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Lauren R. Barros (Bar No. 6478) 
Lauren Barros Law 
370 E. South Temple, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
(801) 746-0670 
LRB@LaurenBarrosLaw.com 
 
Attorney for Utah Clean Energy 

  
- BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH - 

  
PacifiCorp’s 2025 Integrated Resource 

Plan 

 
Docket No. 25-035-22 

Reply Memo Regarding Motion to 
Enforce Order of October 17, 2025 from 
Docket 25-035-52, Request for Expedited 
Investigatory Docket and Agency Action 

  
In accordance with Utah Administrative Code R746-1-301 and Utah Rule of Civil 

Procedure 7A, Utah Clean Energy (hereinafter “UCE”) hereby files its Reply Memo in Support of 

UCE’s Motion to Enforce the Order of the Public Service Commission (hereinafter 

“Commission”), dated October 17, 2025 (hereinafter “the Commission’s Order”) from Docket No. 

25-035-52, Request for Expedited Investigatory Docket and Agency Action (hereinafter “Request 

for Agency Action Docket”). The Commission ordered the Company to “responsibly and 

prudently evaluate whether any limited-time opportunities exist for procuring necessary resources 

at a lower cost to customers… and 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.” Yet instead of simply performing the ordered 

tasks, the Response filed by PacifiCorp (d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power, hereinafter “the 

Company”) in Opposition to UCE’s Motion continues to provide reasons why the Company is 
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evading the Commission’s Order.1 There would be two reasonable ways to comply with the 

Commission’s Order: one would be to correct the 2025 IRP Update with a model sensitivity run 

that allows for endogenous selection of tax-advantaged wind and solar resources with commercial 

online dates in the next four years, and if this identifies procurement opportunities to save ratepayer 

costs, pursue those opportunities with a Request for Proposal (hereinafter “RFP”) for system 

resources that could benefit Utah customers. The other way would be to simply issue an open call 

RFP for system resources that could serve Utah customers. The Company has done neither. 

1. The 2025 IRP Update Preferred Portfolio is Inconsistent with Current Law 

and Needs to be Corrected.  The 2025 IRP Update Preferred Portfolio excludes renewables 

because the Company erroneously omitted available clean energy tax credits in its modeling. If the 

Company were to correct the model with the tax credits that are available today for projects that 

have started construction, the model would likely select some amount of tax advantaged resources 

that the 2025 IRP Update omitted. The Company refuses to do so, asserting that the Commission’s 

Order “does not require PacifiCorp to perform any specific incremental analysis requested by a 

particular party.”2 The Company argues they do not need to fix the model, because real life bids 

better represent “opportunities to procure needed resources that qualified for the expiring tax 

credits.” Yet the Company is conflating the distinctly different purposes of IRP modeling and the 

procurement process. The purpose of IRP modeling is to identify system resource needs. Then, the 

procurement process solicits and evaluates bids to select the most cost-effective projects to meet 

 
 

1 UCE did not oppose the Company’s Motion for Extension, hoping that the Company would use the time to comply 
with the Commission’s Order. The Company failed to do so. 
2 Of note, the many Utah parties requested modeling analysis included the Utah Association of Energy Users, UCE, 
Utah Division of Public Utilities, Utah Office of Consumer Services, and Western Resource Advocates. The 
Company regularly conducts reasonable modeling analysis when timely requested by a group of parties. 
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the identified system resource needs. Here UCE is merely asking the Company to correctly model 

current policy to accurately assess resource needs and opportunities to procure cost-effective 

resources and save ratepayers money. If there is a resource need and opportunity to save ratepayers 

money, the Company should pursue it. 

2. Washington and Oregon Situs RFP Bids Are More Expensive. The Company’s 

“real life bids” come from RFPs to serve customers in Oregon and Washington, states with 

requirements that may make bids structurally more expensive than full system RFP bids due to 

Washington State Clean Energy Transformation Act compliance, Energy Justice initiatives, 

Western Resource Adequacy Program capacity valuation, community-benefit scoring, reduced 

ability to optimize resources for system dispatch, etc. UCE’s Motion noted that full system bids 

should be lower than the current situs WA and OR RFPs. The Company did not respond to this 

point. 

3. The Company Ignores Significant Cost Savings. UCE’s Motion demonstrated 

that the 2025 IRP (with tax credits) compared with the 2025 IRP Update (which excludes tax 

credits) shows that accelerated procurement of tax advantaged resources would save ratepayers 

approximately $10 billion ($6 billion in lost Production Tax Credits and $4 billion in higher gas 

and coal costs). Put another way, the 2025 IRP Update would cost ratepayers approximately $10 

billion. The Company’s Response ignored this potential savings. Instead, the Company claimed 

throughout their Response that properly analyzing this opportunity would provide “no value.” 

4. The 2025 IRP is not “more favorable to developers.” The Company incorrectly 

claims that the 2025 IRP, which assumes tax credit availability for the full 20-year horizon, would 

be “more favorable to [renewable energy] developers” than the current four-year accelerated 

timeframe for projects that have started construction to come to market. This is incorrect. The 2025 
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IRP model could select resources well into the future and miss the near-term window to secure 

tax-advantaged status for ratepayer benefit. That is one reason why it is essential to correctly model 

the present policy environment that has time-limited tax credit availability. 

