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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 
 

May 1, 2026 
*Name:  Nancy Kelly Title:  

*E-mail: nancy.kelly@westernresources.org Phone: 208-339-3636 

*Organization: Western Resource Advocates   
Address: 307 West 200 South, Suite 2000 

City: Salt Lake City State: Utah Zip: 84101 

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. 
      

(1) Utah SB 224 and coal cost allocation; (2) derivation of fixed 64% UWIC SG factor applied to block product; (3) 
reason for assuming 2030 as the beginning date for the availability of the1000 MW block product. 

 
   X 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. 
 
1. While maintaining that the IRP is agnostic to resource cost allocation (April 2026 PIM, slide 51), 

PacifiCorp’s modeling continues to assume that the UIWC jurisdiction will assume all of the costs of 
Washington and Oregon’s exited coal resources by reassigning all coal generation to the UIWC jurisdiction 
without analysis of whether it is cost effective for the UIWC subset of states.  (See Utah Parties Modeling 
Request Feedback form submitted April 9, 2026).   

In the April 2026 PIM Presentation, at slide 26, PacifiCorp references Utah legislation SB 224 (2025) and 
states, “The Public Service Commission must evaluate the purchase of excess proven dispatchable 
generation capacity in allocation agreements.” 

The pertinent sections of SB 224 (2025), codified at Utah Code Section 54-17-1001, provide requirements 
and criteria for evaluating the reallocation of exited costs of thermal resources located in Utah to Utah 
customers. Significantly, SB 224 does not provide for the automatic reallocation of any exited thermal 
resource costs.  

a) Please explain to what extent PacifiCorp is using SB 224 (2025) as justification for assuming the full 
allocation of coal resource costs to the UIWC jurisdiction and why.  
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PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp is not using SB 224 as justification for the full allocation of 
thermal plant costs to the UIWC jurisdiction. 

b) In future SB 224 Update presentations, the second bullet should be rewritten as follows: “SB 224 
requires the Public Service Commission to evaluate, using specific criteria, whether the reallocation 
of the costs of dispatchable generation located in Utah and exited by other states should be 
approved.” 

PacifiCorp Response: PacifiCorp appreciates this feedback and will consider revising its description 
of SB 224. 

2. WRA’s feedback form submitted March 17, 2026, included the following question:  

c) Please explain the derivation of the 64% allocation factor used for assigning fixed resource 
shares to the UIWC jurisdiction.  Which years are included in the development of the allocation 
factor used? 

PacifiCorp responded in feedback form response 2027.023_WRA_3-17-26:  

c) The 64% allocation factor was taken from PLEXOS database assumptions used in the 2025 
IRP.  The value was derived from projected system generation factors for Utah, Idaho, Wyoming 
and California.   

Because this answer is nonresponsive, we are re-asking the question with greater specificity.   

System generation (SG) factors are annual values that reflect changing relative loads.  They are weighted 
75% capacity (based on twelve coincident peaks) and 25% energy.  In the 2025 IRP Update, PacifiCorp 
used a fixed 64% SG factor to assign 64% of the up to 1,000 MW block product to the UIWC jurisdiction, 
but assumed Washington and Oregon did not participate. The 1,000 MW block product was assumed to be 
available to the model beginning in 2030 (2005 IRP Update, p. 6, n.3). 

a) Please explain the derivation of the fixed 64% system generation factor used for assigning 64% of 
the block product to the UIWC jurisdiction. 

PacifiCorp Response: The fixed SG factor was derived in 2023 following the process identified by the 2020 Protocol. It 
was calculated based on the weighted average of the system capacity (SC) and system energy (SE) factors, with a 75% 
weight applied to the SC factor and a 25% weight applied to the SE factor. The sum of the Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, and 
California SG factors in 2030 sums to 63.873%. This was rounded to 64% for convenience. 

b) Include in your answer an explanation for why the SG factor applied to the block product is fixed. 

PacifiCorp Response: The SG factor applied to the block product was fixed for convenience. In the context of an IRP that 
adds thousands of megawatts of capacity to a system that already has thousands of megawatts, adjusting the size of the 
block product allocated to UIWC by a few megawatts each year will not make a meaningful difference to the accuracy of 
the plan. 

c) Include in your answer the year or years on which the 64% allocation factor is based. 

PacifiCorp Response: Please see the below table identifying allocation factors by year. 
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d) Include in your answer the SG factors for each of the six jurisdictions in each of the years on which 
the UIWC 64% SG factor is based. 

PacifiCorp Response: Please refer to PacifiCorp’s response to 2(c). 

3. In its answer to part b of feedback form response 2027.023_WRA_3-17-26, PacifiCorp explains the basis 
for why it expects 1,000 MW of block product to be available over the 20-year planning period, stating that 
it “has recently been able to transact in excess of 1,000 MW of forward market products to meet its peak 
requirements.”   

a) Given PacifiCorp’s explanation of recent availability, why did PacifiCorp wait until 2030 to make 
the 1,000 MW of block product available to the model? 

PacifiCorp Response: The block product was available for selection in the system portfolio from the beginning of the 
horizon. Before 2028, there was no restriction on short-term hourly products, so the model used these products to serve 
load. The system portfolio (LT # 267064) that was selected for integration into the 2025 IRP Update preferred portfolio 
selected the block product starting in 2028. No block product was included in the preferred portfolio until 2031 because it 
was not needed for UIWC resource adequacy requirements. 

 
 
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. 
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