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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·BE IT REMEMBERED that on Tuesday,
·2· ·October 7, 2025, at 621 Woodland Square Loop
·3· ·Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 9:00 a.m., the
·4· ·following proceedings were had, to wit:
·5
·6· · · · · · · · · · · ·<<<<<< >>>>>>
·7
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Let's be on the
·9· ·record.
10· · · ·Good morning.· It is Tuesday, October 7th.· The
11· ·time is 9 a.m.· My name is Connor Thompson.· I am an
12· ·administrative law judge with the Washington
13· ·Utilities and Transportation Commission, and I am
14· ·presiding in this matter along with the commissioners
15· ·and Administrative Law Judge Bijan Hughes.
16· · · ·We are here today for an evidentiary hearing in
17· ·Docket UE-250224, which is captioned, respectively,
18· ·Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
19· ·vs. PacifiCorp, doing business as Pacific Power &
20· ·Light Company.
21· · · ·Let's go ahead and start by taking short
22· ·appearances, starting with the company.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· Good morning.· My name
24· ·is Adam Lowney from the law firm of McDowell Rackner
25· ·Gibson appearing today on behalf of PacifiCorp.
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·1· · · ·And with me is Matt McVee, also with McDowell
·2· ·Rackner Gibson, and Ajay Kumar and Tiffanie
·3· ·Ellis-Burke of PacifiCorp.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·5· · · ·And for staff.
·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Good morning.· My
·7· ·name is Josephine Strauss.· I'm the AAG with the
·8· ·Washington State Attorney General's Office
·9· ·representing staff.· And with me, I have Colin
10· ·O'Brien, also an AAG representing staff.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
12· ·much.
13· · · ·And for public counsel.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· Yes.· This is Rob
15· ·Sykes, assistant attorney general, with --
16· ·representing public counsel.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
18· · · ·And the Alliance of Western Energy Consumers.
19· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. PEPPLE:· Good morning.· This is
20· ·Tyler Pepple with Pepple Moser representing the
21· ·Alliance of Western Energy Consumers.· Also with me
22· ·is Michelle Madsen.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
24· ·much.
25· · · ·And for The Energy Project.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. ZAKAI:· Good morning, Your
·2· ·Honor.· My name is Yochi Zakai.· I'm with the law
·3· ·firm of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger here today on
·4· ·behalf of The Energy Project.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·6· · · ·Let's go ahead and talk about our plans for this
·7· ·hearing.
·8· · · ·First, we will turn to the admission of prefiled
·9· ·exhibits and testimony.· We will then follow with
10· ·brief opening statements limited to ten minutes each
11· ·before we turn to the cross-examination of witnesses
12· ·following the parties' agreed-upon order of
13· ·presentation, which we'll get to here in just a
14· ·moment.
15· · · ·We will be taking witnesses individually today.
16· ·We'll plan on a mid-morning break.· And I just want
17· ·to remind the parties to please keep your microphones
18· ·muted unless you are speaking and also not to use
19· ·video for any portions of the hearing unless you have
20· ·a speaking role.
21· · · ·Let's go ahead and talk about the order of
22· ·witnesses quickly.
23· · · ·PacifiCorp has suggested an alternate order of
24· ·witnesses from what was included in the cross time
25· ·estimates that was sent out.· That order is Steward,
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·1· ·Link, Mitchell, Wilding, Ghosh, Lipinski, and Cheung.
·2· · · ·Does any party have any objection to that witness
·3· ·ordering?
·4· · · ·And I can repeat that again, if you'd like.· Do
·5· ·you need it again?· Okay.
·6· · · ·Steward first.· And then Link second.· Mitchell
·7· ·will be third.· Wilding will be fourth.· Ghosh will
·8· ·be fifth.· Lipinski will be sixth.· And Cheung will
·9· ·be seventh, for the company.
10· · · ·And then prior to the hearing, we did have some
11· ·questions regarding witness availability.· There were
12· ·a couple of witnesses which did not have cross
13· ·indicated by any of the parties, but the Commission
14· ·does have questions for a couple of those witnesses.
15· · · ·One is John D. Wilson for staff.· Mullins we had
16· ·cross for.· Another would be Robert Earle for public
17· ·counsel.· And then also we have at least one question
18· ·for Shaylee Stokes from The Energy Project.
19· · · ·I might propose, just due to the length of
20· ·questioning that it looks like it'll be for witness
21· ·Stokes, that perhaps we take witness Stokes first
22· ·after the company just so as not to prolong her
23· ·having to wait to testify.
24· · · ·Would that be okay with The Energy Project?
25· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. ZAKAI:· Thank you, Your Honor.
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·1· ·I'd advise witness Stokes to likely be available in
·2· ·the afternoon, but I can -- I can chat with her.  I
·3· ·think that would probably be okay.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Wonderful.
·5· · · ·And I'm not entirely certain we'll get through
·6· ·all of the company's witnesses by this afternoon, but
·7· ·we'll definitely do our best to do so.
·8· · · ·Okay.· I think that covers the order of
·9· ·witnesses.
10· · · ·Does any party have any recommended changes,
11· ·problems with witness availability that we should
12· ·know about at this time?
13· · · ·I'll go ahead and start with company.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· No, we have no
15· ·concerns with -- we have no concerns with the
16· ·proposed schedule.
17· · · ·One question.· We had two witnesses that were not
18· ·identified for cross-examination and were not
19· ·identified by you just moments ago for commissioner
20· ·questions:· Isaiah Zacharia and Dan MacNeil.· May
21· ·those witnesses be excused as of this morning?
22· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Those
23· ·witnesses may be excused.
24· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· Thank you, Your Honor.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
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·1· · · ·And, staff, any changes, recommendations to the
·2· ·witness list ordering?
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· None, Your Honor.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
·5· · · ·Public counsel?
·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· None.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· AWEC?
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. PEPPLE:· No concerns.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· And The Energy
10· ·Project?· Thank you.
11· · · ·Okay.· Back to technical difficulty instructions.
12· ·If you are having any technical issues or you observe
13· ·that a party or representative has dropped off the
14· ·online meeting, please mention that in the chat.· The
15· ·chat should be reserved for technical issues and
16· ·requests for breaks only.
17· · · ·Then before we get to the admission of exhibits,
18· ·I will note that -- and thank all the parties for
19· ·providing a list of individuals who can participate
20· ·in the confidential sections of this hearing.· If we
21· ·need to go into a confidential session, we will take
22· ·a short break to ensure that everybody in the room
23· ·and everybody online is able to participate in that
24· ·confidential session.
25· · · ·I've sent that list of individuals to our records
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·1· ·staff who is supporting us today.· And so we
·2· ·hopefully won't have to take any excess delay if we
·3· ·need to go into a confidential session.· So thank you
·4· ·again to the parties for sending that ahead of time.
·5· · · ·Are there any questions before we turn to the
·6· ·admission of exhibits?
·7· · · ·Okay.· Let's go ahead and address exhibits.
·8· · · ·Do the parties stipulate to the admission of all
·9· ·the prefiled exhibits testimony, including
10· ·cross-examination exhibits?
11· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· Your Honor, on behalf
12· ·of PacifiCorp, we do not object to the admission of
13· ·all of the prefiled exhibits, including cross
14· ·exhibits, with the exception of five that I'll list
15· ·right now.
16· · · ·These are all designated for Joelle Steward, so
17· ·they're all "JRS":· 8X, 13X, 14X, 15X, and 16X.· And
18· ·these were all exhibits that were provided by public
19· ·counsel to be used by their cross-examination.
20· · · ·We would not stipulate to their admission, and we
21· ·would ask that if -- they only be admitted upon a
22· ·proper foundation, which can only occur during the
23· ·cross-examination of witness Steward.
24· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Very well.
25· ·We can get to the admission of those five exhibits at

