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Recommendation (Approval with Recommendation)

In response to the Public Service Commission’s (Commission) Action Request, the Division
of Public Utilities (Division) filed comments in this docket on May 27, 2025. The Division
maintains its position that Rocky Mountain Power’s (RMP) 2025.Q1 Avoided Cost Quarterly
Filing complies with the approved avoided cost modeling and methodology in the
Commission’s Orders in Docket Nos. 03-035-14 and 14-035-140.

The Division finds the proposed revisions to be just, reasonable, and in the public interest.
Therefore, the Division recommends that the Commission approve RMP’s filing as filed or

alternatively as explained below.

Alternatively, the Commission could leave the Schedule No. 37 pricing at the last approved
levels while the parties gain a better understanding of the 2025 IRP inputs used to inform
the PLEXOS model and direct RMP to refile its avoided cost quarterly updates once the

process is complete.
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Issue

On May 7, 2025, RMP filed its 2025.Q1 Quarterly Compliance Filing (Filing). The report
identifies changes that have occurred in the avoided cost calculation since RMP’s 2024.Q4
Quarterly Compliance Filing. On the same day, the Commission asked the Division to
review RMP’s Filing for compliance and to make recommendations by May 27, 2025. On
May 27, 2025, both Salt Lake City Corporation (SLC) and the Division filed comments. SLC
requested the Commission suspend the tariff citing additional review of RMP’s assumptions
and consideration of a different avoided cost methodology. On July 17, 2025, the
Commission issued its Notice of Virtual Scheduling Conference. On August 1, 2025, the
Commission issued its Scheduling Order asking the parties to file comments by October 3,

2025, and reply comments by November 7, 2025.

Discussion and Background

Based on Commission Orders dated October 31, 2005, and February 2, 2006, RMP is
required to provide quarterly updates of its avoided cost indicative pricing and highlight any
changes to the Proxy and Partial Displacement Differential Revenue Requirement (PDDRR)
and Generation and Regulation Initiative Decision Tool (GRID-now PLEXOS) models used
to calculate Schedule No. 38 avoided costs.’ In Docket No. 14-035-140, the Commission
approved the parties’ stipulation requiring RMP to classify new and updated assumptions as
either “Routine Updates” or “Non-Routine Updates.” Additionally, the stipulation requires
that “...parties will file a notice with the Commission within three weeks after RMP files its
quarterly compliance filing, to identify which specific assumptions, if any, they intend to

contest.”2

In compliance with these Commission Orders, RMP filed its quarterly report for 2025.Q1 on
May 7, 2025. RMP updated the inputs and assumptions to its model since the 2024.Q4

filing. In its initial comments filed on May 27, 2025, the Division reviewed the accuracy and

" Application of PacifiCorp for Approval of an IRP-Based Avoided Cost Methodology for QF Projects
Larger than One Megawatt, Docket No. 03-035-14, https://psc.utah.qov/2016/06/22/docket-no-03-035-
14/.

2 Order Approving Settlement Agreement on Schedule 38 Procedures, Docket No. 14-035-140, June 9,
2015, Attachment: Settlement Agreement, P 18-19,
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/14docs/14035140/266796140351400asaostep.pdf.
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reasonableness of the calculations in RMP’s filing and concluded that RMP properly
documented the input changes to the avoided cost calculations. The Division recommended
that the Commission acknowledge RMP’s filing with a recommendation that RMP explain its
price changes with more detail. RMP presented further pricing information to support its
proposed pricing during a technical conference in Docket No. 25-035-T03 on June 18,
2025.3

The Division has filed Comments, Initial Comments, and Reply Comments in Docket No.
25-035-T03 running concurrent with this docket seeking answers to similar, if not the same
questions, as those in this docket.# The Division’s conclusions in Docket No. 25-035-T03
were that RMP’s annual Schedule No. 37 update followed the Commission’s Orders
specifying the use of the PDDRR method and pricing determined by the PLEXOS model.®

As with the annual update, the quarterly update relies on the same PDDRR method and
PLEXOS pricing model. Similarly, the 2025.Q1 quarterly update relies on inputs to the
PLEXOS model from the 2025 Utah IRP and 2025 System IRP. The Division’s conclusions
in this docket echo those in Docket No. 25-035-T03, that RMP followed the approved
PDDRR method and PLEXQOS pricing for its quarterly update. It appears to the Division that
the driving force behind the pricing concerns raised by Salt Lake City Corporation (SLC) in
this docket is the same as Docket No. 25-035-T03, which are the result of the 2025 Utah
and System IRP metrics used to inform the PLEXOS model causing the pricing variance.
While the Division is not opposed to reexamining the PDDRR method or another pricing
model as suggested by SLC, undertaking that process should not be taken lightly by the
parties as its outcome impacts many of RMP’s programs system wide. It seems more
appropriate to examine the IRP metrics currently under review for accuracy rather than

replacing a methodology and pricing model in a relatively routine update filing based on an

3 Rocky Mountain Power’s Technical Conference Presentation, Docket No. 25-035-T03, June 18, 2025,
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/25docs/25035T03/340262RMPPrsntnJun182025VrtiTchnclCnfrnc6-18-
2025.pdf.

4 Comments from the Division of Public Utilities, Initial Comments from the Division of Public Ultilities,
Reply Comments from the Division of Public Utilities, Docket No. 25-035-T03, May 8, 2025, July 18, 2025,
and September 3, 2025, respectively, https://psc.utah.qov/2025/04/23/docket-no-25-035-t03/.

5 Reply Comments from the Division of Public Utilities, Docket No. 25-035-T03, September 3, 2025, at 4,
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/electric/25docs/25035T03/341567DPURplyCmnts9-3-2025.pdf.
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unexpected pricing outcome. The models have worked in the past and been used for some

time.

The Division reiterates that neither the 2025 Utah or System IRP have been acknowledged
by the Commission. The Division has some modest concern with RMP’s use of
assumptions from an unacknowledged IRP. However, the Division has no reason to believe
that RMP has changed its methodology for the determination of its avoided cost calculations
as part of the replacement of the GRID model with the PLEXOS model. It has applied the
assumptions based on the 2025 Utah and System IRP. Regardless of whether the current
IRP is acknowledged or not, the utility should use current data and assumptions to calculate
the avoided cost. If the IRP inputs are suspect, that conundrum should be explored in the
25-035-22 IRP docket, not this one.

Conclusion
The Division has reviewed RMP’s 2025.Q1 filing and concludes that the avoided cost prices

are calculated according to the Commission’s approved methods.

The Division recognizes the IRP inputs used in the PLEXOS model as the key driver of the
current pricing quarter-over-quarter variance to the Schedule No. 37 price changes. Issues
may exist with the PLEXOS model or PDDRR methodology but those can be appropriately
handled in other proceedings. The Division concludes that RMP’s filing complies with the
Commission’s Orders and approved avoided cost modeling and methodology. The Division
finds the proposed revisions to be just and reasonable, and in the public interest. Therefore,
the Division recommends that the Commission approve RMP’s filing with an alternative
recommendation that the Commission consider leaving the Schedule No. 37 pricing at the
last approved levels while the parties gain a better understanding of the 2025 IRP inputs
used to inform the PLEXOS model and direct RMP to refile its Schedule No. 37 updates

once that process is complete.

cc: Jana Saba, RMP
Max Backlund, RMP
Michele Beck, OCS
Alyson Anderson, OCS
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