David Williams, Utility Technical Consultant 

Date: November 25, 2025 
Re: Docket No. 25-035-22, PacifiCorp’s 2025 Integrated Resource Plan 

 

http://www.dpu.utah.gov/


 DPU Reply Comments 
Docket No. 25-035-22 

 

2 

Chapters 11 through 13 of the 2025 Utah IRP, knowing that these 
chapters have been superseded? 

[…] 

The Division’s assumption is that the dual-IRP solution is not what the 
Commission had in mind when it issued the Sept. 24, 2024 IRP Order 
(and, regardless of whether it was contemplated beforehand by the 
Commission, that it is not the preferred way to meet the requirements 
of the Order).1 

The comments of other stakeholders back up these conclusions. The Utah Office of 

Consumer Services (OCS) stated:  

Because the OCS’s review of the 2025 IRP needs to focus on 
PacifiCorp’s actual roadmap for future resources, in our review of the 
2025 IRP, we primarily concentrated on Chapters 1 through 10 which 
contain the more “updated data and analysis.”2 

The Utah Association of Energy Users (UAE) stated: 

UAE understands that PacifiCorp is implementing the Action Plan 
described in Chapter 9, rather than Chapter 13. As such, UAE’s 
comments below make reference to the IRP chapters that include 
assumptions updated after the Data Lockdown Date.3 

These and other initial stakeholder comments show that most parties simply focused 

on the 2025 System IRP. The presence of two IRPs also makes it difficult to 

ascertain whether the Company complied with past Commission orders. For 

example, Western Resource Advocates (WRA) states that “given the extensive and 

extraordinary changes between the Draft IRP [the 2025 Utah IRP] and the Final IRP 

[the 2025 System IRP], our analysis and comments focus on the Final IRP.”4 WRA 

concludes that “the ‘Final IRP’ rather than the ‘Utah IRP’ should be used to evaluate 

compliance with the Guidelines.”5 The Division agrees that if the 2025 System IRP 

(what WRA calls the “Final IRP”) is taken as “the” IRP, then the Company violated 

 
1 Division Initial Comments at 14.  
2 OCS Initial Comments at 2. 
3 UAE Initial Comments at 3. 
4 WRA Initial Comments at 14. Note that in most respects, the 2025 Draft IRP and the 2025 Utah 
IRP present the same results. See Division Initial Comments at 7. 
5 Id. at 11 (capitalization of words changed). 
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the Guidelines by introducing the final modeling results for the first time on March 31, 

2025.  As UAE states: 

In this docket, PacifiCorp did not share its modeling results and the 
Preferred Portfolio, two of the most critical aspects of the IRP, with 
stakeholders until after it filed its draft IRP on December 31, 2025. Prior 
to filing the final IRP on March 31, 2025, PacifiCorp failed to share with 
stakeholders either the Preferred Portfolio as updated in Chapter 9 or 
the modeling results of its “end effects” analysis upon which the 
selection of the Preferred Portfolio was based.6 

As UAE notes, this raises the question of whether Guideline 3 was adhered to.7 All 

of this occurred because the Company wished to technically meet the data lockdown 

dates required by the Commission, while still making modifications after the 2025 

Draft IRP was submitted. The Division reiterates its recommendation that the 

Company clarify whether it can meet the timelines in the Sept. 2024 Order without 

creating dual IRPs (as discussed in the Division’s Initial Comments).8  

End-Effects Modeling 
The Division criticized the late application of (and failure to sufficiently explain in 

advance) the “end effects” modeling.9 Other stakeholders agreed and pointed out 

further issues with the end-effects modeling. UAE noted that “the Company 

conducted its ‘end effects’ modeling only in the MN price policy scenario, and not in 

either the HH or LN scenarios.”10 OCS notes that it “reviewed the Public Input 

Meeting (‘PIM’) presentations for the 2025 IRP and it appears that PacifiCorp 

decided to add the evaluation of end effects at the last minute and did not discuss 

this approach with stakeholders in any PIMs.”11 WRA did an admirable job of 

pressing for details in data requests (DRs), and to a certain extent the Company 

explained the end effects modeling. In response to a WRA DR, the Company gave 

the following explanation for using the end-effects modeling: 

 
6 UAE Initial Comments at 5. 
7 Id. at 4.  
8 Division Initial Comments at 14-15.  
9 See 2025 IRP Volume I at p. 260 (Table 9.34). 
10 UAE Initial Comments at 17. 
11 OCS Initial Comments at 7. 
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Calculation of end effects allowed PacifiCorp to evaluate if a portfolio 
performed particularly well or poorly in early years of the horizon. If a 
portfolio was more expensive in early years of the horizon, but much 
less expensive later this would be important information to consider 
when evaluating the risk to customers. A portfolio which was less 
expensive early due to tax credits could become very expensive when 
tax credits expire. 