Page 31
·1· ·that point in time.
·2· · · ·Does staff have any objections to any of the
·3· ·exhibits?
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Yes, Your Honor.
·5· ·Staff is objecting to cross exhibits for Jacque
·6· ·Hawkins-Jones.· That would be JHJ-2X, JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X,
·7· ·and JHJ-5X, but only DR 27 of that final exhibit.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· And would
·9· ·you mind saying those one more time for me.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Yes.· JHJ-2X, 3X, and
11· ·4X, and then 5X, but only DR 27.· And then the basis
12· ·for all those would be relevance since they have to
13· ·do with a previously litigated docket that is not the
14· ·subject of this proceeding.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Very well.
16· · · ·Does the company have a response?
17· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McVEE:· Yes, Your Honor.· So
18· ·those four exhibits all relate to -- specifically
19· ·relate to the testimony filed by witness
20· ·Hawkins-Jones.· Exhibit 2X addresses the currently
21· ·approved allocation methodology, which is a
22· ·substantial portion of this proceeding.· Cross
23· ·Exhibit 3 and 4 are both related to the stipulation
24· ·filed in that proceeding, the 2020 rate case of
25· ·PacifiCorp.· And Exhibit 5X specifically relates to
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·1· ·the recommendat- -- one of the recommendations from
·2· ·the witness in their cross-answering testimony.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Any response?
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Yes.· Your Honor,
·5· ·Jacque Hawkins-Jones has not actually testified to
·6· ·the substance of the 2019 docket.· She mentions the
·7· ·WIJAM in passing just as it relates to moving forward
·8· ·in a prospective view on this docket.
·9· · · ·But we're not relitigating past issues.· We don't
10· ·bring up the substance of any sort of joint testimony
11· ·agreement surrounding the WIJAM.· Staff's concern
12· ·really is the prospective forward-looking nature of
13· ·this docket, not the historical aspect of a prior
14· ·allocation methodology.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Why don't
16· ·we do this.· When we get to the cross-examination of
17· ·that witness -- we'll refrain from admitting those
18· ·four exhibits at this time.· Counsel, you can frame
19· ·your questions as you see fit pertaining to the
20· ·testimony of Ms. Hawkins-Jones at the -- the time of
21· ·her cross, and then we can deal with the admission at
22· ·that point in time.
23· · · ·Okay.· So we've got those four marked.· And just
24· ·to be clear on JHJ-5X, the objection is only to
25· ·DR 27?
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Yes, Your Honor.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
·3· · · ·Public counsel, any objection to any exhibits?
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· No objection from
·5· ·public counsel.
·6· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·7· · · ·AWEC.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. PEPPLE:· Yes, Your Honor, so
·9· ·not necessarily an objection right now, but I haven't
10· ·had an opportunity to confer with PacifiCorp about
11· ·Cross Exhibits BGM-12CX through BGM-21CX, which are
12· ·Mr. Mullins' work papers.· We're not ready to
13· ·stipulate to those yet, but I would propose that I
14· ·can maybe confer with the company during a break at
15· ·some point, and then we can revisit those.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· We will
17· ·refrain from admitting those at this time.· And
18· ·please confer with the company during our morning
19· ·break or during lunch, and we'll revisit that issue
20· ·at that point in time.
21· · · ·And for The Energy Project, any objections?
22· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. ZAKAI:· No objections.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Wonderful.
24· · · ·Let's go ahead and admit all of the exhibits,
25· ·cross exhibits, and testimony submitted by the
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·1· ·parties, with the exceptions of JRS-8X, JRS-13X,
·2· ·JRS-14X, JRS-15X, and JRS-16X, as well as JHJ-2X,
·3· ·JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27 of JHJ-5X.· The rest of
·4· ·those will be admitted.
·5· · · ·And then we will also refrain from admitting at
·6· ·this time BGM-12XC through BGM-21XC.· And we will
·7· ·revisit that after a break so that AWEC has a chance
·8· ·to confer with the company.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (All exhibits, cross exhibits,
10· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·and testimony -- excluding
11· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·JRS-8X, JRS-13X, JRS-14X,
12· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·JRS-15X, JRS-16X, JHJ-2X,
13· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27
14· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·of JHJ-5X, BGM-12XC,
15· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·BGM-13XC, BGM-14XC,
16· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·BGM-15XC, BGM-16XC,
17· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·BGM-17XC, BGM-18XC,
18· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·BGM-19XC, BGM-20XC, and
19· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·BGM-21XC -- admitted.)
20
21· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· I believe there
22· ·are a few outstanding motions in this proceeding.· As
23· ·Judge Hughes indicated yesterday, those will be taken
24· ·care of via order shortly.· I do not think any of
25· ·those motions bear on our proceeding today.· And so
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·1· ·unless there's a motion from any party at this point
·2· ·in time or somebody would like to correct me on the
·3· ·applicability of any of those outstanding motions, we
·4· ·can go ahead and proceed.
·5· · · ·Does anybody have any last-minute motions?
·6· · · ·Okay.· Let's go ahead and begin with our opening
·7· ·statements.· And we'll go ahead and begin with the
·8· ·company.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· Thank you, Your Honor.
10· · · ·Good morning, Chair Rybarik, Commissioner
11· ·Rendahl, Commissioner Doumit.· For the record, my
12· ·name is Adam Lowney, with the law firm of McDowell
13· ·Rackner Gibson, and I'm appearing today on behalf of
14· ·PacifiCorp.
15· · · ·I'd like to start by thanking you for the
16· ·opportunity to appear today.· Understanding that
17· ·we'll be filing post-hearing briefs and knowing the
18· ·parties have extensive cross-examination, I'll keep
19· ·my remarks brief and focus on the two key issues in
20· ·the case:· The Washington 2026 protocol and net power
21· ·costs, or NPC.· I'd like to begin, however, with a
22· ·brief synopsis of the company's overall
23· ·recommendations.
24· · · ·Based on its rebuttal filing, the company
25· ·proposes a net power cost decrease of $1.5 million.
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·1· ·Accounting for the non-net-power-cost elements
·2· ·required to match costs and benefits produces a
·3· ·modest overall increase of only $12.1 million, or
·4· ·roughly 2.8 percent.
·5· · · ·By way of comparison, had the company continued
·6· ·using the Washington Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation
·7· ·Methodology, or the WIJAM, net power costs would have
·8· ·been approximately $80 million higher.· So even with
·9· ·the update to the non-NPC elements to reflect
10· ·implementation of the 2026 protocol, rates would be
11· ·roughly $68 million -- rates will be roughly
12· ·$68 million lower than they would have been using the
13· ·WIJAM.
14· · · ·In addition to producing overall -- lower overall
15· ·rates in this case, the 2026 protocol also provides a
16· ·path to meeting Washington State energy goals while
17· ·maintaining reliable and affordable service.· The
18· ·protocol creates a Washington-specific resource
19· ·portfolio which allows PacifiCorp to more effectively
20· ·plan for Washington based on a fixed allocation of
21· ·resources that will not decrease if loads in other
22· ·states grow.
23· · · ·As part of that Washington-specific planning, the
24· ·protocol will also enable PacifiCorp to more
25· ·efficiently incorporate additional Washington situs
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·1· ·assigned resources to grow and adapt that portfolio.
·2· ·And by assigning more resources to the
·3· ·Washington-specific portfolio, the protocol
·4· ·dramatically reduces the exposure of Washington rates
·5· ·to the market, which will create rate stability and
·6· ·lower overall net power costs.
·7· · · ·Under the 2026 protocol, Washington now has
·8· ·sufficient resources on an energy basis to serve
·9· ·Washington load, thereby eliminating from the NPC
10· ·forecast the so-called open position that has been a
11· ·controversial element of the WIJAM because it made
12· ·Washington rates more exposed to volatile market
13· ·prices.
14· · · ·To be clear, this does not mean that PacifiCorp
15· ·will not continue to rely on market transactions to
16· ·serve Washington customers.· Rather, it means that
17· ·from a ratemaking perspective, the rates set for
18· ·Washington under the 2026 protocol will have less
19· ·exposure to market prices, which previously served as
20· ·a proxy for the difference between Washington load
21· ·and the physical resources allocated to meet that
22· ·load.
23· · · ·These benefits are directly responsive to the
24· ·Commission's prior directives to reduce the market
25· ·open position and allow for State situs assigned
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·1· ·resources.
·2· · · ·The 2026 protocol also immediately increases the
·3· ·allocation of resources that can be used to
·4· ·demonstrate compliance with CETA, which better
·5· ·positions the company to cost-effectively meet
·6· ·Washington State policy goals.· The 2026 protocol
·7· ·provides for the managed dispatch of Chehalis to
·8· ·effectuate the energy transition without threatening
·9· ·reliable service to customers.· The protocol also
10· ·reduces the allocation of capacity from Jim Bridger's
11· ·gas converted units.
12· · · ·Together, these gas plant allocations provide
13· ·local control over a resource in Washington while
14· ·maintaining the share of a resource that can support
15· ·transfers of wind generation from the east.· And the
16· ·2026 protocol achieves all this while maintaining
17· ·access to the broader system benefits from
18· ·PacifiCorp's expansive transmission system.
19· · · ·The Washington 2026 protocol is not a new
20· ·concept.· It is in many ways simply the extension of
21· ·concepts identified in the 2020 protocol.· However,
22· ·diverging state energy policies have made it
23· ·increasingly challenging to maintain a system
24· ·resource portfolio and difficult to reach agreement
25· ·on a new allocation methodology that would apply to
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·1· ·all the states.
·2· · · ·PacifiCorp has been engaged in discussions, both
·3· ·internal and external, to address these issues for
·4· ·nearly a decade.· While PacifiCorp would have
·5· ·preferred to file a negotiated agreement, that was
·6· ·simply not possible.· That fact, however, should not
·7· ·take away from the benefits of the 2026 protocol.
·8· · · ·Most of the issues -- most of the issues raised
·9· ·by the parties seek individual adjustments with no
10· ·evaluation of the interrelated impacts to utility
11· ·service, financial health of the company, or the need
12· ·to plan for an uncertain future.· In the end,
13· ·PacifiCorp must comply with its operational and
14· ·reliability obligations while meeting Washington
15· ·State energy policies, and the 2026 protocol provides
16· ·the tools to do that without putting customers at
17· ·risk.
18· · · ·Now turning to forecast net power costs.· To
19· ·recap, the company's rebuttal recommendation is for
20· ·an overall decrease of $1.5 million, which is
21· ·achieved in part through the realignment of resources
22· ·under the 2026 protocol.· Recall that under the
23· ·WIJAM, net power costs would have been roughly $80
24· ·million higher.
25· · · ·The company's forecast was based on the
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·1· ·state-of-the-art industry-standard Aurora model.· The
·2· ·forecast begins with a total company simulation and
·3· ·then allocates specific resources from that forecast
·4· ·to Washington.· This two-step process -- forecast,
·5· ·then allocate -- has been used since the WIJAM was
·6· ·adopted and ensures an accurate NPC forecast is built
·7· ·into rates that can then be fairly reconciled in a
·8· ·power cost adjustment mechanism.· Neither the company
·9· ·nor any party has proposed a different two-step
10· ·process for allocating net power costs to Washington.
11· · · ·The total company simulation that serves as the
12· ·foundation for Washington allocated costs must be
13· ·based on the real world and reflect physical and
14· ·reliability constraints that impact system dispatch.
15· ·This means that even resources that are not allocated
16· ·to Washington for ratemaking must be correctly
17· ·accounted for when modeling dispatch of the company's
18· ·system.· PacifiCorp cannot jeopardize system
19· ·reliability in actual operations, and rates should
20· ·reflect this fact; for example, by correctly modeling
21· ·transmission system constraints.
22· · · ·It is also -- it is also critical to consider the
23· ·total system.· Because even under the 2026 protocol,
24· ·Washington does not have sufficient dispatchable
25· ·resources to fully integrate its level of
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·1· ·intermittent resources.· This means that resources
·2· ·that are not included in Washington rates are still
·3· ·providing real, tangible benefits to Washington
·4· ·customers.
·5· · · ·Put another way, Washington rates would
·6· ·undoubtedly increase if Washington were assigned
·7· ·sufficient dispatchable resources to fully integrate
·8· ·Washington assigned renewable resources.· The
·9· ·company's allocation of costs is therefore inherently
10· ·conservative.
11· · · ·Parties' recommendations to set net power
12· ·costs -- parties' recommendations to set net power
13· ·costs without regard for the total system or without
14· ·regard for reliability obligations or without regard
15· ·for physical plant limitations or without regard for
16· ·resources that benefit Washington but are not
17· ·included in rates should therefore be rejected.
18· · · ·In conclusion, the Commission should approve the
19· ·2026 protocol and the company's forecasted net power
20· ·costs which together produce a modest overall rate
21· ·increase of $12.1 million, or 2.8 percent.
22· · · ·Thank you again for the opportunity to provide
23· ·this opening statement.· And PacifiCorp looks forward
24· ·to presenting its case over the next couple of days.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
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·1· ·much.
·2· · · ·And for staff.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Good morning,
·4· ·Commissioners and Judges.
·5· · · ·In this limited-power-cost-only proceeding, the
·6· ·core issue from staff's perspective is what should be
·7· ·taken care of now and what should be preserved for
·8· ·the company's next general rate case.· Generally
·9· ·speaking, coal-related costs need to be removed from
10· ·rates and the NPC forecast baseline updated
11· ·accordingly.· However, non-NPC costs in the proposed
12· ·2026 protocol should be preserved for later
13· ·consideration in the next GRC.
14· · · ·Staff has reservations about the 2026 protocol.
15· ·And given the truncated time of this proceeding and
16· ·the evidence in the record, staff is not comfortable
17· ·recommending adoption of this protocol at this time.
18· ·Strictly speaking, concerns raised by AWEC and public
19· ·counsel should be further explored, and specifically
20· ·concerns regarding overcollection under the WIJAM
21· ·investigated so such an issue can be prevented from
22· ·reoccurring under future allocation methodologies.
23· · · ·Additionally, 100 percent allocation of Chehalis
24· ·to Washington may resolve short-term policy issues,
25· ·but it comes on the eve of CETA's 2030 deadline with
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·1· ·uncertainty about how the resource will play into the
·2· ·company's obligation to meet 80 percent renewable
·3· ·non-emitting power by that time.
·4· · · ·While staff acknowledges that parts of the 2026
·5· ·protocol appear better than the WIJAM, there are
·6· ·still too many unknowns that prevent staff from
·7· ·recommending that the proposed protocol be adopted.
·8· ·Thank you very much.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
10· · · ·Public counsel.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· Good morning, Judges
12· ·and Commissioners.· My name is Rob Sykes.· I'm an
13· ·assistant attorney general representing the public
14· ·counsel unit.
15· · · ·This is an unusual proceeding.· This is not a
16· ·simple power cost update.· Instead, we're here to
17· ·evaluate PacifiCorp's unilateral cost allocation
18· ·protocol, the 2026 protocol, in what would otherwise
19· ·be a narrow proceeding.
20· · · ·The fundamental legal principle in this
21· ·proceeding, as in any ratemaking proceeding as
22· ·reflected in Title 80 of the RCW, is that rates need
23· ·to be just, fair, and reasonable.· And that is a
24· ·consideration that should be taken into account when
25· ·evaluating the PacifiCorp's 2026 protocol.
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·1· · · ·Although the Commission has ordered PacifiCorp to
·2· ·propose a new cost allocation methodology that is
·3· ·fair to Washington, the company's filing ultimately
·4· ·follows its decision to unilaterally terminate the
·5· ·multistate process.
·6· · · ·PacifiCorp's decision, replacing a long-standing
·7· ·collaborative with a unilateral proposal, should
·8· ·dramatically raise the company's burden of proof to
·9· ·prove the fairness of its proposal, particularly as
10· ·the rate increase in its predominantly rural area
11· ·services -- or rural service areas will be
12· ·substantial.
13· · · ·Now, I'll admit public counsel was not involved
14· ·in the MSP, and there are reasons for that that we
15· ·could get into on another day.· But it was the only
16· ·venue where parties could propose alternative
17· ·methodologies that might lead to a fair outcome for
18· ·its customers.
19· · · ·It should therefore come as little surprise that
20· ·PacifiCorp proposes an outcome that has not been
21· ·tested against other proposals.· As far as the
22· ·Commission can tell, PacifiCorp's proposal may be in
23· ·the best interest of PacifiCorp or the customers, but
24· ·it has no way to determine which.
25· · · ·By way of example, the 2026 protocol proposes to
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·1· ·allocate the Chehalis plant to Washington on a situs
·2· ·basis and remove Hermiston from rates.· But when
·3· ·asked whether the company compared other
·4· ·alternatives, they responded that no analysis was
·5· ·needed to make that decision.
·6· · · ·The Commission will see, as it reviews evidence,
·7· ·that the company has not provided -- or company's
·8· ·failure to provide evidence permeates the entire
·9· ·filing.
10· · · ·For instance, PacifiCorp proposes creating
11· ·separate gas and power hedge books for Washington but
12· ·responded in discovery that it did not perform an
13· ·analysis of that decision.· The record shows that
14· ·PacifiCorp relies on an information asymmetry to its
15· ·advantage to recoup costs without sufficient
16· ·justification.
17· · · ·PacifiCorp's allocation methodology is also
18· ·incredibly shortsighted.· When asked who should bear
19· ·future CCA costs, the company could not answer.· The
20· ·company cannot explain how it will achieve CETA's
21· ·2030 targets by allocating a gas plant to Washington
22· ·on a situs basis.
23· · · ·So the question then becomes what the remedy
24· ·should be.· Public counsel was the only party that
25· ·provides an alternative allocation proposal.· And the
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·1· ·Commission can decide whether or not public counsel
·2· ·met the burden of proof on that proposal.· Or the
·3· ·Commission can accept the allocation protocol with
·4· ·one or more adjustments as the parties, including
·5· ·public counsel, have recommended.
·6· · · ·But ultimately what the Commission must do is
·7· ·hold PacifiCorp to a higher standard to prove its
·8· ·2026 protocol is in the fairness to customers and
·9· ·will result in just, fair, and reasonable rates.
10· ·Thank you.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
12· · · ·And for AWEC.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE HUGHES:· I'm going to ask to
14· ·remind people to turn their cameras on when they're
15· ·speaking.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. PEPPLE:· Good morning,
17· ·Commissioners, Judge Thompson, and Judge Hughes.
18· ·Tyler Pepple for the Alliance of Western Energy
19· ·Consumers.
20· · · ·Since 20 -- since PacifiCorp's 2020 rate case,
21· ·customer rates have increased by over 70 percent.  A
22· ·significant portion of this is related to power
23· ·costs.· In this case, PacifiCorp proposes a new power
24· ·cost allocation methodology for Washington that
25· ·overall helps mitigate these cost increases relative
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·1· ·to what would occur under the existing allocation
·2· ·methodology.
·3· · · ·The most significant of these impacts is the
·4· ·reassignment of the Chehalis gas plant entirely to
·5· ·Washington.· This change both materially reduces
·6· ·PacifiCorp's Washington allocated power costs and
·7· ·increases Washington resource adequacy position.
·8· ·AWEC recommends that the Commission approve this
·9· ·reassignment.
10· · · ·Other changes PacifiCorp proposes as part of its
11· ·new allocation method, however, AWEC does not
12· ·recommend the Commission approve.· In many cases,
13· ·this is because the change falls outside of the scope
14· ·of this limited-issue power-cost-only rate case, such
15· ·as changes to the system overhead factor and the
16· ·establishment of how coal decommissioning costs --
17· ·coal decommissioning and remediation costs will be
18· ·assigned to Washington.
19· · · ·These issues are better addressed in a general
20· ·rate case where all of PacifiCorp's costs and
21· ·revenues can be reviewed.· Importantly, by deferring
22· ·a final decision on a complete cost allocation
23· ·methodology, the Commission will also not be making
24· ·permanent allocation decisions in this case.· This
25· ·means that the Commission will have the opportunity
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·1· ·to revisit any allocation decisions it makes in this
·2· ·case in a future rate case.
·3· · · ·Outside of cost allocation, AWEC has a number of
·4· ·concerns with how PacifiCorp models its power costs.
·5· ·The company, for instance, models wind dispatch in a
·6· ·manner that reduces these plants' output far below
·7· ·what they have historically generated, both
·8· ·increasing costs and modeled emissions to Washington.
·9· ·It also proposes a new hedging transaction cost in
10· ·this case that it has never before identified but
11· ·materially increases Washington's power costs.
12· ·PacifiCorp offers no compelling evidence to support
13· ·this new cost, and it should be rejected as staff,
14· ·AWEC, and public counsel all recommend.
15· · · ·The adjustments parties recommend in this case
16· ·coupled with the ones PacifiCorp has already
17· ·accepted, like removal of a CETA cost adder,
18· ·demonstrate that this case should result in a
19· ·reduction to customer rates on January 1st.· Such a
20· ·result will be welcome relief to customers who are
21· ·facing an affordability crisis regardless of whether
22· ·we are talking about residential, commercial, or
23· ·industrial customers.
24· · · ·By accepting the reassignment of Chehalis to
25· ·Washington and rejecting PacifiCorp's unsupported
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·1· ·changes to its power cost modeling, the Commission
·2· ·can achieve this result while still ensuring an
·3· ·accurate power cost forecast.· Thank you.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
·5· ·much.
·6· · · ·And for The Energy Project.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. ZAKAI:· Good morning,
·8· ·Commissioners, ALJs, parties.
·9· · · ·This weekend, the Mariners scored a rare playoff
10· ·win.· And I'm sure some in this room wish we would
11· ·end today's hearing a little bit early to watch the
12· ·next game.
13· · · ·I'd like to take us back to the last time the
14· ·Mariners were in the playoffs.· The year was 2022.
15· ·Things were different.· There was no Big Dumper, and
16· ·the M's lost three games in a row to the Astros.
17· · · ·PacifiCorp's bills were also really different in
18· ·2022.· Fans in Yakima and Walla Walla had an average
19· ·residential electric bill that was 70 percent lower
20· ·than today.· A lot of those fans earn the minimum
21· ·wage.· And since 2022, Washington's minimum wage has
22· ·increased $2.17 per hour, or about 15 percent.· A lot
23· ·of those fans rely on Social Security and disability
24· ·income.· And since 2022, the Social Security cost-of-
25· ·living increases have totaled about 20 percent.
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·1· · · ·TEP asks you to put yourself in the shoes of
·2· ·those low-income fans and imagine trying to reconcile
·3· ·a 15 to 20 percent cost-of-living increase with a 70
·4· ·percent increase in bills.· To keep the lights on,
·5· ·low-income fans will forego not only a game-time beer
·6· ·but basic necessities, such as food and medicine, in
·7· ·order to pay utility bills.
·8· · · ·More than specific recommendations, TEP's request
·9· ·in this case is for the Commission to consider the
10· ·overall context when making decisions.· This means
11· ·considering the context of already authorized bill
12· ·increases to deal with power costs, as well as
13· ·PacifiCorp's progress towards acquiring new resources
14· ·to reduce its market exposure and meet its CETA
15· ·obligations.
16· · · ·If PacifiCorp had made reasonable investments in
17· ·fixed-priced contracts for non-emitting resources,
18· ·then it could have avoided many of the market
19· ·purchases driving the 70 percent bill increase over
20· ·the past four years.· Instead, each iteration of its
21· ·clean energy implementation plan shows the company
22· ·falling further behind in its acquisition of
23· ·renewables.· PacifiCorp missed the opportunity to
24· ·invest in fixed-cost renewables when costs were low,
25· ·tax credits were abundant, and tariffs nonexistent.
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·1· · · ·I want to focus on the forward-looking
·2· ·implications of this.· Because PacifiCorp has not
·3· ·acquired sufficient clean energy, the investments
·4· ·needed to meet CETA's 2030 targets are looming large
·5· ·in ratepayers' future.· These necessary future
·6· ·investments, which the Commission repeatedly remind
·7· ·PacifiCorp about in recent power cost and resource
·8· ·planning orders over the past 10 to 15 years, is
·9· ·context that should inform your decision in this
10· ·case.· Given this context, regulating in the public
11· ·interest requires the Commission to order PacifiCorp
12· ·to correct course towards the use of less gas plants
13· ·and reduce rates.· Thank you.· And go M's.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
15· ·much.
16· · · ·At this point in time, we will go ahead and
17· ·proceed with our first witness.· Our first witness
18· ·today will be Joelle Steward.
19· · · ·Okay.· Thank you.· If you would please raise your
20· ·right hand, and I can swear you in.
21· · · ·Do you swear and affirm that you will tell the
22· ·truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
24· ·////
25· ·////
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·1· · · JOELLE R. STEWARD,· · · · ·having been first duly sworn
·2· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·by Administrative Law Judge
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·Thompson, was examined and
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·testified as follows:
·5
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.· You

