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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 
 
 

*Name:  Nancy Kelly      Title: Senior Policy Advisor 

*E-mail: nkelly@westernresources.org Phone: 208-904-0488 

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

City: Salt Lake City State: UT 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. 
Load Forecasts, Derivation of SG Factors, Transmission Topology Modeling, Timing of 
Segment E 
 
   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. 

 

LOAD FORECASTS – DERIVATON OF SG FACTORS 

During the June 3-4 PIM, PacifiCorp stated that it would base its derivation of System Generation (SG) factors used 
to allocate existing resources by state using retail sales from the 2025 IRP Update load forecast.  However, the 2027 
IRP draft load forecast has increased over the 2025 IRP load forecast.  PacifiCorp explained that the increased load 
growth was driven by increases in the load growth forecasts for the commercial sector in Oregon and Utah.  Given the 
forecasted increase in load growth, it appears that the use of the 2025 IRP load forecasts to develop SG factors for the 
2027 IRP could skew allocations of existing resources and the development of jurisdictional portfolios.  Further, 
PacifiCorp stated that it intends to remove large loads from the calculation of the SG factors.   

1. Please provide the energy forecast by sector used for the 2025 IRP Update for California, Idaho, 
Oregon, Utah, Washington and Wyoming. 

Please refer to Appendix A – Additional Load Forecast Details in the PacifiCorp 2025 IRP Update. 
Table A.1 presents the forecasted annual load growth by state pre-DSM (before energy efficiency); 
PacifiCorp does not develop state-level load forecasts by customer sector at the system input level. 
Table A.5 provides the system retail sales forecast post-DSM (after energy efficiency). State-specific 
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retail sales forecasts are provided in Tables A.6 through A.11, which present forecasted retail sales by 
sector post-DSM growth for Oregon, Washington, California, Utah, Idaho, and Wyoming, respectively. 

a. Do these forecasts include large loads for which contracts have been signed? If so, please 
identify the total number of MWh. 

Yes, this includes large loads for which contracts have been signed. Further detail is confidential 
and is not available at this time.  

b. Are any additional large loads included in these forecasts?  If so, please identify the total number 
of MWh. 

No, all included large loads have signed contracts. 

2. Please provide the current draft energy load forecast by sector discussed during the June 3, 2026, PIM 
for California, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.   

Please refer to the table below for the forecasted annual load growth (MWh) by state pre-DSM (before 
energy efficiency). The post-DSM information by sector and state cannot be provided at this stage of the 
IRP process because the DSM resource impacts are dependent on the selection of a DSM resource 
option within the preferred portfolio. Once a preferred portfolio is identified, the associated DSM 
impacts will be incorporated in the forecast. 

 
a. Do these forecasts include large loads for which contracts have been signed? If so, please 

identify the total number of MWh. 

Yes, this includes large loads for which contracts have been signed. Further detail is confidential 
and is not available at this time.   

b. Are any additional large loads included in these forecasts?  If so, please identify the total number 
of MWh. 

No, all included large loads have signed contracts. 

3. Please provide the peak load forecast by sector for the 2025 IRP Update for California, Idaho, Oregon, 
Utah, Washington and Wyoming. 

Year Total OR WA CA UT WY ID
2027 68,743,440        17,891,270        4,432,790        810,700       32,234,650        9,417,620        3,956,410        
2028 72,063,180        18,724,300        4,648,980        815,060       34,395,930        9,487,560        3,991,350        
2029 73,148,330        19,014,320        4,677,030        812,890       35,219,600        9,413,240        4,011,250        
2030 74,191,570        19,273,860        4,701,860        810,740       35,909,250        9,460,190        4,035,670        
2031 75,753,000        20,317,300        4,720,910        807,410       36,435,160        9,412,670        4,059,550        
2032 78,309,320        22,113,210        4,756,430        806,830       37,057,380        9,485,740        4,089,730        
2033 79,320,100        22,669,130        4,773,990        802,480       37,545,030        9,420,710        4,108,760        
2034 80,246,410        22,945,110        4,808,040        800,870       38,087,910        9,471,130        4,133,350        
2035 81,063,460        23,237,830        4,842,470        799,760       38,596,070        9,427,690        4,159,640        
2036 82,212,920        23,597,580        4,889,480        801,580       39,225,890        9,503,160        4,195,230        
2037 83,039,130        23,893,650        4,913,040        799,790       39,719,760        9,491,480        4,221,410        
2038 84,062,860        24,236,880        4,950,260        800,500       40,317,060        9,503,550        4,254,610        
2039 85,125,230        24,585,860        4,991,070        801,530       40,942,790        9,515,760        4,288,220        
2040 86,235,200        24,841,710        5,046,140        804,940       41,666,850        9,547,520        4,328,040        
2041 87,049,320        25,008,950        5,076,100        804,120       42,270,210        9,534,630        4,355,310        
2042 88,072,860        25,223,920        5,120,660        806,050       42,987,840        9,544,240        4,390,150        
2043 89,116,430        25,430,730        5,164,540        808,150       43,736,100        9,551,410        4,425,500        
2044 90,353,780        25,678,480        5,220,840        812,510       44,594,710        9,578,540        4,468,700        
2045 91,097,660        25,835,860        5,242,350        811,270       45,145,330        9,563,290        4,499,560        
2046 92,104,970        26,034,800        5,275,810        812,350       45,873,080        9,571,230        4,537,700        
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Please refer to Table A.2 in Appendix A – Additional Load Forecast Details in the PacifiCorp – 2025 
IRP Update for the pre-DSM forecasted annual peak load by state. The company does not identify the 
peak MW impact of individual sectors in its peak load forecast. 

