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PacifiCorp - Stakeholder Feedback Form 
2027 Integrated Resource Plan 

PacifiCorp (the Company) requests that stakeholders provide feedback to the Company upon the conclusion of 
each public input meeting and/or stakeholder conference calls, as scheduled. PacifiCorp values the input of its 
active and engaged stakeholder group, and stakeholder feedback is critical to the IRP public input process. 
PacifiCorp requests that stakeholders provide comments using this form, which will allow the Company to more 
easily review and summarize comments by topic and to readily identify specific recommendations, if any, being 
provided. Information collected will be used to better inform issues included in the 2027 IRP, including, but not 
limited to the process, assumptions, and analysis. In order to maintain open communication and provide the 
broader Stakeholder community with useful information, the Company will generally post all appropriate 
feedback on the IRP website unless you request otherwise, below. 

      
Date of Submittal 11/10/2025 

*Name:  Rose Monahan, Senior Attorney Title:   
*E-mail: Rose.monahan@sierraclub.org Phone: 415-977-5704 

*Organization
: Sierra Club   

    
Address: 2101 Webster Street, Suite 1300 

City: Oakland State: CA Zip: 94612 
Public Meeting Date comments 

address:     Check here if not related to specific 
meeting 

List additional organization attendees at cited 
meeting:  

 
*IRP Topic(s) and/or Agenda Items: List the specific topics that are being addressed in your comments. 

• 2025 IRP Update Modeling 
• 2027 IRP Modeling 

    Check here if you do not want your Stakeholder feedback and accompanying materials posted to the 
IRP website. 

*Respondent Comment: Please provide your feedback for each IRP topic listed above. 
 
Sierra Club, RNW, NWEC, MCAT, GEI, Oregon CUB, and Oregon Staff met with PacifiCorp in late October 
to discuss possible modeling adjustments for the 2027 IRP Update and 2027 IRP. Following up on that meeting, 
Sierra Club, RNW, NWEC, MCAT, GEI, and Oregon CUB submit this stakeholder feedback form to request 
both specific modeling adjustments for the 2025 IRP Update and an opportunity for deeper modeling 
discussions within the 2027 IRP public input meeting framework. 
 
IRP Topic: 2025 IRP Update 
 

1. Emissions constraint for HB 2021 compliance 
 
PacifiCorp should model an emissions constraint for HB 2021 compliance rather than using a proxy shadow 
price. At a minimum, the emissions constraint should be used in a sensitivity run that can be compared against 
the shadow price approach. 
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2. B2H 
 
We reiterate our recommendation that PacifiCorp include B2H in the baseline portfolio and not simply as a 
sensitivity. By including B2H, we mean that B2H should be available in the model to serve load in PACW with 
resources located in PACE, up to 800 MW, and similarly be available to serve PACE loads with PACW-located 
resources, up to 300 MW. 
 

3. Large Loads 
 
We recommend that PacifiCorp incorporate large loads into its load forecast for the 2025 IRP Update. We 
recommend that the Company solicit feedback from stakeholders at the November public input meeting on what 
level of large load forecast should be incorporated for the 2025 IPR Update. 
 

4. Chronological Modeling in PLEXOS LT 
 
We understand that PacifiCorp is currently testing chronological modeling in the LT model, and we request an 
update on how this testing is progressing and what PacifiCorp is learning at the November public input meeting. 
If possible, we support incorporating chronological modeling into the LT model for the 2025 IRP Update. 
 

5. Stochastics Analyses: Remove End Effects and Forced Outages 
 
End Effects 
 
Multiple parties across PacifiCorp’s jurisdictions have raised concerns with the “end effects” used to justify 
selection of the Integrated MN portfolio as the Preferred Portfolio. Namely, the “end effects” merely 
extrapolates the portfolio’s final year of costs across five additional years. But there is no justification given for 
why this would accurately forecast costs beyond the planning horizon. We recommend that end effects be 
removed, or, at a minimum, not used in evaluating the best resource plan for PacifiCorp’s customers.  
 
We do not oppose PacifiCorp incorporating ways to forecast likely costs beyond the planning horizon. We 
recommend that PacifiCorp solicit input from stakeholders on how to do so during public input meetings for the 
2027 IRP.  
 
