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PacifiCorp - Stakeholder Feedback Form 
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 call, 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 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 post appropriate 
feedback on the IRP website based on your selection below. 
 

     Date of Submittal 
2026-03-03 

 
*Name:  David Williams Title:  

*E-mail:      dcwilli@utah.gov Phone:  
*Organization: Utah Division of Public Utilities   

Address:  
City:  State:  Zip:  

Public Meeting Date comments address:          Check here if 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. 
Advance transmission technologies; Utah Code Section 54-17-1101 
 
    Check here if you want your Stakeholder feedback and accompanying materials posted to the IRP website. 

 
*Respondent Comment: Please provide your feedback for each IRP topic listed above. 
 

The Utah Division of Public Utilities (“Division”) requests more information regarding how the Company plans to 
demonstrate compliance with Utah Code Section 54-17-1101(2) in the 2027 IRP.  

That section provides that: “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, the largescale electric utility shall” 
provide the analysis described in section 54-17-1101(2)(a).  

The Division requests that the Company provide the following information, either in a public input meeting or in response 
to this request. The Division and other Utah stakeholders will be tasked with making recommendations to the Commission 
regarding their opinions on whether the Company meets the requirements of the statute in its 2027 IRP filing and hope to 
provide feedback to the Company based on its responses. 

1. ATTs Considered: Please provide a list of types/categories of advanced transmission 
technologies (ATTs) the Company will be considering in its cost-effectiveness analysis.  

2. Cost Benefit Analysis: For each ATT under consideration, please provide an explanation of 
how costs and benefits will be determined, addressing the following: 

a. Costs: How were cost estimates derived? Were vendor quotes obtained, and were multiple 
vendors compared? Was a cost range used? If so, how was the range established? 
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b. Benefits: How will utilization improvements, congestion relief, and increased system 
headroom (in MWs) be quantified? Will the analysis draw from the seven benefit categories 
established in FERC Order 1920 (listed below)? If these categories will not be used, please 
explain.  

i. Avoiding or deferring reliability transmission infrastructure investment 

ii. Reducing loss of load probability or planning reserve margin 

iii. Increasing production cost savings 

iv. Reducing transmission energy losses 

v. Reducing congestion from transmission outages 

vi. Mitigating extreme weather events 

vii. Providing capacity cost benefits by reducing peak energy losses 

c. Integration with Modeling: Will the cost-effectiveness analysis be integrated into the 
Company's resource planning models, allowing the model to select or reject individual 
ATTs based on cost-effectiveness? Or will the analysis be conducted separately from the 
modeling?  

Will the Company provide a comparative cost-effectiveness analysis of ATTs versus 
traditional transmission alternatives that includes avoided costs, congestion savings, and 
the value of new generation capacity enabled? Please explain. 

d. Geographic Deployment and Prioritization: Will the Company provide a geographic plan 
for ATTs , such as the following? Please explain. 

i. Identification of specific transmission corridors or zones prioritized for ATT 
deployment, with explanation of why those areas were selected (e.g., corridors at or 
above the 75th percentile of system congestion where ATTs could deliver 
meaningful customer savings) 

ii. Quantified estimates of customer savings by corridor or zone where data is 
available 

iii. Analysis of wildfire risk reduction and other safety benefits, with measurable 
outcomes where possible 

e. Cost Scaling. How do costs scale with project size, and how will that scaling be reflected 
in the analysis? 

3. Statutory Requirements: Does the Company plan to meet the statutory requirements by 
performing a cost-effectiveness evaluation for each proposed addition or expansion to the 
transmission system one by one (with costs and benefits specific to each proposed expansion 
project), or will the Company meet the requirements by performing a blanket cost-benefit 
analysis for the system? 
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a. If the Company plans to perform a cost-effectiveness analysis for individual projects one 
by one, what threshold of project size or type will trigger such an analysis? For example, 
would the Company perform the cost-effectiveness analysis for the Energy Gateway 
Projects in Table 4.1 of the 2025 IRP that have yet to be completed? Would it perform the 
analysis for each of the projects listed under “Planned Transmission System 
Improvements” starting on p. 94 of the 2025 IRP? 

b. If it plans to perform a blanket system analysis, where the cost-effectiveness is not 
performed on proposed expansions one by one, how will the costs and benefits be 
determined?  