·7· · · may be seated.

·8· · · · · And, Counsel, if you could introduce the witness,

·9· · · please.

10· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Yes, Your Honor.· Thank

11· · · you.

12

13· · · · · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

14· · · BY MR. McVEE:

15· Q· ·Good morning.· Could you state your name -- state and

16· · · spell your name for the record, please.

17· A· ·Good morning.· My name's Joelle Steward.· It's
18· · · J-o-e-l-l-e S-t-e-w-a-r-d.
19· Q· ·And what is your position at PacifiCorp?

20· A· ·I am the senior vice president of regulation.
21· Q· ·And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits

22· · · in this proceeding?

23· A· ·Yes, I did.
24· Q· ·And do you have any changes to the testimony or

25· · · exhibits at this time?
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·1· A· ·I do not.
·2· Q· ·And if I were to ask you the same questions that are
·3· · · in your testimony again today, would you have the
·4· · · same response?
·5· A· ·Yes.
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· This witness is
·7· · · available for cross-examination.
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
·9· · · much.
10· · · · · And I believe staff has indicated cross for this
11· · · witness?
12· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. O'BRIEN:· Yes, Your Honor.
13
14· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
15· · · BY MR. O'BRIEN:
16· Q· ·Good morning, Ms. Steward.
17· A· ·Good morning.
18· Q· ·So we are going to start with some of your testimony
19· · · on over-recovery of costs.· There was a lot of
20· · · testimony about that in the response testimony, and
21· · · you have some response in your rebuttal.
22· · · · · Starting on Page 20 of JRS-2T, specifically at
23· · · Lines 3 to 5, you testified that the Washington
24· · · Commission has not been concerned with over- or
25· · · under-recovery of costs on a system basis.
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·1· A· ·I'm sorry.· Could you say the line number again.· Oh.
·2· · · 3 through 5.· Okay.· Yes.
·3· Q· ·3 through 5.
·4· A· ·I'm there.
·5· Q· ·Is it your testimony the Commission should not be
·6· · · concerned with how the company is allocating its
·7· · · plant on a systemwide basis?
·8· A· ·Oh.· No.· We understand.· All of our states are
·9· · · interested in how we're allocating cost, but we also
10· · · recognize that each state has responsibility for
11· · · setting rates for their jurisdiction, and it's not
12· · · necessarily dependent on what other jurisdictions
13· · · determine.
14· Q· ·Would it be fair, just, reasonable, and sufficient
15· · · for the Commission to approve rates that are likely
16· · · to result in PacifiCorp significantly over-collecting
17· · · on a resource from all its jurisdictions?
18· A· ·Could you say that again.
19· Q· ·Of course.
20· · · · · Would it be fair, just, reasonable, and
21· · · sufficient for the Commission to approve rates that
22· · · are likely to result in PacifiCorp significantly
23· · · over-collecting on a resource from all its
24· · · jurisdictions?
25· A· ·Well, the last allocation protocol, the last two
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·1· · · allocation protocols, both the WCA and WIJAM, had an
·2· · · over-allocation of certain recourses to Washington,
·3· · · which was really the basis of that statement, that
·4· · · other resources are under-allocated.· And so there's
·5· · · a lot of moving pieces in there.· And the risk that

·6· · · we're going to be over-allocated and over-recover
·7· · · across all of our states for all of our costs, based
·8· · · on my experience, is pretty low.
·9· Q· ·And can you give an example of under-allocated

10· · · resources?

11· A· ·Well, we have somewhere around 200 different types of
12· · · resources or 200 different resources between owned
13· · · and contracted resources.· In the WCA and the WIJAM
14· · · allocation methodologies, the resources on the west
15· · · had 20 percent allocation to Washington and no

16· · · allocation of their resources on the east.
17· · · · · So, like, our Hunter and Huntington plants that
18· · · are located in Utah, Washington was not paying for.
19· · · But for all of our other states, we were also then
20· · · not getting recovery of those -- that Washington
21· · · share of about 8 percent of those resources.
22· · · · · So when you look at all of the different
23· · · resources together, some were over-allocated.· Most
24· · · of them were under-allocated.· And so it's kind of a

25· · · mixed bag.
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·1· Q· ·So you're testifying that most of the resources were
·2· · · under-allocated, though?
·3· A· ·From the Washington perspective --
·4· Q· ·Yes.
·5· A· ·-- or from a system perspective?
·6· Q· ·Let's say both.
·7· A· ·I mean, it's -- there's a lot of math that goes on
·8· · · there.· But we had a higher allocation of the
·9· · · resources in the west, a lower allocation of the
10· · · resources in the east.· The net of that in the math
11· · · was actually an under-allocation of the total of
12· · · those resources.
13· Q· ·And do you believe it's reasonable or there is a
14· · · reasonable amount for PacifiCorp's actual revenues to
15· · · exceed its actual costs for a resource on a
16· · · systemwide basis?
17· A· ·For a specific resource?
18· Q· ·Yes.
19· A· ·No.· And that's pretty difficult to try to calculate.
20· · · And I know Ms. Cheung talks about how we have a lot
21· · · of different timing of cases across states.· But for
22· · · a single resource, you may have differences in what
23· · · was in base.· Some states actually have differences
24· · · in depreciation rates, with Oregon having a faster
25· · · depreciation rate than other states.· And you have
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·1· · · different ROEs across different states.· So it's not
·2· · · an easy apples-to-apples comparison all the time, if
·3· · · actually ever.
·4· Q· ·And at what point, if any, should the Commission take
·5· · · action if it learns that the company's actual
·6· · · revenues exceeds actual costs for a resource on a
·7· · · systemwide basis?
·8· A· ·Well, I think that's pretty challenging.· I mean, we
·9· · · don't calculate and we don't provide -- the
10· · · Commission is setting rates for Washington, looking
11· · · at what is reasonable for cost and rates and services
12· · · for our Washington customers.· And so trying to say
13· · · that we're over-recovering in another state, I think
14· · · we have challenges that that's not really their
15· · · jurisdiction that's making some other sort of
16· · · judgement.· And we -- 'cause we don't calculate,
17· · · like, a total-company single-point-in-time revenue
18· · · requirement.· And really, again, that's -- goes to
19· · · Ms. Cheung's testimony.
20· Q· ·That actually leads pretty well into my next -- the
21· · · next part of your testimony I want to look at.
22· · · · · On Page 22, at Footnote 55, you quote the --
23· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Can you
24· · · repeat that, please.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. O'BRIEN:· Page 22 of
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·1· · · Footnote 55.
·2· · · · · We good to go?· Perfect.· Awesome.
·3· Q· ·(By Mr. O'Brien)· All right.· So you quote the
·4· · · Commission standard as being fair, just, and
·5· · · reasonable for used and useful property in this
·6· · · state.
·7· · · · · So a core part of that question is determining if
·8· · · Washington's share of total system costs is properly
·9· · · allocated to the state, correct?
10· A· ·Correct.
11· Q· ·And if a resource is over-allocated across the
12· · · company's jurisdictions, that would mean that
13· · · customers are going to be paying for property that's
14· · · not used and useful in this state, yes?
15· A· ·It's used and useful.· It's not -- maybe I
16· · · misunderstood your question.· I mean, it's not
17· · · located in the state, but it's used and useful for
18· · · customers in this state as part of our system.
19· Q· ·Yes.
20· · · · · But if you've got say an over-allocation of say
21· · · 110 percent across all of your jurisdictions, that's
22· · · going to inherently mean that there are customers
23· · · that are paying for property that isn't used and
24· · · useful in the state because that property doesn't, in
25· · · reality, exist.· You've got 110 percent allocation on
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·1· · · a property, you can't have 110 percent of the
·2· · · property functioning.
·3· A· ·That has been the circumstance that we've been living
·4· · · with for the past couple decades in Washington in
·5· · · that there has been an over-allocation of certain
·6· · · resources and under-allocation of others.
·7· · · · · And so I guess I'm not quite sure I understand
·8· · · your question.· Because not all our -- our total
·9· · · resources are not over-allocated.· Some are; some
10· · · aren't.· But when you look across our total
11· · · portfolio, they have not been over-allocated.· What
12· · · we are trying to do now, starting with the Washington
13· · · 2026 protocol as well as the 2026 protocol we filed
14· · · in all of our other states, is try to get all of our
15· · · states on the same basis of an aligning so it's a
16· · · hundred percent cost recovery, hundred percent
17· · · allocation across all states.
18· Q· ·Yes.
19· · · · · But the point I'm trying to make is that, for
20· · · plants that is over-allocated, customers in that
21· · · instance would be paying for resources they are not
22· · · actually getting.· Because if the property is
23· · · over-allocated across your jurisdictions, there are