WRA points out several issues with the use of the end-effects modeling and notes 

that “the end effects calculation gives inordinate weight to a portfolio’s performance 

in the final year of the planning horizon.” This is because “[t]he NPV from the final 

year is statically repeated for five more years and added to the overall risk-adjusted 

PVRR.”12 The Division has criticized the Company’s over-reliance on what may 

happen in 20 years, when the PVRRs and other metrics of the “out” years can have 

such a large effect and can change drastically based on the initial assumptions: 

[T]he Division points out that there are many reasonable projections, 
and they can differ quite a bit, especially in the out years. Therefore, 
caution should be used in the “out” years when basing costly resource 
decisions on projections. Different projections lead to different 
conclusions, and therefore any given conclusion may be just one of 
many reasonable conclusions. Small changes in the methods could 
result in large changes in the resources chosen in the out years.13 

Therefore, the Division agrees that the use of the end effects modeling should be 

treated with caution to the extent that it is based on the values from the 20th year, 

which is itself just one of many of the wide range of scenarios that could occur in that 

year. 

The main issue in the Division’s opinion is the failure of the Company to explain the 

end-effects modeling in detail earlier in the process. If the Company’s plan all along 

was to apply the end effects modeling to the first two columns of Table 9.34 in the 

2025 System IRP (“ST Value” and “Risk Adjusted”), and pick whichever portfolio 

finishes first after end-effects modeling, it should state so explicitly early in the 

process, and give details on how the modeling will work.  

 
12 WRA Initial Comments at 36. 
13 PacifiCorp’s 2021 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. 21-035-09, Comments from the Division 
of Public Utilities at 20 (March 4, 2022). 
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Advanced Transmission Technologies 
In its Initial Comments, Utah Clean Energy (UCE) stated that the “Commission 

should provide guidance regarding implementation of H.B. 212 Advanced 

Transmission Technologies (ATTs)”.14 The Division notes that it has had informal 

conversations with entities outside the IRP context who have also wondered if any 

Commission guidance on this topic is forthcoming. The statute resulting from H.B. 

212 (Utah Code Annot. § 54-17-1101 (the ATT Chapter)) explicitly mentions IRPs, 

and so the Company will need to address this topic in its 2027 IRP (and possibly its 

2025 IRP Update).15 The ATT Chapter does not contemplate rules, but the 

Commission may wish to give some guidance on requirements of the statute. To 

take one example, the Commission could provide details regarding how “cost 

effectiveness” should be determined under section 54-17-1101(2)(a)(i). If the 

Commission does not wish to provide guidance in the present docket, it could 

consider requesting further input on this topic from interested parties in an IRP 

docket or in another appropriate docket.   

Jurisdictional Portfolios  
Multiple parties discuss the Company’s use of “jurisdictional portfolios” and whether 

these indicate a shift away from system-wide least-cost/least-risk portfolios. For 

example, the OCS states: “It appears the IRP is moving away from its historical goal 

of operating as a six state system planning tool that identifies the optimized least 

cost, lowest risk single-system portfolio.”16 UCE states that the jurisdictional portfolio 

approach “significantly departs from least-cost, least-risk system planning”.17 WRA 

characterizes the jurisdictional portfolio approach as “bifurcated” and states: 

The introduction of Jurisdictional Portfolios and Jurisdictional Shares is 
new to this IRP, and the approach was never vetted during the many 
hours of public input meetings that were held ahead of the Draft IRP 
filing. Stakeholders first learned that PacifiCorp intended to employ a 

 
14 UCE Initial Comments at 13. 
15 Section 54-17-110(2) provides that the Company shall analyze certain ATT deployment strategies 
and outcomes in “an integrated resource plan filing, a general rate case, or other proceeding in 
which a largescale electric utility proposes additions or expansions to the transmission system”. 
16 OCS Initial Comments at 5.  
17 UCE Initial Comments at 3. 
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jurisdictional methodology by reviewing the Draft IRP, and the first 
opportunity stakeholders had to discuss it with PacifiCorp occurred 
during the January 2025 public input meeting following the draft filing. 

However, the integration step described in the Draft IRP and 
discussed at the January 2025 meeting was not the approach used in 
preparing the Final IRP. The integration step described in January 2025 
did not geographically limit proxy resource locations, so the IRP 
remained a system plan. PacifiCorp apparently made the decision to 
bifurcate its planning by locating proxy resources needed for 
Washington and Oregon compliance on the west side and limiting UIWC 
resource shares to the east side sometime after the January 2025 public 
input meeting.18 

The Division finds the jurisdictional portfolio process difficult to accurately classify. 

Does the fact that proxy resources needed for Washington and Oregon may be 

limited to the west side mean that the process no longer is directed at finding a 

system-wide least-cost, least-risk scenario? Or is the approach a reasonable way for 

the Company to build a system-wide portfolio that meets mandates from the various 

states? It is not clear to the Division. However, the Division agrees with UCE that the 

changes from the 2025 Draft IRP to the 2025 System IRP exacerbated the issue and 

made it difficult or impossible for stakeholder feedback on this issue. The Division 

awaits the Company’s Reply Comments to these discussions in order to best 

understand how to conceptualize this approach, so that the issue can be adjusted if 

needed for future IRPs. 

 

cc:   Max Backlund, RMP 
 Jana Saba, RMP  
 Michele Beck, OCS 
 Bela Vastag, OCS 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
18 WRA Initial Comments at 17-18 (footnotes omitted). 
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