4. IRP Updates: Does the Company consider the 2025 IRP Update to be an “integrated resource 
plan filing […] or other proceeding” in which the Company proposes “additions or expansions 
to the transmission system”?  In other words, does the Company expect to provide the 
analysis required by section 54-17-1101(2) in the IRP updates, or just in the “main” IRPs? 

 
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: 
 

(1) PacifiCorp will be considering different technologies that constitute an ATT identified in different state and 
federal legislation. These technologies may include Dynamic Line Ratings; Advanced Power Flow Control 
Devices; Advanced Conductors; and Transmission Switching. The ATT that will be considered will be based on 
the nature of constraint and the optimal ATT that will provide a long-term solution for the Customers. This 
consideration may result in some ATT’s not being considered as they may not be suitable for resolving the 
constraint identified or may not provide a long term solution.  

(2) PacifiCorp Transmission provides transmission options for the IRP to consider in its IRP analysis. The 
transmission options include a combination of ATT and non-ATT solutions that provide cost-effective and long-
term solutions for reliability constraints that are identified as part of different planning studies and analysis.  

a. The accuracy of the cost estimates used for the considered ATT solutions is dependent on when the cost 
estimate is being developed. In the initial phase of the ATT identification a high-level cost estimate is 
developed either through vendor inquiry or using examples of previous installations. Once a project that 
has been identified as having an ATT solution moves forward, a more detailed engineering scope and 
estimate is developed.  

b. In its reliability analysis, PacifiCorp reviews and ensures that the identified reliability constraint is 
alleviated as well as provides longevity, specially addressing the benefit listed as 2(b)(i), above. 
PacifiCorp plans on drawing on a subset, if not all, of the benefits identified in FERC Order 1920.  

c. No, as the transmission options are a combination of ATT and non-ATT network improvements that 
alleviate system constraints to integrate resources into the system, it would be very difficult to separate 
out a single ATT and its benefits. This is also in part because of the interconnected nature of the 
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transmission system. To the extent that an aggregated transmission option with ATTs provides more 
benefit to customers than an integrated option without ATTs, the PLEXOS model would recognize this 
benefit and select the option with ATTs. 

d. Solutions involving both ATT technologies, as well as traditional transmission solutions, are collectively 
considered to develop the transmission options. Hence trying to establish geographic zones for congestion 
relief using ATTs only may not be practical, but PacifiCorp is open to listening to any ideas that 
stakeholders may have.  

e. Again, as described above, the transmission options are a combination of both ATTs and conventional 
transmission solutions that alleviate reliability constraints. Hence it would be very difficult to identify the 
cost scaling specifically for ATT technologies. PacifiCorp would like to point out that the effectiveness 
and the longevity of ATTs is dependent on how the system is growing, economic conditions, and other 
factors.  

(3) The IRP endogenously evaluates all aggregated transmission options simultaneously. PacifiCorp has committed to 
complete two additional transmission studies in the 2027 IRP: one adding an additional incremental transmission 
option on the west, and one adding an additional incremental option on the east. 

a. PacifiCorp is not planning to add proxy transmission options one at a time in modeling or evaluation 
exercises, as selecting the best options among multiple options on the basis of cost and risk is core 
PLEXOS functionality. When an aggregate transmission option reaches a point where PacifiCorp is filing 
for cost recovery or permitting, an “in/out” analysis will be completed for the aggregated upgrade. 

b. Costs of transmission options as modeled in the IRP are determined by aggregating the costs of the 
smaller upgrades which make a part of the larger upgrade. Ultimately, beyond the IRP, the benefits of any 
transmission option are determined by completing in/out analysis  

(4) The 2025 IRP update is filed in the same docket as the 2025 IRP and is contained within the larger IRP process. 
As such, PacifiCorp considers the update an additional filing within the 2025 IRP docket, and not a standalone 
filing that is subject to the rule. 