5. Developers Will Not Provide Bids for System Resources Without an RFP or a 

Demonstrated Need in the IRP.  The Company “encourages UCE to direct” developers to bring 

projects to the Company. Yet developers have no reason to approach the Company when the 

Company’s 2025 IRP Update (inaccurately) shows no need for new renewable resources in the 

entire 20-year planning horizon for the Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, California (UIWC) jurisdiction. 

Moreover, without a full system RFP, the broader developer community lacks awareness of the 

opportunity to bid as well as the parameters that would best fit system needs. The Company will 

miss competitive projects without the competitive pricing pressure that a full system, all-source 

RFP provides. Finally, it could be possible that developers have brought projects to the Company, 

as the Company never directly stated whether this has occurred. As shown below, the Company’s 

lack of transparency does little to assure the public that the Company is acting in the public interest 

to seek cost-effective resources.  

6. The Company Provided Incomplete Bid Information. The Company previously 

provided incomplete information in Appendix H of the 2025 IRP Update. The new bid information 

in Attachments A and B show project bids that were  
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 The fact that the Company provided incomplete information in Appendix H provides further 

support for the Commission to fully enforce their October Order. 

7. Colorado Prices Provide More Relevant Data. The Company alleges the 

comparison with the Colorado RFP is “flawed and illogical” because prices do not translate 

between utilities with different location and system characteristics. This argument would hold 

more weight if the comparison was with a utility geographically distant from Utah, with different 

wind and solar characteristics. However, Colorado neighbors Utah and provides perhaps the best 

wind and solar resource comparison possible with the Company’s service territory. The 

comparison provides a useful benchmark and datapoint relevant to the issues under consideration 

in this docket.  

CONCLUSION 

UCE requests that the Commission compel the Company to comply with the October 

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

procure necessary resources at a lower cost to customers. This is a time-limited opportunity.  UCE 

therefore requests that the Commission provide clear guidance and timelines for the Company in 

order to prevent further unnecessary delay. 
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DATED this 8th day of June, 2026. 
Respectfully submitted, 

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

VERIFICATION 
 

 Pursuant to Utah Rule of Civil Procedure 7A(b) and Utah Code Section 78B-18a-106, I, 
Logan Mitchell, declare under criminal penalty of the laws of Utah that the foregoing facts are 
based on personal knowledge, are true and correct, and that I am competent to testify on the 
matters set forth above.  
 
EXECUTED on June 8, 2026, in the location of Salt Lake City, Utah. 
          
/s/ Logan Mitchell    
Utah Clean Energy 
  



7 
 

Docket No. 25-035-22 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
  

I CERTIFY that on June 8, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was delivered 
upon the following via e-mail: 
  
Data Request Response Center datarequest@pacificorp.com 

irp@pacificorp.com 
Jana Saba    jana.saba@pacificorp.com  
Max Backlund    max.backlund@pacificorp.com  
Joe Dallas     joe.dallas@pacificorp.com 
Rocky Mountain Power 
  
Sophie Hayes     sophie.hayes@westernresources.org  
Karl Boothman    karl.boothman@westernresources.org 
Nancy Kelly     nancy.kelly@westernresources.org 
Jessica Loeloff    jessica.loeloff@westernresources.org  
Stacey Tellinghuisen   stacy.tellinghuisen@westernresources.org  
Erin Overturf    erin.overturf@westernresources.org  
John Neilsen    john.neilsen@westernresources.org  
Western Resource Advocates 
  
Matt Gerhart    matt.gerhart@sierraclub.org 
Rose Monahan    rose.monahan@sierraclub.org 
Thomas Phillips   thomas.phillips@sierraclub.org 
Laura Burford    lburford@currentenergy.group  
Edward Burgess   eburgess@currentenergy.group  
Jordan Ahern    jahern@currentenergy.group  
Maria Roumpani   mroumpani@currentenergy.group  
Sierra Club 
  
Phillip J. Russell   prussell@jdrslaw.com 
JAMES DODGE RUSSELL & STEPHENS, P.C. 
Don Hendrickson   dhendrickson@energystrat.com 
Energy Strategies, LLC 
Utah Association of Energy Users 
  
Lauren R. Barros   LRB@LaurenBarrosLaw.com 
Lauren Barros Law 
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Sarah Wright    sarah@utahcleanenergy.org 
Logan Mitchell   logan@utahcleanenergy.org 
Jenn Bodine    jbodine@utahcleanenergy.org 
Josh Craft    josh@utahcleanenergy.org 
Kevin Emerson   kevin@utahcleanenergy.org 
Utah Clean Energy 
 
Hunter Holman   hunter@interwest.org 
Chris Leger    chris@interwest.org 
Interwest Energy Alliance 
 
Cindi Eckhardt    ceckhardt@utah.gov  
Mitchell Rolling   mitch@aoenergy.org  
Issac Orr    isaac@aoenergy.org  
Utah Office of Energy Development 
 
Patricia Schmid   pschmid@agutah.gov 
Patrick Grecu    pgrecu@agutah.gov 
Robert Moore    rmoore@agutah.gov 
Utah Assistant Attorneys General 
  
Chris Parker    chrisparker@utah.gov  
Madison Galt    mgalt@utah.gov 
Division of Public Utilities 
 
Michele Beck    mbeck@utah.gov  
Alyson Anderson   akanderson@utah.gov 
Bela Vastag    bvastag@utah.gov 
Alex Ware     aware@utah.gov 

ocs@utah.gov 
Office of Consumer Services 
  

/s/ Lauren R. Barros    
Lauren R. Barros 
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