24· · · customers that are not actually receiving the benefit
25· · · percentage-wise that they are being billed for, yes?
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·1· A· ·I don't think I agree with the premise of the
·2· · · question.· Because if a commission has determined
·3· · · that allocation, then they've determined that that is
·4· · · the allocation of what is used and useful for that
·5· · · resource.
·6· · · · · And so that's where -- I am struggling with, I
·7· · · think, the premise, that it's therefore not used and
·8· · · useful for that customer or the customers in that
·9· · · state, because then that is the allocation that a
10· · · state has determined is appropriate.
11· Q· ·All right.· Well, we'll move on from that.
12· · · · · So talking about the SG-F factor.· So just for
13· · · clarity:· When we're talking about fixed allocation
14· · · of resources and SG-F in your testimony, that's the
15· · · same thing, right?
16· A· ·Yes.
17· Q· ·Okay.· And SG-F is based on historic share of system
18· · · generation, correct?
19· A· ·Yes.
20· Q· ·And the company is going -- or is proposing to use
21· · · SG-F primarily for allocation of non-emitting
22· · · resources and purchase power.
23· · · · · That's kind of the two buckets it's going to be
24· · · used for?
25· A· ·The SG-F, yes.· And Mr. Link's testimony lays out --
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·1· · · has the tables on that, and I do -- do not, so...
·2· Q· ·So, in effect, what the company is proposing is to
·3· · · use historic system generation as calculated now to
·4· · · permanently make decisions for allocations of
·5· · · non-emitting resources, correct?
·6· A· ·Yes.
·7· Q· ·And under that proposal, as I said, it would be
·8· · · permanent, so the Commission would be approving a
·9· · · plan to never update those allocations in the future,
10· · · correct?
11· A· ·I've been around long enough to say never say
12· · · "never."· But, I mean, certainly what we're proposing
13· · · here is to set a solid base so that we can move
14· · · forward with our plans to serve our customers
15· · · reliably and affordably as well as to meet our CETA
16· · · compliance.
17· Q· ·So talking about that CETA compliance.· On Page 11 of
18· · · your testimony, you state that updating the SG-F
19· · · factor could result in lower renewable and
20· · · non-emitting allocation due to lower load growth.
21· A· ·Sorry.· I was turning.· You said Page 11?
22· Q· ·Yes.
23· A· ·Which line?
24· Q· ·Page 11.
25· A· ·In rebuttal?
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·1· Q· ·Yeah.· Page 11, rebuttal.· You state that lower
·2· · · renewable and -- sorry.
·3· · · · · You state updating the SG-F factor could result
·4· · · in lower renewable and non-emitting allocation due to
·5· · · lower load growth.
·6· A· ·I don't see SG-F on that page.
·7· Q· ·It's going to be Lines 3 to 6.· You don't say SG-F --
·8· A· ·Oh.
·9· Q· ·-- but you state the allocation factor.
10· A· ·Oh.· Right.· So I'm addressing staff's proposal.
11· · · Adding this process creates a significant cost
12· · · allocation risk to Washington customers by exposing
13· · · them to a future reduction in the allocated share of
14· · · non-emitting resources.· That piece.· Yeah.
15· Q· ·Yes.
16· · · · · So if an updated SG-F factor would reduce the
17· · · amount of renewable energy that the company allocated
18· · · to Washington below that required by CETA, what would
19· · · the company do?
20· A· ·In the future?
21· Q· ·Yes.· In the future.
22· A· ·We're not proposing to update it in the future.
23· Q· ·I'm saying that under a scenario where the company --
24· · · or where the Commission accepts staff's proposal to
25· · · periodically update the SG-F factor, what would the
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·1· · · company do if that updated SG-F factor would reduce

·2· · · renewable energy resources below what CETA required?

·3· A· ·It would require us to procure even more resources to
·4· · · meet CETA compliance, which is why we need a solid
·5· · · base and some certainty right now to plan around.
·6· Q· ·Isn't it the case that most future resources that the

·7· · · company has planned to meet CETA requirements would

·8· · · be situs-assigned?

·9· A· ·So we currently have an RFP for a situs assignment of
10· · · resources to Washington, and we certainly anticipate
11· · · going forward.· We are looking to procure resources
12· · · on a more targeted basis based on compliance or need
13· · · for a specific state, or potentially across multiple
14· · · states if there is a consistence -- consistency in
15· · · policies and resource need.
16· · · · · So we're not making a predetermination that there
17· · · wouldn't -- that in the future there couldn't be
18· · · shared resources, but right now what we're looking at
19· · · that's right in front of us is a situs assignment of
20· · · new resources for Washington.
21· Q· ·Okay.

22· A· ·And similarly in Oregon.
23· Q· ·Situs assignment doesn't use the SG-F factor, though,

24· · · right?

25· A· ·Right.
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·1· Q· ·And one of the primary purposes of the SG-F factor is
·2· · · to allocate costs and benefits to different
·3· · · jurisdictions, yes?
·4· A· ·Yes.· For our existing resources.
·5· Q· ·So work through this with me.
·6· · · · · The company is going to be situs-assigning a lot
·7· · · of these renewables.· Won't that lead to -- doesn't
·8· · · that have a very high chance at least of leading to a
·9· · · large oversubscription problem in Washington where
10· · · the generation you're adding is exempt from the
11· · · balancing tool that's meant to keep costs in check?
12· A· ·I'm sorry.· I don't think I understand your question.
13· · · But if it's speaking to the resource need and how
14· · · those resources work in our operations, I would
15· · · actually point to Mr. Link and Mr. Wilding on how
16· · · those resources would work as part of our overall
17· · · portfolio, if at all.
18· · · · · But part of our approach here is to start to step
19· · · into being able to meet specific state needs with
20· · · specific state resources, and this is -- to do that,
21· · · we need to start with our current resources, how
22· · · we're going to allocate those, so we have a solid
23· · · base to plan from.
24· Q· ·So the problem I'm trying to address -- and maybe it
25· · · is a better question for Mr. Link -- is just the idea
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·1· · · that you are going to be specially situs-assigning

·2· · · these resources.· Separate from that, you've also got

·3· · · this SG-F balancing tool that will be helping to

·4· · · assign and allocate these resources.

·5· · · · · But isn't the problem that, if you've got two

·6· · · different tools, both assigning resources, you're

·7· · · going to end up with ultimately the plant being

·8· · · assigned to Washington being significantly

·9· · · oversubscribed for renewables to the point that

10· · · Washington customers are having to pay for a plant

11· · · that they don't need?