a. Do these forecasts include large loads for which contracts have been signed? If so, please 
identify the total number of MW. 

Yes, this includes large loads for which contracts have been signed. The company does not 
identify the peak MW impact of individual customers in its peak load forecast. 

b. Are any additional large loads included in these forecasts?  If so, please identify the total number 
of MW. 

No, all included large loads have signed contracts. 

4. Please provide the peak load forecast by sector for the current draft load forecast discussed during the 
June 3 PIM for California, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, Washington and Wyoming.  

Please refer to the table below for the pre-DSM forecasted annual peak load (Megawatts) by state. The 
company does not identify the peak MW impact of individual sectors in its peak load forecast. 

 
a. Do these forecasts include large loads for which contracts have been signed? If so, please 

identify the total number of MW. 

Yes, this includes large loads for which contracts have been signed. The company does not 
identify the peak MW impact of individual customers in its peak load forecast. 

b. Are any additional large loads included in these forecasts?  If so, please identify the total number 
of MW. 

No, all included large loads have signed contracts. 

Year Total OR WA CA UT WY ID
2027 11,997    3,015      835          145          6,030      1,177      795          
2028 12,330    3,087      842          146          6,271      1,202      783          
2029 12,442    3,127      850          147          6,358      1,176      785          
2030 12,626    3,166      857          147          6,466      1,203      788          
2031 12,870    3,338      863          150          6,544      1,164      812          
2032 13,193    3,531      869          150          6,641      1,191      811          
2033 13,368    3,622      877          151          6,749      1,167      802          
2034 13,552    3,674      883          151          6,846      1,193      804          
2035 13,697    3,731      889          152          6,946      1,171      808          
2036 13,955    3,795      897          153          7,056      1,200      856          
2037 14,155    3,879      909          155          7,166      1,201      844          
2038 14,357    3,940      914          156          7,298      1,204      845          
2039 14,550    4,003      920          157          7,427      1,206      836          
2040 14,735    4,047      924          158          7,558      1,210      839          
2041 14,943    4,100      931          159          7,696      1,213      844          
2042 15,253    4,224      954          163          7,816      1,216      880          
2043 15,437    4,240      959          164          7,971      1,217      887          
2044 15,617    4,274      961          164          8,126      1,219      873          
2045 15,830    4,318      963          165          8,283      1,222      879          
2046 15,798    4,253      924          158          8,349      1,228      884          
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5. Please provide the rationale for removing large loads from SG factor derivation.  
a. PacifiCorp response: PacifiCorp uses the system generation (SG) factor allocations to allocate 

existing resources across the system to determine relative jurisdictional needs driven by capacity, 
energy and state-specific policy requirements. Including new large loads in the derivation of SG 
factors would expose existing customers to potentially significant swings in the jurisdictional 
allocation of resources.  In alignment with recently passed state legislation and directives such as 
House Bill 3546 (“Power Act”) in Oregon and Senate Bill 132 in Utah, PacifiCorp is committed 
to protecting existing customers from potential cost impacts from new large loads. Therefore, for 
the purpose of long-term planning, PacifiCorp plans to exclude new large loads in its derivation 
of SG factors and in its baseline system and jurisdictional portfolio analysis. PacifiCorp will 
include large loads in its integrated portfolio to identify economic resource additions to meet 
only those large loads.  

