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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 11/14/2025 
*Name:  Benedikt Springer Title:  

*E-mail: Benedikt.springer@puc.oregon.gov Phone:  
*Organization: Oregon Public Utility Commission    

    
Address:  

City:  State:  Zip:  
Public Meeting Date comments address: 11/12/25    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. 

• Agenda 
• Supply Side Resource Assumptions 
• Chronology 
• 2025 IRP Update  

    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. 

• Staff appreciates the Company’s presentations and openness to feedback. However, Staff suggests organizing 
input meeting more clearly around issues where major controversy exists, or where the Company is specifically 
seeking stakeholder ideas. In this case, Staff does not think it was optimal to address the most controversial and 
pressing issue (the IRP update) in the last hour of a seven-hour meeting.  

• Staff appreciates the Company’s presentation on supply side resource assumptions. Staff has the following 
suggestions for the 2027 IRP. 

o While the presentation of resource values from different publicly available databases is useful, it is 
important that in the IRP the Company explain which value was eventually picked for each resource and 
the selection be explicitly justified. 

o While there are drawbacks to RFP data, there are drawbacks to national databases too. Staff suggests the 
Company compare its resource assumptions to bids from its most recent RFPs and report on to which 
degree this supports the resource assumptions or suggests changes to resource assumptions. 

• Staff appreciates the Company testing different methodologies for addressing chronology. Staff believes it will be 
important to determine the effects of the sampled chronology method on the Company’s current reliability and 
granularity adjustments. As Sierra Club notes in its Opening Comments in LC 85 (p. 48f), by spreading a one-
hour shortfall in the ST model, across multiple hours in the next LT run, the overall results may overbuild in 
response to an exaggerated resource need. Staff believes it is important for PacifiCorp to study this issue and 
explore whether the new method might exaggerate it.  

• Staff appreciates the Company’s responsiveness when developing the changes for the 2025 IRP update. Staff also 
notes that the new jurisdictional modeling approach will require more in-depth exploration in stakeholder 
meetings for the 2027 IPR. For the 2025 IRP update, Staff has the following suggestions and concerns: 

o Staff does not understand why a deliverability constraint for Oregon resource adequacy is necessary. Staff 
believes that absent specific analysis supporting such a constraint, the optimization model should be 
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allowed to allocate transmission, however it is most valuable. If transmission was already at capacity 
during peak hours, as the Company claims, it seems like the model would automatically add resources for 
Oregon capacity needs on the westside, negating any need for additional deliverability constraints.  

o Staff generally supports the Company’s proposed portfolio runs. It is important that each portfolio be 
optimized anew.  

o Staff believes that thermal decisions should be made by the model runs that implement the most state-
specific policies. Otherwise, the thermal decisions will not have been made with sight of the actual final 
selection of resources and hence not be least cost. If the Company were to make thermal decisions in 
different portfolio runs, this will need to be considered in the jurisdictional shares. 

o The presentation did not provide enough detail to evaluate the Company’s plan to determine jurisdictional 
shares. Staff believes this is best evaluated using counterfactual analysis (as suggested by the increasingly 
constraint portfolio runs) on which constraints cause what kind of incremental cost increases. This is 
fundamentally about cost shares, not resource shares, although it can likely be used to determine 
hypothetical resource shares. The general logic (if not exact mechanics) can be illustrated like this: The 
cost of the selections for the first portfolio run could reasonably be shared by all jurisdictions according to 
the traditional MSP formular. The second run would potentially identify additional costs due to Oregon’s 
coal exit, which could be called policy-specific cost. However, this will likely be only a fraction of the 
different resource decisions in that second run. For instance, if the second run replaces a gas plant with 
solar, only the incremental cost difference is attributable to Oregon, not the whole solar installation. This 
logic would need to be applied symmetrically. If the Company decided to build a coal plant, that was not 
part of the second portfolio least cost solution, the comparison with the first run could be used to allocate 
jurisdiction-specific costs for that coal plant.  

o Staff appreciates the inclusion of a sensitivity that explores the effects of B2H achieving connection to 
PACW via BPA redirect rights. It would be important to use that analysis to determine the value of such 
redirect rights for further decision making. In addition, the IRP update should include a description of 
pro-active steps PacifiCorp is taking to receive such redirect rights unless the new analysis shows no 
value in such efforts.  

o Given the presented evidence of how HB2021 clean generation goals force “excess” generation (in terms 
of what’s needed for resource adequacy), updates to the CEP should include the Company’s proposals for 
costs savings that can be achieved by reassigning capacity or energy between jurisdictions, instead of 
building. Specifically, the idea of reallocating energy instead of whole resources seems underexplored. 

o Additional updates to the Company’s action plan should include: 
 A discussion of near-term actions the Company will have to take that might lock the Company 

into one candidate portfolio over another. For instance, how and when will the Company decide 
whether to work towards a “Hunter retirement in 2030 future” or not.  

 A discussion of system reliability needs, and how the Company plans to address them. 
 A discussion of changes to the Company’s transmission actions given the impacts of changed 

deliverability requirements.  
 A discussion of steps the Company is taking to take advantage of new wind and solar resources 

that are still eligible for federal tax credits.  
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: 
 

• The organization of various meeting topics is dependent on a number of factors. The IRP team must take into 
consideration the availability of subject matter experts (both internal and external), timing for breaks for 
stakeholders, a consideration of the various time zones participants are in and the anticipated length of any topic 
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of conversation, among others. As a result, the meeting structure may not always address topics in the order a 
particular stakeholder would want but does seek to address all topics. Additionally, where possible, flexibility is 
built in to move or alter the topics/schedule to enable more robust conversation in real time response to 
stakeholders (as was done in the referenced meeting by moving a modeling conversation to the following public 
input meeting). This public input meeting series is for the 2027 IRP, and by virtue of the need to accelerate the 
input process for that IRP, this is the first time PacifiCorp has ever been able to solicit feedback related to an IRP 
update. While PacifiCorp understands the desire to address the 2025 IRP update, it is important to consider the 
purpose both of the 2025 IRP update (which is to serve as a check on the preferred portfolio from the 2025 IRP 
with some – not exhaustive – updates) and the 2027 public input meeting series. 

• PacifiCorp is committed to enhancing the supply side table portion of the 2027 IRP document, through both 
readability and content. Additionally, PacifiCorp has been told in the past by various stakeholders that it is 
improper to adjust proxy resource values due to RFP data. 

• PacifiCorp appreciates staff’s concerns and comments related to modeling in the 2025 IRP update. PacifiCorp 
will work to incorporate these suggestions where possible. PacifiCorp is committed to expanding narrative 
descriptions and increasing clarity as requested. 

o PacifiCorp asserts that it would be incorrect to change the disposition of any existing resources based on 
selections made by jurisdictions which do not participate in said resources.  

o The IRP process (both update and full cycle) is not the venue to propose or analyze specific resource 
reallocations. This is a topic which would be negotiated in processes outside an IRP and in accordance 
with various state regulations. 

 