12· A· ·So I think the risk of oversubscription is pretty
13· · · low.· We just -- if -- if we're going to be
14· · · fulfilling the -- Washington's resource need to serve
15· · · customers, we will stop procuring new resources.
16· · · · · But what we're doing with the SG-F is we have
17· · · this large portfolio of resources.· We need a
18· · · starting point of how do we still maintain the
19· · · benefit, the value to all of our customers of that
20· · · current portfolio.
21· · · · · And so for Washington, because Washington has the
22· · · first deadline of getting coal out of rates -- so
23· · · Washington was our first step.· Coal is coming out of
24· · · rates in this filing.· We want to fix the base of our
25· · · current resources so we know what to start to plan
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·1· ·for for more situs resources going forward.
·2· · · ·And so I don't think there's a risk of
·3· ·over-allocation.· Because as we add other resources,
·4· ·as we've proposed in the 2026 Washington protocol as
·5· ·well as in the 2026 protocol for all the other
·6· ·states, is that that resource procurement will be
·7· ·more targeted in the future based on the energy
·8· ·policies of a state as well as the resource needs
·9· ·across the states.
10· · · ·But for -- as we go forward with more resource
11· ·procurement, I don't think there's a big risk that
12· ·Washington is going to end up with an over-allocation
13· ·of new resources.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. O'BRIEN:· All right.· That's
15· ·all my questions for you, Ms. Steward.· Thank you.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
17· ·much.
18· · · ·Public counsel, I believe you indicated some
19· ·cross for this witness as well.· You can go ahead and
20· ·proceed when you're ready.
21· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McVEE:· I'm sorry, Your Honor.
22· ·I just wanted to check.· Procedurally would you
23· ·prefer redirect after all of the cross-examination or
24· ·in between?
25· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· We'll plan on
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·1· · · doing redirect after, and then we'll go to bench
·2· · · questions after that.
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Great.· Thank you.
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·5
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
·7· · · BY MR. SYKES:
·8· Q· ·Good morning, Ms. Steward.· I don't think I'll have
·9· · · too many questions for you.
10· · · · · I want to confirm.· You're senior vice president
11· · · of regulation with Rocky Mountain Power, which is the
12· · · east side of the system?
13· A· ·No.· I'm senior vice president for PacifiCorp.· So
14· · · all six -- the regulatory process for all six of our
15· · · states is under me essentially.· I currently live in
16· · · Salt Lake City.· I used to live in Portland, as I've
17· · · been on both, lived on both sides of our system.
18· Q· ·Okay.· So as part of your job, you oversee the
19· · · regulatory filings in PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions?
20· A· ·Yes.
21· Q· ·And you oversaw this filing?
22· A· ·Yes.
23· Q· ·So you're familiar with all the testimony in this
24· · · case from PacifiCorp's witnesses?· At least in a
25· · · general sense.
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·1· A· ·Most of it.· Some pieces I didn't read.
·2· Q· ·There's a lot of numbers there?· There's a lot of
·3· · · numbers?
·4· A· ·Yeah.
·5· Q· ·Okay.· And your direct testimony summarizes the
·6· · · standards the Commission has historically employed to
·7· · · approve interjurisdictional cost allocation
·8· · · methodologies; is that right?
·9· A· ·I believe so, yes.
10· Q· ·And your rebuttal testimony discusses the
11· · · affordability data of public counsel witness Callahan
12· · · Moriyasu?
13· A· ·Yes.
14· Q· ·Okay.· Staff raised a point -- and I want to follow
15· · · up on briefly -- about over-allocation.
16· · · · · So PacifiCorp's proposing to allocate Chehalis to
17· · · Washington on a situs basis, correct?
18· A· ·On -- yeah.· I'm sorry.· I thought you said "not on a
19· · · situs basis."
20· · · · · On a situs basis --
21· Q· ·On a situs basis.
22· A· ·-- yes.
23· Q· ·Okay.· And I apologize.· This might be a better
24· · · question for Ms. Cheung, but I'm going to ask you
25· · · just in case.
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·1· · · · · Are you aware of the current allocation of
·2· · · Chehalis just across all six jurisdictions?
·3· A· ·Yes.
·4· Q· ·About a hundred and fourteen and a half percent?
·5· A· ·Yeah.· If you want to do the math, yeah.
·6· Q· ·Okay.· And after this filing, you have other filings
·7· · · in other -- in the other five states to remove
·8· · · Chehalis from their rates?
·9· A· ·Correct.
10· Q· ·Okay.· And they may or may not agree?
11· A· ·Correct.
12· Q· ·Okay.
13· · · · · All right.· So let's turn to your testimony
14· · · briefly.
15· · · · · Can you turn to your testimony, Page 7, Lines 14
16· · · through 18.
17· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· In which
18· · · testimony?
19· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· I'm sorry.· The direct
20· · · testimony.· Thank you.
21· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· Okay.· So Line 14:· Is the proposed
22· · · change in Washington's cost allocation methodology
23· · · driving the rate increase in this case?
24· · · · · Line 16:· No, it is not.
25· · · · · Can we agree that the non-NPC base rates are
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·1· · · increasing in this -- in this -- in this case on
·2· · · account of the allocation of Chehalis?
·3· A· ·Yes.· But what this is also saying is that absent the
·4· · · change in the allocation under the current WIJAM, the
·5· · · net power costs would be higher than the total
·6· · · increase in this case.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· So my question is actually about the non-NPC.
·8· A· ·Yes.
·9· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
10· · · · · Have you -- let's see here.
11· · · · · So then it increases the non-NPC base rates by
12· · · about 21 million.· Does that sound correct?
13· · · · · Maybe that's a better question for Ms. Cheung?
14· A· ·Yes.
15· Q· ·Which is more than 50 percent of the requested
16· · · revenue requirement increase in this case?
17· A· ·Yes.· Power costs go down with this allocation
18· · · approach.
19· Q· ·NPC per megawatt hour will go down, correct?
20· A· ·The net change is a decrease.
21· Q· ·There will be a decrease.
22· A· ·It's a decrease in power costs.
23· Q· ·There will be an increase in natural gas burn expense
24· · · assigned to Washington, correct?
25· A· ·You'd have to talk to Mr. Mitchell about that level
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·1· · · of detail.
·2· Q· ·That's fair.
·3· · · · · One other point that staff raised a moment ago.
·4· · · You currently have a 2025 situs RFP in effect or
·5· · · issued current; is that right?
·6· A· ·For Washington, yes.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· I'm going to list some years here.
·8· · · · · 2011.· PacifiCorp did not issue an RFP, correct?
·9· A· ·Mr. Link is in charge of origination and all those
10· · · RFPs, so I would actually defer to him.· I don't --
11· Q· ·Understood.· I'll ask Mr. Link.
12· A· ·-- recall.
13· Q· ·So PacifiCorp currently allocates costs under the
14· · · WIJAM, correct?
15· A· ·Yes.
16· Q· ·Okay.· And that's appended to the 2020 protocol?· Yes
17· · · or no?
18· A· ·Yes.· Yeah.
19· Q· ·Okay.· And the 2020 protocol grew out of the
20· · · multistate process, correct?
21· A· ·Yes.
22· Q· ·And that was terminated in July 2024; is that right?
23· A· ·Yeah, around then.· I guess so.
24· Q· ·And the 2020 protocol, that -- let me think the best
25· · · way to put this -- that contemplates the parties
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·1· · · developing a replacement protocol during -- after the
·2· · · interim period, correct?
·3· A· ·Correct.· The 2020 protocol is in effect through the
·4· · · end of this year, and so we were in discussions about
·5· · · what would take into effect beginning 2026.
·6· Q· ·And this -- so the 2026 protocol proposed in this
·7· · · case, that is a -- that is a -- it is PacifiCorp's
·8· · · proposal absent the input of other parties.
·9· · · · · Is that a fair way to put it?
10· A· ·No.· I mean, we've been in negotiations and
11· · · discussions with this very diverse group of
12· · · stakeholders for years, but we weren't able to get to
13· · · a resolution.· And so it's hard to say it's without
14· · · their input.
15· · · · · I mean, from folks who were engaged and
16· · · participating, we have a sense of where people --
17· · · they're interested in.· But since we weren't able to
18· · · get a resolution, we needed to be able to move
19· · · forward, and we felt like we were getting too mired
20· · · in sort of analysis paralysis.
21· · · · · And so since we bear the responsibility of
22· · · obtaining cost recovery, we decided it was -- we
23· · · were -- it was going to be more prudent for us to
24· · · file something so we could get something done,
25· · · recognizing we were taking a risk in not going into
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·1· · · the 2026 protocol with an agreement.
·2· Q· ·So I think that answers my question in part.
·3· · · · · So this is not part -- the 2026 proposal does not
·4· · · arise out of a negotiated agreement?
·5· A· ·Correct.
·6· Q· ·Okay.· Can you turn to your direct testimony,
·7· · · Page 13, Lines 3 through 15.
·8· A· ·Yes.
·9· Q· ·I need to get there too.· There we go.
10· · · · · Okay.· In developing the 2020 protocol, did the
11· · · company identify principles to help evaluate
12· · · development of a transitional approach to cost
13· · · allocations?
14· · · · · Yes.· In some of these points -- so part of that
15· · · is to provide a long-term durable solution, correct?
16· A· ·Correct.
17· Q· ·Part of that is to enable compliance with State
18· · · policies; is that correct?
19· A· ·Correct.
20· Q· ·It is fair to say you're familiar with CETA and the
21· · · Climate Commitment Act, correct?
22· A· ·Correct.
23· Q· ·And CETA requires electric utilities to be
24· · · carbon-neutral by 2030 -- is that right? -- to your
25· · · understanding?
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·1· A· ·Carbon-neutral by 2030?
·2· Q· ·Yes.· 80 percent renewable?
·3· A· ·Right.· Okay.· Yeah.
·4· Q· ·And then 20 percent alternative compliance.
·5· · · · · And the CCA provides for no-cost allowances for
·6· · · Washington retail electric loads to mitigate cost
·7· · · burden; is that right?
·8· A· ·I'm sorry.· Could you say that question again.
·9· Q· ·The Climate Commitment Act provides for no-cost
10· · · allowances for Washington retail electric load to
11· · · mitigate cost burden.
12· · · · · Does that sound --
13· A· ·Yes.
14· Q· ·-- correct to you?· Okay.
15· · · · · And PacifiCorp has received fewer no-cost
16· · · allowances every year since the beginning of the
17· · · program?
18· A· ·I couldn't speak to that, how many allowances we get
19· · · every year.
20· Q· ·And Ecology set an overall program emission allowance
21· · · gap which declines every year?
22· A· ·I couldn't speak to that.· Mr. Wilding or Ms. Ghosh
23· · · are more familiar with the details of that.
24· Q· ·I'd like to turn to an exhibit.
25· · · · · Can you please turn --
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·1· A· ·Or Mr. Link.
·2· Q· ·Can you please turn to JRS-9X.
·3· A· ·I am there.
·4· Q· ·I can get there too.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Hold on just
·6· · · one minute.· We don't have all of these in paper form
·7· · · yet, so we're looking.
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· I need a moment too, so
·9· · · take your time.
10· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Yeah, just
11· · · give us a minute.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· Just to be clear,
13· · · public counsel, this is response to Public Counsel
14· · · Data Request 74?
15· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· It is.
16· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· Thank you.
17· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· Okay.· So this is public -- this is
18· · · PacifiCorp's response to Public Counsel Data
19· · · Request 74.
20· · · · · Question:· Should PacifiCorp's petition to
21· · · Ecology fail to result in an assignment of sufficient
22· · · no-cost allowances to reflect the use of Chehalis to
23· · · serve Washington retail load, does PacifiCorp propose
24· · · that shareholders pay for additional allowances, or
25· · · does PacifiCorp propose that Washington
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·1· · · ratepayers...for additional allowances?
·2· · · · · Answer has got two parts.· First paragraph is an
·3· · · objection.· I don't have a question about the
·4· · · objection.
·5· · · · · That second part is a statement of fact.· Do you
·6· · · agree that that is a factual statement?
·7· A· ·At that time, it was.
·8· Q· ·Okay.
·9· A· ·It has now -- we now have approval from Ecology for
10· · · full allowances.
11· Q· ·Okay.· So my question is about the allowances that in
12· · · the future PacifiCorp will not get.
13· A· ·What's the question?· I'm sorry.
14· Q· ·PacifiCorp will get -- there are fewer no-cost
15· · · allowances issued every year?
16· A· ·That's my understanding.· But, again, Mr. Wilding,
17· · · Link, or Ghosh are much more involved in the
18· · · compliance and particularly the work with Ecology.
19· · · In fact, Mr. Wilding's group is the one that handles
20· · · the no-cost allowances.
21· Q· ·How about this?
22· · · · · So future -- the allocation of future no- -- the
23· · · allocation of future Climate Commitment Act costs,
24· · · has that decision been made about who will share, who
25· · · will bear those costs?
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·1· A· ·No.· We don't know what that looks like.· I mean, but
·2· · · ultimately it is a cost of serving Washington
·3· · · customers, and so I don't see a circumstance where it
·4· · · would be a shareholder cost.
·5· · · · · If it is a resource that's necessary for
·6· · · providing safe, reliable service and affordable
·7· · · service, that that would be part of our cost of doing
·8· · · business.· And if there are costs associated with
·9· · · dispatch for meeting CCA, that would be factored in
10· · · as part of that dispatch stack as well.
11· · · · · So, no, as long as it's a part of our doing
12· · · business, we don't believe that should be a
13· · · shareholder cost.
14· Q· ·Okay.· So that's a downside risk of the allocation of
15· · · Chehalis for Washington customers?
16· A· ·That's a downside risk regardless.· I mean, right
17· · · now, because other states have not allowed us
18· · · recovery of those costs, because of Washington's
19· · · policy, we are absorbing $38 million a year.· We
20· · · can't continue to absorb these costs of complying
21· · · with Washington law.· It is a financial burden on the
22· · · company to meet our obligations.
23· Q· ·Those financial burdens on the company, I understand
24· · · that now.
25· · · · · So the proposal from shifting Chehalis to
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·1· · · Washington is to shift the financial burden to the
·2· · · customer.
·3· · · · · Is that a fair characterization?
·4· A· ·No.
·5· Q· ·Okay.· What is the fair characterization?
·6· A· ·The costs necessary for providing service to
·7· · · Washington customers, if it's a part of our cost of
·8· · · doing business, that is the cost that customers
·9· · · should be paying.
10· Q· ·Understand.
11· · · · · So you and I can agree it is a cost that will be
12· · · allocated to customers?
13· A· ·Yes.
14· Q· ·Okay.· And I want to shift gears again.
15· · · · · Can you please turn to your rebuttal testimony.
16· · · This is Page 31, Lines 1 and 2.
17· A· ·I'm sorry.· 31?
18· Q· ·Page 31, Lines 1 and 2.
19· · · · · Witness Earle argues -- also argues that unless
20· · · there are no other alternatives, PacifiCorp must
21· · · present alternatives to meet its burden of proof.
22· · · · · Needless to say, you disagree with that
23· · · statement?
24· A· ·Sorry.· I need to read the whole context to...
25· Q· ·That's fair.· Go ahead.
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·1· A· ·So could you ask the question again.
·2· Q· ·Sure.
·3· · · · · So I'm reading Line 1 and 2.· And you know what?
·4· · · Let's go back to 30, Line 21, so we get the whole
·5· · · sentence.
·6· · · · · Public counsel witness Earle also argues that
·7· · · unless there are no other alternatives, PacifiCorp
·8· · · must present alternatives to meet its burden of
·9· · · proof.
10· · · · · I believe PacifiCorp disagrees with that
11· · · statement?
12· A· ·So my response is then on --- beginning on Line 8.
13· · · And so it's not as -- it's, I think, more
14· · · contextural.
15· Q· ·Okay.
16· A· ·I would believe we did present a burden of proof.
17· Q· ·I understand you believe you met the burden of proof.
18· · · · · But you didn't present any alternatives --
19· · · correct? -- any alternative allocation methodologies
20· · · in this case?
21· A· ·I mean, no, we did not.· I mean, we -- we started
22· · · with -- trying to present an alternative is a risky
23· · · business actually.· So what we've started with is our
24· · · set of guiding principles that you actually had us
25· · · look at on Page 13 and then what is the most logical

Page 80
·1· · · route.· And that's what we've proposed.
·2· Q· ·Okay.
·3· A· ·The alternative currently is WIJAM.· And what we're
·4· · · shown is that, under WIJAM, it's more costly.
·5· Q· ·All right.· Can we turn to Exhibit JRS-10X.
·6· A· ·I'm there.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· So this is -- this is PacifiCorp's response to
·8· · · public counsel's Data Request 153.
·9· · · · · The question I have is about Subpart D:· Did
10· · · PacifiCorp perform any analysis regarding the
11· · · differential between the allocation of Chehalis and
12· · · the acquisition of alternative generation sources
13· · · from now until 2030?
14· · · · · I'll go down to the answer:· The company is not
15· · · clear on how public counsel defines alternative
16· · · generation and what alternatives PacifiCorp is being
17· · · requested to consider.· However, no analysis is
18· · · necessary to review Washington's load and resource
19· · · balance to determine if Chehalis is necessary part of
20· · · the generation portfolio for Washington.
21· · · · · Did I read that correct?
22· A· ·Yeah.· I wasn't actually reading it while you were
23· · · talking, so I'm going to --
24· Q· ·That's fair.
25· A· ·Yeah.
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·1· Q· ·It's no analysis was necessary, was PacifiCorp's
·2· · · response?
·3· A· ·Yes.· I mean, it's -- I don't know what that analysis
·4· · · would be.· When I say we have, like, 200 different
·5· · · types of resources, we'd be in endless amounts of
·6· · · evaluation under a pretty vague question.· So as I've
·7· · · said, you know, our approach is what is the most
·8· · · logical route to serving Washington customers given
·9· · · the guiding principles and trying to get a hundred
10· · · percent allocation across all of our system.
11· Q· ·Okay.· So Subpart I of that Question D:· If the
12· · · question to Subpart -- there's a typo -- D is "yes,"
13· · · provide any and all analysis and associated
14· · · documentation, et cetera.
15· · · · · So based on the answer to Part D that no analysis