INTEGRATED TRANSMISSION PLANNING 

Transmission Topology Modeling 

PacifiCorp’s Energy Gateway Transmission Expansion Program (Energy Gateway) map shown on the website displays 
Segment E as extending from Poulus to Hemingway and being comprised of six subsegments along two routes: Populus 
to Borah, Borah to Midpoint, and Midpoint to Hemingway along a northern route; and Populus to Cedar Hill and Cedar 
Hill to Hemingway along a southern route, with a north to south connection between Cedar Hill and Midpoint. The 
Boardman to Hemingway (B2H) transmission expansion extends west out of Hemingway and would connect to BPA’s 
new Longhorn substation near Boardman.  PacifiCorp’s Energy Gateway page also states that the 30 mile segment from 
Walla Walla to McNary is cancelled. Finally, the website updated as of July 2025 notes that the B2H “current project 
schedule includes a construction start date in late 2025 or early 2026, with projected completion in late 2027.” 

PacifiCorp’s 2025 and 2027 IRP topology maps show B2H extending from the middle of Segment E (BorahPop) to Walla 
Walla and from the middle of Segment E (BorahPop) to Hemingway to Longhorn and Longhorn to McNary.  With 
respect to this map: 

• What is the purpose of modeling two branches of B2H? 
o In addition to the physical capability of the B2H line itself, there are regional impacts on the bulk 

electric grid and PacifiCorp has negotiated with Idaho Power Company for other changes in 
ownership and transmission reservations to facilitate bi-directional transfers between PacifiCorp 
East and PacifiCorp West. The connection from BorahPop to Walla Walla reflects point to point 
transmission reservations across Idaho Power Company’s systems. Though it is not directly 
using capacity on B2H, this capability is contingent upon B2H being in service. The connection 
from BorahPop to Hemingway reflects an asset exchange with Idaho Power Company that will 
increase PacifiCorp’s share of existing jointly-owned transmission facilities. In exchange, Idaho 
Power Company will receive a share of transmission assets enabling deliveries to serve 
Bonneville Power Administration load in the Goshen area and enabling transfers across the 
PacifiCorp system to and from the desert southwest. Segment E is a distinct upgrade, though it 
happens to add capacity in the same area covered as part of the B2H asset exchange. 

 

• How does modeling two branches of B2H affect modeling logic? 
o If B2H is built, both branches are activated and the model is able to move energy across these 

paths like with any other existing or future option. 
• Why is B2H modeled as connected at BorahPop, the west end of the midpoint of Segment E, rather than 

at Hemingway, the western terminus of Segment E?  
o See the response to the first subpart noting these are 2 different transmission options. 
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• Why isn’t the 30 mile section from Walla Walla to McNary provided as an endogenous transmission 
option particularly given the modeled connection between BorahPop and Walla Walla?  

o See the above answers noting that if B2H is built all segments are required and come with the 
main selection and the note that Segment E and B2H are distinct options 

• Given that B2H is expected to be online in 2027, please explain its modeling.  Is it modeled as existing 
beginning in 2027?  

o B2H is modeled as being eligible to be built in 2027 
• If B2H is treated as an option rather than as existing, please describe how you would expect modeling 

Segment E as available in 2032 rather than 2037 would influence the selection of both Segment E and 
B2H. 

o Given potential load growth needs prior to 2032 and 2037, B2H would very likely continue 
being selected. No studies have been conducted to confirm this or evaluate the impact of whether 
an earlier start date for Segment E would be selected or not.  

Timing of Segment E Modeling Availability 

Slides 69 to 83 of the June 3-4 PIM presentation identify transmission options and line availability for transmission 
selection and slide 71 identifies 2037 as the earliest that Segment E will be made available to the model.  

The PacifiCorp IRP Team states that the availability dates are provided by PacifiCorp transmission.  However, PacifiCorp 
states that the timing of transmission segment completion “depend on load growth, economic analysis, IRP results, siting, 
permitting and construction schedules.”  

When asked through discovery in the Utah 2025 IRP docket what remained to be completed ahead of moving forward 
with Segment E, PacifiCorp Transmission responded that the “outstanding tasks” would be “scheduled to align with the 
planned in-service date as informed by the Integrated Resource Plan.”   

The 2023 IRP (2023-2042) modeled Segment E as available in 2028– a five-year window, so it would appear that 
PacifiCorp Transmission needs up to five years to complete siting, permitting and construction.  However, the 2037 online 
date being modeled for the 2027 IRP suggests a ten-year window, a 100% increase.  

WRA recommends that PacifiCorp reevaluate the online date it uses for modeling purposes and allow Segment E to be 
selected by the model in 2032, consistent with the five-year timeframe used for the 2023 IRP. 

Thank you for this feedback. 

 
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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