Forced Outages 
 
We recommend that forced outages be incorporated as a stochastic variable for reliability testing, rather than 
providing PLEXOS with perfect foresight for when forced outages will occur. 
 

6. WRAP Constraint Errors  
 
We recommend that PacifiCorp correct WRAP constraint errors and modeling issues flagged in Renewable 
NW’s Round I Comments (Attachment A), particularly relating to the planning reserve margin applied to 
PACW. 
 

7. Documentation 
 
Please provide complete documentation of allocation assumptions for all existing resources, including firm 
capacity and energy benefits across jurisdictions in the 2025 IRP Update. 
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IRP Topic: 2027 IRP   
  
Our organizations recommend that PacifiCorp devote significant time during the 2027 IRP Update public input 
series to the modeling approach for the 2027 IRP, particularly alternatives to the jurisdictional and allocation 
approaches used for the 2025 IRP. We recommend that an entire public input meeting, and possibly more than 
one meeting, be devoted to discussion of modeling approaches, as these topics cannot be adequately addressed 
when there are multiple other agenda items competing for time. 
 
Topics should include: 

1. Development of multiple, fully optimized portfolios, each adding a new variable to isolate potential cost 
drivers; 

2. Development of PacifiCorp-specific ELCC values reflecting system constraints, saturation levels, and 
portfolio interactive effects, particularly given PacifiCorp’s exit from the WRAP; 

3. Development of portfolio-specific planning reserve margins; 
4. Sampled chronology in PLEXOS-LT; and 
5. PLEXOS functionality for seasonal firm capacity constraints with regional capacity sharing 

 
 
Data Support: If applicable, provide any documents, hyper-links, etc. in support of comments. (i.e. gas forecast 
is too high - this forecast from EIA is more appropriate). If electronic attachments are provided with your 
comments, please list those attachment names here.  
 
 
Recommendations: Provide any additional recommendations if not included above - specificity is greatly 
appreciated. 
 
Please submit your completed Stakeholder Feedback Form via email to IRP@Pacificorp.com 
Thank you for participating. 
 
PacifiCorp Response: 
Thank you for your feedback.  
 
2025 Update: 

1. Depending on the number of studies and model performance, PacifiCorp is open to using an emissions 
constraint and showing the difference in the level of compliance. PacifiCorp would like to reiterate 
however that market purchases and Oregon energy shortfalls impute an emissions rate that cannot be 
reasonably added to the requested constraint. 

2. The ability of B2H to serve existing retail load in the western balancing area authority is dependent on 
acquiring transmission re-directs from Bonneville Power Administration. Including these re-directs as a 
base assumption presents a significant risk of overreach in long-term planning, potentially to the 
detriment of customers and regulatory compliance. As a result, the assumption of re-directs may remain 
as a sensitivity and not a base assumption. 

3. PacifiCorp is open to alternative strategies for appropriately forecasting large loads, as distinct from 
using bookend studies, and will continue discussing this issue with stakeholders in the 2027 IRP public 
input process. 

4. PacifiCorp is committed to updating stakeholders on model testing. 
5. PacifiCorp plans to include these topics in its 2027 public input meeting series and is committed to 

accelerating these discussions where possible in the 2025 IRP. Regarding the use of end effects, Oregon 
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IRP guidelines require that an IRP “be at least 20 years and account for end effects.”1 This means that 
the use of end effects is not considered optional, and the focus is on the methodology and particularly 
the number of years of extension and the number of model years used to inform the end effects. 
PacifiCorp’s position is that the 2025 end effects represented a conservative and reasonable balance of 
considerations; however, we are open to additional considerations. 

6. These were corrected for the CEIP and CEP. 
7. The 2025 IRP Update will include assumed allocation factors for each resource.  

 
2027 IRP meeting series 
 
PacifiCorp is committed to in-depth modeling methodology conversations and will work to determine where in 
the public input meeting series those conversations best fit. A key challenge in the 2025 IRP is that the need to 
accelerate the schedule by more than 3 months did not become clear until the meeting series had already begun. 
This resulted in delayed coverage of some topics, and emergent issues coming to light very close to both the 
draft, and later the final IRP delivery dates. While this situation should be much improved with the 2027 IRP 
schedule, we can’t guarantee there won’t be emergent challenges close to the time of publication regardless of 
schedule. 
 
 

 
1 IRP Appendix B 1.c.1 at 49. 