16· · · was necessary, is it fair -- is it fair for public
17· · · counsel and the Commission to interpret that as no
18· · · analysis was done?· None was provided in that answer
19· · · to this DR.
20· A· ·No, I don't agree no analysis was done.· I don't know
21· · · what analysis you may be generically referring to in
22· · · terms of alternatives.· I mean, we've done an
23· · · analysis that includes Mr. Wilding's testimony that
24· · · looks at the load resource balance for Washington and
25· · · how what we're proposing maintains and actually



Page 82
·1· · · improves that load resource balance.
·2· · · · · We've done, you know, analysis of, I think
·3· · · it's mainly -- I mean, we had several witnesses
·4· · · that -- oh.· Mr. Mitchell.· That's who I was thinking
·5· · · of -- of the power cost associated with the
·6· · · allocation.
·7· · · · · So I don't agree we haven't done no analysis.
·8· · · But in terms of, like, have we done some alternative
·9· · · generic analysis, I don't know what that's referring
10· · · to, and I think that's what we're saying in this
11· · · response.
12· Q· ·Okay.· But nothing is provided in response to
13· · · Subpart I?
14· A· ·No.· We have our own entire filing in -- as our --
15· · · for our case here, so we did not provide something in
16· · · addition in response to this DR.
17· Q· ·The answer to Subpart D does not refer to your
18· · · filing, nor does the question ask for it.· So...
19· A· ·Okay.· Sorry.· That was, I guess, implied.
20· Q· ·Okay.· Last topic I want to turn to.
21· · · · · So PacifiCorp's asking the Commission to approve
22· · · a new allocation methodology.· And in your testimony,
23· · · you refer to the -- well, how about you go to your
24· · · direct testimony.· Sorry.· Your rebuttal testimony.
25· · · This is Page 32, Line 1.
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·1· · · · · Okay.· The Commission is generally agreed with a
·2· · · principled approach based on whether the allocation
·3· · · method meets the statutory requirement that assets
·4· · · included in rates are used and useful and there are
·5· · · quantifiable direct or indirect benefits to
·6· · · Washington customers commensurate with costs.
·7· · · · · So in your testimony, this is the standard that
·8· · · we're working with to approve the methodology, an
·9· · · allocation agreement?
10· A· ·At least in part, yes.
11· Q· ·Okay.· So in part.
12· · · · · So can you and I agree, then, that the Commission
13· · · should apply all Washington law and all Commission
14· · · orders to determine -- or to approve an allocation
15· · · agreement?
16· A· ·Yeah.
17· Q· ·Okay.· I want to talk about your rebuttal testimony a
18· · · little more.· If you can please turn to Page 27,
19· · · Lines 20 and 21.
20· · · · · You know what?· Let's get the whole question just
21· · · to give some context.
22· · · · · Do you agree with witness Moriyasu's analysis of
23· · · the company's proposed rates relative to inflation?
24· · · · · Answer:· No.
25· · · · · But at the bottom there:· Using the CPI for all
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·1· · · urban customers for electricity in the west, the
·2· · · average residential customer bill in 2010, adjusted
·3· · · for inflation, would be $154.69.
·4· · · · · Did I read that correctly?
·5· A· ·Yes.
·6· Q· ·So using the CPI for all urban consumers of
·7· · · electricity in the west is what should have been used
·8· · · per your testimony?
·9· A· ·Should have been -- I mean, I think what I was just
10· · · trying to -- we certainly understand our costs have
11· · · increased, and a lot of those costs are fortunately
12· · · temporary in nature and will start falling off next
13· · · year.· We are not -- we are fully aware of the rate
14· · · pressures that our customers are facing, that we are
15· · · facing.· And so my point was really just a refinement
16· · · of, yes, our costs have gone up, but the costs on the
17· · · west, in particular, you can see have actually gone
18· · · up more than national average.
19· · · · · And so it was just providing a perspective.
20· · · Like, I'm not going to quibble about, you know, how
21· · · much our costs go -- went up.· We know they've gone
22· · · up.· And, fortunately, they're hopefully -- they'll
23· · · start coming down.· But that still goes to why we
24· · · need in this filing a new solid base from which to
25· · · work so that we can have more stability hopefully in

Page 85
·1· · · our customers' rates and as we plan for the future.
·2· Q· ·Okay.· So two follow-ups to that.
·3· · · · · So Puget Sound Energy costs have gone up as well.
·4· · · Is that a fair guess at least?
·5· A· ·I believe so.· And I think you had a -- there was a
·6· · · cross exhibit in there that had Puget Sound Energy
·7· · · and Avista.
·8· Q· ·Okay.
·9· A· ·Which I didn't -- I haven't done -- independently
10· · · verified those numbers, but --
11· Q· ·But --
12· A· ·-- yes, I could see that --
13· Q· ·-- you've seen --
14· A· ·-- they also --
15· Q· ·-- the exhibit?
16· A· ·-- went up.· Yes.
17· Q· ·Okay.
18· · · · · Okay.· Can we actually turn to that exhibit.
19· · · It's JRS-13X.
20· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. LOWNEY:· PacifiCorp objects to
21· · · the use of this exhibit.· These are numbers that the
22· · · witness has not been able to verify.· They're
23· · · presented, and we have no basis nor had an
24· · · opportunity to review.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Let's go ahead and
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·1· · · let public counsel work on laying foundation.  I
·2· · · think that was the initial objection.· And then feel
·3· · · free to object.
·4· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· So you haven't had a chance to do
·5· · · your own analysis of these numbers that I'm about to
·6· · · show you; is that right?
·7· A· ·I have not.
·8· Q· ·But you've had a chance to look at them, it sounds
·9· · · like?
10· A· ·Yes.
11· Q· ·Okay.· And you have no reason to dispute them?
12· A· ·I have no reason to dispute them, no.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Okay.· I'd like to
14· · · introduce these numbers for illustrative purposes so
15· · · the Commission can see them.· Is that fair, Counsel?
16· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· No, I mean, I don't
17· · · understand.· If you're -- we continue our objection.
18· · · If you're using for illustrative purposes, you're
19· · · still going to make some comparison, but we have no
20· · · idea whether they're valid or not.
21· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Okay.· Ms. Steward has
22· · · had a chance to look at them, but the company could
23· · · have done an analysis between when I filed this and
24· · · today.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· I think that this is
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·1· · · for cross-examination.· I mean, we don't know what
·2· · · the calculation is.· We don't -- we haven't been able
·3· · · to look at each one of the numbers.· If there's any
·4· · · comparison of the numbers, they could be right, but
·5· · · they may not.· And so any discussion, you know, using
·6· · · these numbers is going to be on facts that have not
·7· · · been -- been proven.
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· I think
·9· · · given the witness's answer that she has no reason to
10· · · dispute the numbers and public counsel's caveat that
11· · · they'll be used for illustrative purposes, we'll go
12· · · ahead and admit the exhibit and give it its due
13· · · weight in our consideration of it.· Thank you.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·(Company Cross-examination
15· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · Exhibit JRS-13X admitted.)
16
17· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· Okay.· Do you have this -- it's a
18· · · spreadsheet.· Do you have a way to look at it?
19· A· ·Yeah.· Oh.· I'm not looking -- I'm looking at a
20· · · printed version of it.
21· Q· ·Okay.· That's fine.
22· · · · · So at the bottom here, we have -- at the bottom
23· · · table, we have PacifiCorp's rates, PSE's rates, and
24· · · Avista's rates standardized to 1200 kilowatt hours.
25· · · · · PacifiCorp's rates increased -- from 2022 to

Page 88
·1· · · current have gone up 71 percent.
·2· · · · · Do you have any reason to dispute that number?
·3· A· ·No.· I mean, again, I did not verify it, but I have
·4· · · no reason to dispute it.· I'm not sure -- anyway, no,
·5· · · I don't.
·6· Q· ·I'd like to talk about PacifiCorp's service area for
·7· · · a moment.· I have a map, but I don't think it makes
·8· · · sense to pull it out.
·9· · · · · PacifiCorp serves Benton County, Columbia County,
10· · · Garfield County, Yakima County, and Walla Walla
11· · · County.
12· · · · · Does that sound correct?
13· A· ·Yes.
14· Q· ·Okay.· Have you looked at -- has PacifiCorp ever
15· · · reviewed the median income in any of these counties?
16· A· ·Certainly our folks have through different
17· · · proceedings before the Commission.
18· Q· ·The company has reviewed the median income in these
19· · · counties in other proceedings?
20· A· ·I know we've done a lot through the equity advisory
21· · · group and different proceedings looking at, you know,
22· · · setting our -- I can't think of the terminology --
23· · · the -- the different metrics that we've agreed to, to
24· · · continue to track.· And so, yes, I know parts of my
25· · · staff have looked at census data and stuff like that,
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·1· · · but yeah.
·2· Q· ·Okay.· So part of your staff have looked at census
·3· · · data?
·4· A· ·Oh.· Certainly.
·5· Q· ·Okay.· Which would include median incomes?
·6· A· ·Certainly.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· So as you oversee the staff, have you ever
·8· · · reviewed those numbers?
·9· A· ·Not recently.
10· Q· ·Not recently.
11· · · · · At some point have you?
12· A· ·I -- I don't actually recall.· I mean, I've reviewed
13· · · filings that may have included those.
14· Q· ·I think I'm running out of time, so I want to be
15· · · quick here.
16· · · · · Have you ever been to any of the communities in
17· · · these counties?
18· A· ·I certainly have.
19· Q· ·Have you been in Dayton, Washington?
20· A· ·In what?
21· Q· ·Dayton, Washington, and Walla Walla County?
22· A· ·Boy, I don't remember I've been to Dayton.· I've
23· · · been -- I've been on several meetings touring
24· · · facilities, meeting with members of the community
25· · · action programs and participants on our EAG.· But I
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·1· · · can't remember if I've been to Dayton.
·2· Q· ·Can you and I agree that these communities are
·3· · · not what most people would call urban?
·4· A· ·That they are not urban?
·5· Q· ·They are not urban.
·6· A· ·Oh.· Correct.· I mean, we serve a pretty rural part
·7· · · throughout our entire six states.· We are more of a
·8· · · rural utility than we are an urban utility.· And
·9· · · Washington is no different.
10· Q· ·Okay.· I think I'm going to get an objection on this
11· · · too, but I'd like to turn to JRS-14X.
12· A· ·Okay.
13· Q· ·So you've testified that your staff has reviewed the
14· · · median incomes or the census data in these
15· · · communities?
16· A· ·I would presume as part of our work in looking at the
17· · · vulnerable communities and preparing our different
18· · · metrics.
19· Q· ·Okay.· So I just want to confirm PacifiCorp's -- or
20· · · compare PacifiCorp's service area there listed with
21· · · PSE's service area.
22· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· So, again, we have
23· · · to -- as counsel anticipated, we're objecting to this
24· · · cross exhibit.· This is just information that the
25· · · witness has said that hasn't reviewed recently.· This

Page 91

·1· ·is --
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· She testified that she
·3· ·has reviewed it, though.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McVEE:· In the past.· But
·5· ·not -- this is 2024 information.· And so I believe
·6· ·that -- well, through '22, '23, '24.· And I believe
·7· ·she said in the past or members of her staff have
·8· ·reviewed as part of other proceedings.
·9· · · ·So object as to relevance of this relative to the
10· ·request and the PCORC and the -- and allocation
11· ·methodology.
12· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Do you have any
13· ·response as to the relevance objection?
14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· I believe it's
15· ·relevant.· Public counsel has made affordability part
16· ·of its case.· She has rebutted that testimony.· She
17· ·has said that you should use the CPI urban area -- or
18· ·urban metric of inflation.
19· · · ·Here, we're looking at the counties PacifiCorp
20· ·serves and comparing median income in those -- in
21· ·those counties, and I submit that's relevant.
22· · · ·Her staff has had a chance to look at this data
23· ·in the past.· I don't know when in the past, but she
24· ·has seen this at some point.· I'm willing to just
25· ·show it now and not put it in the record, but I think
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·1· ·it should be shown.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McVEE:· But the witness has not
·3· ·raised -- she raised issues specific about an
·4· ·alternative inflationary index.· But she did not
·5· ·challenge and say that there was no inflationary
·6· ·impact or challenge the rates relative to inflation,
·7· ·of the company.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· As to the
·9· ·exhibit, itself, it looks like it is data from a
10· ·government website.· I see no infirmity with the
11· ·exhibit, itself.· And I do believe as to overall
12· ·costs, it should be admitted and given its due
13· ·weight.
14· · · ·As to the witness's specific knowledge of the
15· ·numbers contained therein, the witness can only
16· ·answer to the best of their ability, and so there may
17· ·be another objection, I presume, if we get beyond the
18· ·witness's knowledge.· But for the purposes of the
19· ·exhibit, itself, we can go ahead and admit that one
20· ·as well.· That's JRS-14X.
21· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Company Cross-examination
22· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·Exhibit JRS-14X admitted.)
23
24· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· And you can go
25· ·ahead and proceed with your questions.
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·1· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· Okay.· So this is my last question
·2· · · for you.
·3· · · · · So comparing PacifiCorp's service territory and
·4· · · PSE's service territory, can we agree that PSE has a
·5· · · higher income, higher median income?
·6· A· ·Yes.
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· That's all I have.
·8· · · Thank you.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
10· · · · · And does that conclude your cross-examination?
11· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· It does.· Thank you,
12· · · Your Honor.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
14· · · · · At this point, would the company like to conduct
15· · · any redirect?
16· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Yes, Your Honor.
17· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· And sorry, I don't
18· · · mean to cut you off.· I just want to confirm that
19· · · AWEC and The Energy Project have no cross for this
20· · · witness.· Okay.· Thank you.
21· · · · · You may proceed.
22· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Thank you.
23· · · ////
24· · · ////
25· · · ////
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION
·2· · · BY MR. McVEE:
·3· Q· ·Is it true that there's no cost shift of CCA cost
·4· · · associated with Chehalis from shareholders to
·5· · · customers because the Washington retail load receives
·6· · · no-cost allowances?
·7· A· ·Correct.
·8· Q· ·Is the future -- in the future, as no-cost allowances
·9· · · are reduced, is it fair to say that the situs
10· · · assignment of Chehalis will allow PacifiCorp the
11· · · flexibility to operate in accordance with Washington
12· · · energy policy?
13· A· ·Yes.
14· Q· ·If PacifiCorp had presented alternatives, would it
15· · · have been more likely to result in an under- or
16· · · over-allocation of resources across all
17· · · jurisdictions?
18· A· ·Yes.· Because then we get into a situation of states
19· · · picking and choosing, and there are -- more often
20· · · than not, it would be the -- the company losing.· And
21· · · so it's -- what we're proposing is a hundred percent
22· · · allocation across all the states.
23· Q· ·And then one final question.
24· · · · · Is the 2020 protocol -- when was that originally
25· · · set to terminate?
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·1· A· ·I want to say the end of '23.
·2· Q· ·So it was extended.
·3· · · · · Was that termination extended?
·4· A· ·Yes.· It was extended for two years.
·5· Q· ·So there was not agreement during the anticipated
·6· · · period for further negotiations for the post-interim
·7· · · period methodology, correct?
·8· A· ·Correct.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Thank you.· No more
10· · · questions.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
12· · · · · And just quick housekeeping for the record.
13· · · During this testimony, we admitted JRS-13X and
14· · · JRS-14X, which were objected to earlier.· But just
15· · · looking at the list, JRS-8X has already been admitted
16· · · as CM-3, an exhibit for public counsel.· But we did
17· · · not admit JRS-15X nor JRS-16X.
18· · · · · Thank you.· At this point in time, we'll go ahead
19· · · and turn to questions from the bench.
20· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Yes.· Just
21· · · briefly, Ms. Steward.· Thanks.
22· · · · · Public counsel asked you about the company's
23· · · intention to remove the costs of Chehalis from rates
24· · · and the other jurisdictions.· I don't ask you this to
25· · · question your veracity or to -- or sincerity of the
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·1· ·company's intention, but I just want more background
·2· ·here.
·3· · · ·Has the company made this statement of its
·4· ·intention other than in your testimony?· In other
·5· ·words, is there some -- in a protocol or something
·6· ·you have -- you know, where would one find this?
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· So we made the
·8· ·statement in all of our filings --
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· -- across all the
11· ·states.· So we have indicated to them that we do
12· ·intend to file a deferral.· We have not yet done
13· ·that, because we're kind of waiting on just the
14· ·outcome of this proceeding.· Because it wouldn't
15· ·really make sense for us to file a deferral to remove
16· ·it from rates if it's not approved as a situs
17· ·resource for Washington in this proceeding.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Right.
19· · · ·Assuming that it is and those filings go forward,
20· ·how -- other than maybe to go look at, you know, what
21· ·happens in those other states, is there a way to sort
22· ·of validate that that has happened, that the
23· ·deferrals were granted and show us that, I guess?
24· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· You can certainly be
25· ·part of a compliance --
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Yeah.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· -- with a Commission
·3· ·order that we --
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Right.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· -- provide those
·6· ·notices.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· Thank
·8· ·you.· Thanks.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· That's it.
11· ·That's all from me.· Thank you.
12· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Good
13· ·morning, Ms. Steward.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Good morning.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· So this may
16· ·be in someone else's testimony, and you can refer me
17· ·to them for a later question.· But this goes to the
18· ·conversation about -- conversation with staff about
19· ·the SG-F factor.
20· · · ·Now, you did say, We never say "never."
21· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Which is
23· ·true, right?
24· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· We deal with
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·1· ·the case in front of us at the time.
·2· · · ·But when would it be appropriate, in your mind,
·3· ·for the Commission to relook at or for the company to
·4· ·propose modification in Washington to the SG-F
·5· ·factor?· Because you are going to be going through
·6· ·this process with other states.· Things may or may
·7· ·not be approved the way the company asks for it to be
·8· ·allocated.
·9· · · ·So at what point would it make sense to revisit
10· ·that fixed allocation?
11· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· It's hard to say.  I
12· ·mean, certainly -- what we've been trying to balance
13· ·is some level of certainty with flexibility to adapt
14· ·in the future.· But what we're starting with is we
15· ·need some certainty to work on planning for
16· ·Washington in this case.
17· · · ·Going forward, based on the outcomes of the other
18· ·states, if we are left with a material hole of cost
19· ·allocations, we would likely make filings.· I don't
20· ·know how we would address that in Washington at this
21· ·point.
22· · · ·I mean, we feel pretty firm about the need for
23· ·fixing those what are currently system-allocated
24· ·resources for Washington.· But if there is a material
25· ·hole we want to address in the future, I think we

Page 99
·1· ·would make an application to do that.· But it's hard
·2· ·to -- to say exactly when that could be.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· And the SG-F
·4· ·factor is the arguments -- and, again, it may not be
·5· ·in your testimony.· It may be in others.· It's
·6· ·blurring together in my brain at the moment.· That's
·7· ·why we have these hearings.
·8· · · ·The basis is that Washington is not growing at
·9· ·the same pace as other states and maybe does not have
10· ·data centers or other, you know, large -- large
11· ·demand in Washington versus other states and that
12· ·it's appropriate to fix it for that demand purpose,
13· ·for the load purpose.
14· · · ·Is that -- is that appropriate, or am I mixing
15· ·things up in my head?
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I wouldn't say it's
17· ·the basis.· I think that is a characteristic we're
18· ·taking at this time.· We certainly have a resource
19· ·need in Washington in order to meet our compliance
20· ·obligations for CETA.
21· · · ·Other states -- and we've addressed this in the
22· ·2026 protocol -- you know, where they do, we are
23· ·seeing some large data center loads.· And while we
24· ·haven't proposed to fix allocations there, we are
25· ·proposing that that -- those individual resources --
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·1· ·or the resources needed to serve significant load
·2· ·growth, that makes a mess of dynamic allocations,
·3· ·that those be dealt with within the state.
·4· · · ·So it wouldn't be subject to big swings in those
·5· ·allocations.· But for Washington, it's -- as I said,
·6· ·it's not really the basis for our proposal, but I
·7· ·think it's just an aspect of why it is appropriate at
·8· ·this time to still try to fix those allocations.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.· And
10· ·PacifiCorp needs not only resources to meet CETA.· It
11· ·also needs resources to meet resource adequacy,
12· ·correct?
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.· Yes.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.· So
15· ·it's both?
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.· Thank
18· ·you.
19· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· I believe
20· ·that concludes our questions.
21· · · ·You may be excused at this point in time.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
24· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Witness excused.)
25· ·////

Page 101
·1· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· At this point in
·2· ·time, let's go ahead and take a ten-minute break.· We
·3· ·will be off the record.· We will return at 10:50 for
·4· ·our next witness.· Thank you.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Pause in proceedings from
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·10:40 a.m. to 10:53 a.m.)
·7
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Welcome
·9· ·back, everybody.· It is now 10:53 a.m.· Let's please
10· ·be back on the record.· Thank you.
11· · · ·We will go ahead and proceed to our next witness,
12· ·who is Richard Link, for the company.· And let me
13· ·turn my camera back on.
14· · · ·Okay.· Thank you very much.
15· · · ·If you would please raise your right hand, and
16· ·I'll swear you in.
17· · · ·Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you
18· ·will give today will be the truth and the whole
19· ·truth?
20· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
21
22· ·RICK T. LINK,· · · · · · · having been first duly sworn
23· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · by Administrative Law Judge
24· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · Thompson, was examined and
25· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · testified as follows:



Page 102
·1· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.· You
·2· · · may be seated.
·3
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION
·5· · · BY MR. McVEE:
·6· Q· ·Good morning.
·7· A· ·Good morning.
·8· Q· ·I believe there's -- we'll have to make a quick
·9· · · correction for the witness's name.
10· · · · · Could you state and spell your name for the
11· · · record, please.
12· A· ·Yes.· My name is Rick T. Link, spelled R-i-c-k T.
13· · · L-i-n-k.
14· Q· ·Thank you.
15· · · · · And what is your position at PacifiCorp?
16· A· ·I am senior vice president, resource planning and
17· · · procurement.
18· Q· ·And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits
19· · · in this proceeding?
20· A· ·Yes.
21· Q· ·And do you have any corrections to your testimony or
22· · · exhibits --
23· A· ·No.
24· Q· ·-- today?
25· A· ·No.
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·1· Q· ·And if I were to ask you the questions in your
·2· · · testimony again today, would you have the same
·3· · · response?
·4· A· ·Yes.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· All right.· The witness
·6· · · is available for cross-examination.
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
·8· · · much.
·9· · · · · And apologies about using your wrong name.
10· · · · · Staff, you've indicated cross for this witness.
11· · · You may proceed when you're ready.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. O'BRIEN:· Thank you, Your
13· · · Honor.
14
15· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
16· · · BY MR. O'BRIEN:
17· Q· ·Good morning, Mr. Link.
18· A· ·Good morning.
19· Q· ·All right.· So let's start with some of your
20· · · testimony about recovery in the case.
21· · · · · So you testify in RTL-3T on Page 15.· And I'll
22· · · give you a second to get to there.
23· A· ·Thank you.
24· · · · · I'm there.
25· Q· ·All right.· You testify there that the company's not
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·1· · · seeking to overcollect on its costs.
·2· · · · · So just to be clear up front:· The Commission and

·3· · · the company should be trying to ensure as close to a
·4· · · hundred percent allocation as possible, correct?
·5· · · That's the ideal?
·6· A· ·Yes.· We are -- I think even as Ms. Steward alluded
·7· · · to, one of the outcomes we're shooting for here is to
·8· · · get a hundred percent -- the opportunity to get a
·9· · · hundred percent cost recovery through a set of
10· · · allocation methodologies and assumptions that add to
11· · · one essentially.
12· Q· ·And as has been previously stated, some resources are

13· · · over-allocated, and some are under-allocated within
14· · · your system, just on a resource-by-resource basis?
15· A· ·Not in our proposal.· So are you talking about --
16· Q· ·As currently stated.
17· A· ·Yes.
18· Q· ·What major resources are under-allocated across the
19· · · system currently?
20· A· ·Without getting into a unit by unit -- I can't go
21· · · through all 200-ish that Joelle mentioned in her
22· · · testimony this morning.· You know, for example, we
23· · · have gas facilities on the east side of our system --
24· · · Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, et cetera -- that
25· · · are not allocated to Washington.· It will also
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·1· · · include coal facilities that are operating today that
·2· · · are not allocated to Washington as well, as a few
·3· · · examples.
·4· Q· ·And that's in the record currently?
·5· A· ·I don't know if, based off what's been submitted into
·6· · · the record today, exactly -- I was just answering
·7· · · your question.
·8· Q· ·And one of those major resources that the company is
·9· · · seeking to reallocate and is currently
10· · · under-allocated would be Rolling Hills, yes?
11· A· ·Rolling Hills, just -- it's a bit of a different
12· · · story with Rolling Hills.· The allocation we've
13· · · proposed in our filing adding to Washington's
14· · · allocation is the percentage that the Washingt- --
15· · · sorry -- the Oregon commission did not accept into
16· · · rates years ago.
17· Q· ·And it would be fair to say that if, slash, when
18· · · Rolling Hills, the unallocated portion, is allocated
19· · · to Washington, that would significantly narrow what
20· · · the company is claiming is under-allocated across its
21· · · system, yes?
22· A· ·Not even close.· You know, I mention gas plants.
23· · · Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, those units, in
24· · · terms of capacity, dwarf the amount we're proposing
25· · · to allocate to Washington when it comes to Oregon's
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·1· · · unallocated share.
·2· Q· ·And these other facilities, they -- it's not that
·3· · · they are just under-allocated or would be reallocated
·4· · · to Washington.· You're saying they're under-allocated
·5· · · across the system?
·6· A· ·I'm saying the -- when you add up all the allocation
·7· · · factors among the six jurisdictions or states in
·8· · · which we operate, they don't add to one.· They're
·9· · · less than one.
10· Q· ·Moving on a little bit.
11· · · · · You heard my discussion with Ms. Steward earlier
12· · · about the oversubscription risk with SG-F and
13· · · situs-assigned renewables, yes?
14· A· ·I did hear that.
15· Q· ·And just to kind of rehash a little bit, SG-F is
16· · · separate from situs assignment and won't account for
17· · · situs resources, yes?
18· A· ·They're two separate things.· Situs is essentially
19· · · 100 percent allocation factor, and SG-F is a fixed
20· · · allocation factor derived from history, four years of
21· · · history.· Round numbers, it's right around 8 percent.
22· Q· ·But when you're assigning one or the other, they
23· · · don't take each other into account, so SG-F won't
24· · · account for situs-assigned resources?
25· A· ·I'm not sure I understand the question of how one
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·1· · · resource affects an allocation potentially of
·2· · · another.
·3· · · · · The proposed allocation methodologies for SG-F
·4· · · are for existing resources, not for new resources,
·5· · · moving forward.· Those are addressed in a separate
·6· · · clause within our proposed '26 allocation
·7· · · methodology.
·8· Q· ·I think you actually answered my question just there.
·9· · · · · So the same question to you, then.· Isn't there a
10· · · inherently -- inherent risk of oversubscription for
11· · · customers if you've got these two separate ways of
12· · · adding resources or allocating resources to the
13· · · system, that you're inherently going to have some
14· · · risk of more resources on the system for Washington
15· · · than what Washington customers need?
16· A· ·I think those are two separate questions, at least as
17· · · I'm hearing it.
18· · · · · So I don't think there's any risk that there will
19· · · be an over-allocation of future resources to
20· · · Washington.· For existing resources, our proposal is
21· · · again not to over-allocate anything.· In fact, it's
22· · · the opposite.· It's to create a new and establish a
23· · · new baseline, as Ms. Steward mentioned, where
24· · · everything sums to one.· Nothing's under.· Nothing's
25· · · over.· And that would apply for forward-looking
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·1· · · resources as well.
·2· · · · · And so I really don't see any risk of an
·3· · · over-allocation.· I mean, subject to commissions
·4· · · making different decisions through the various
·5· · · proceedings we're going through.· But in terms of our
·6· · · proposal, we're not proposing a methodology that
·7· · · would incorporate risk for over-allocation to
·8· · · Washington customers.
·9· Q· ·All right.· So we're going to move on slightly.

10· · · · · In your testimony, your rebuttal testimony,

11· · · RTL-3T, on Page 7, Lines 6 to 7, and then again on

12· · · Page 10, you state the Commission's already found the

13· · · Rolling Hills facility to be prudent, correct?

14· A· ·Correct.
15· Q· ·And as the basis for that conclusion, you cite to

16· · · Docket UE-191024, which was the adoption case for the

17· · · WIJAM.

18· A· ·Can you -- you said -- you gave me two page numbers.
19· · · I just want to make sure I'm seeing the correct
20· · · reference.
21· Q· ·Yeah.· I believe the citation is on Page 7.

22· A· ·And this is -- I'm sorry.· This is RTL-3T?
23· Q· ·Yes.

24· A· ·What line on Page 7?
25· Q· ·Either way, what is the basis for your conclusion?
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·1· A· ·Basically, generally, it's Rolling Hills is
·2· · · incorporated into Washington rates through a prior
·3· · · rate proceeding, I think both in its initial form and
·4· · · as a repowered facility a few years back.· And from
·5· · · that standpoint, that's how I draw the conclusion
·6· · · that the Commission has established that it's a
·7· · · prudent resource, used and useful, for inclusion in
·8· · · Washington rates.
·9· Q· ·And that prior rate case was the WIJAM case.· That
10· · · was what originally incorporated the repowering, yes?
11· A· ·That's why I was asking for the reference to make
12· · · sure I was getting the right case.· I don't out of
13· · · memory recall the specific case, but if -- if you do
14· · · see a footnote, I would assume that footnote is
15· · · accurate to the best of my knowledge.
16· Q· ·So let's just say subject to check for...
17· A· ·Fair enough.
18· Q· ·So please turn to Page 4 of Exhibit RTL-8X, the cross
19· · · exhibit that is the WIJAM MOU.
20· A· ·I'm there.
21· Q· ·All right.· So looking at Term 2 of the WIJAM, titled
22· · · "Prudence," you see the first line stating the
23· · · proposed allocation of a particular expense or
24· · · investment under this agreement is not intended to or
25· · · will not prejudge the prudence of those costs?
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·1· · · · · Do you see that line?
·2· A· ·I do.
·3· Q· ·So given that term, do you believe that the WIJAM can
·4· · · establish prudence of a resource?
·5· A· ·I don't think the WIJAM, itself, would be a method to
·6· · · establish prudence.· It's the usual cast of
·7· · · characters that establish prudence on whether it's
·8· · · used and useful, whether it's beneficial for
·9· · · customers, and things of that nature, the -- the
10· · · traditional prudence standard.
11· Q· ·So we're going to go back to your rebuttal testimony
12· · · now, RTL-3T.
13· A· ·Okay.
14· Q· ·You argue that staff's proposals don't take into
15· · · account the cost of bringing new generation online,
16· · · correct?
17· A· ·Can you point me to the...
18· Q· ·That would be Page 7, Line 11.
19· A· ·So on Page 7, Line 11, I'm answering the question
20· · · around whether I agree with staff's hundred-and-
21· · · forty-five-dollar-per-megawatt-hour calculation.
22· Q· ·Yes.
23· A· ·And I -- and I say no and explain why.
24· Q· ·Yes.
25· A· ·Yes.
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·1· Q· ·And you're saying that specifically for Rolling
·2· · · Hills, staff is not accounting for many tax credits
·3· · · or clean energy and production tax credits that would
·4· · · be of -- that would no longer be available now,
·5· · · correct?
·6· A· ·Yeah, generally, the answer is on Page 7.
·7· Q· ·So just as a baseline, even if Rolling Hills has
·8· · · reallocated as Pac requests, will that be enough to
·9· · · meet your clean energy interim targets?
10· A· ·Well, no.· We're not -- well, we don't really have at
11· · · this point interim targets for the next compliance
12· · · period.· We're wrapping up the last one.· So that's
13· · · the first caveat, I'll say, to address that question.
14· · · It's kind of unanswerable from that standpoint.
15· · · · · I will say it doesn't necessarily get us to a
16· · · hundred percent compliance with 2030-and-beyond
17· · · targets at that point.
18· Q· ·So a lot of your testimony here relies on the idea
19· · · that credits are no longer available, correct?
20· A· ·Are you referring to tax credits?
21· Q· ·Yes.· Tax credit -- PTCs specifically.
22· A· ·I think I mention -- and with a bit of time, I'm sure
23· · · I could point you to the right line.· I think you
24· · · know where it is.
25· · · · · But I do note that, with recent activities at the
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·1· · · federal level, that in legislation that have passed,
·2· · · we're looking at a sharp phaseout of tax credits that
·3· · · we were planning for, in addition to changes in rules
·4· · · around qualification for tax credits that inject a
·5· · · fair amount of uncertainty as to whether entities,
·6· · · the taxpayers that are relying on those tax credits,
·7· · · will be able to qualify in the end.· So, yes, I do
·8· · · make mention of that in my testimony.
·9· Q· ·So that argument's inherently hindsight, though,
10· · · isn't it?· You're saying the Commission should accept
11· · · a high-cost facility because a competing facility
12· · · would now not qualify for incentives and tax credits.
13· · · But those credits were available at the time you
14· · · would have been constructing an alternative facility,
15· · · yes?
16· A· ·I don't agree with the premise of the question.  I
17· · · think my testimony is simply trying to address the
18· · · testimony from staff, which express the cost of
19· · · Rolling Hills on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.
20· · · · · And -- and so I'm highlighting the fact that if
21· · · you're going to compare that and then further
22· · · evaluate that relative to perhaps other options or
23· · · alternatives, that there are other factors that one
24· · · needs to consider.
25· · · · · I mean, when we established prudence and came in
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·1· · · and looked for a cost recovery of really all our wind
·2· · · facilities over the last decade-plus, a big part of
·3· · · the analysis and benefit scenarios relies to tax
·4· · · credits.
·5· · · · · So I'm just highlighting that, you know, throwing
·6· · · a number out of a hundred and forty-five dollars per
·7· · · megawatt-hour, for folks who have some familiarity
·8· · · with wind power purchase agreement prices and things
·9· · · of that nature, will probably look at that and
10· · · indicate that is a really high cost for a resource.
11· · · · · And so I'm indicating that that's misleading.
12· · · It's not netting out, you know, tax credits, as one
13· · · example in part of my rebuttal testimony.
14· Q· ·You state that the company chose to repower the

15· · · Rolling Hills wind plant in late 2019, yes?

16· A· ·I believe so.· I know I've talked about it.· I just
17· · · from memory can't remember the exact date.· So
18· · · subject to check, that's --
19· Q· ·That is --

20· A· ·-- that's fine.
21· Q· ·-- Page 7, Line 16 and 17.

22· A· ·Thank you.
23· Q· ·And there were clean energy and production tax

24· · · credits available at that time for alternative wind

25· · · facilities, yes?· These -- the credits that you're
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·1· · · talking about that are no longer available now?
·2· A· ·You know, I -- I believe that there were some form of
·3· · · tax credits available at that time.· Precisely which
·4· · · and in what form of certainty, I cannot recall
·5· · · without really going back.
·6· · · · · There has been a fair amount of volatility and
·7· · · short-term changes to tax credits.· Certainly tax
·8· · · credits were eligible for Rolling Hills at that point
·9· · · in time.· Again, it's one of the key value drivers to
10· · · that project.
11· · · · · And I'm not -- I'm just trying to be thorough in
12· · · my response in the sense that there's just a lot --
13· · · has been a lot of changes in tax credits.· Yes, they
14· · · were available.· At what level, I can't recall.
15· Q· ·Do you know if the company has put in any
16· · · contemporaneous documentation to show it considering
17· · · alternatives to that 2019 repowering?
18· A· ·I believe we would have had something in the filing
19· · · to approve that in rates.· I don't recall
20· · · specifically what that testimony is.· I would have to
21· · · go back and look.
22· Q· ·How long has PacifiCorp known about the CETA targets
23· · · it was meant to achieve by 2030?
24· A· ·I mean, we've -- it's hard for me to put an exact
25· · · time frame on it.· I know legislation was passed.
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·1· · · And since that point in time, we have understood what
·2· · · the targets generally meant.
·3· · · · · And there have been rule-makings and things of
·4· · · that nature to establish precisely how that would be
·5· · · viewed and accounted for, how compliance would be
·6· · · measured.· So it's a bit of a -- I'll call it a
·7· · · transition to understanding with increasing clarity
·8· · · over time, but certainly have been aware of our
·9· · · obligation since the law was passed.
10· Q· ·And you've had interim goals that you were supposed
11· · · to meet in getting to that eventual CETA target in
12· · · 2030, yes?
13· A· ·We have had and we will have, yes, interim targets
14· · · associated with CETA.
15· Q· ·And the company's had some trouble meeting those
16· · · goals, yes?
17· A· ·The Commission has found that we did not satisfy
18· · · meeting our interim targets in the last period.· And,
19· · · you know, we'll establish those targets between now
20· · · and 2030 and the current filing in front of the
21· · · Commission, as I understand it.
22· Q· ·All right.· So I'm going to pivot a bit to RTL-3T,
23· · · Page 10.· We're looking at Lines 3 to 6.
24· A· ·I'm there.
25· Q· ·Okay.· You testified that Rolling Hills is
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·1· · · preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer PTCs.

·2· · · · · Does the company dispatch consider PTC

·3· · · curtailment decisions on a Washington-allocated or a

·4· · · systemwide basis?

·5· A· ·I'm trying to think of that in the context of my
·6· · · answer to this question.
·7· · · · · It would just be on the cost for the resource
·8· · · perspective.· So I don't know how to translate that
·9· · · into a cost allocation methodology.· But whatever the
10· · · actual cost incurred or opportunity cost, in the case
11· · · of lost production tax credits, are used to establish
12· · · dispatch to the best of my knowledge.· Mr. Wilding,
13· · · I'll highlight, is in charge of dispatching our
14· · · system on a day-to-day basis, and you may want to ask
15· · · him as well.
16· Q· ·So just as an example for illustrative purposes, if a

17· · · facility in -- that was allocated to a different

18· · · jurisdiction and the Rolling Hills facility both are

19· · · producing production tax credits and Rolling Hills is

20· · · curtailed, would that decision be made based on the

21· · · production tax credits that Rolling Hills -- would

22· · · the curtailment decision be based purely on

23· · · production tax credits that Rolling Hills could give

24· · · to Washington, or would it be made based on the

25· · · production tax credits that would be lost to the
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·1· · · company's entire system?
·2· · · · · So if that other facility allocated to some other
·3· · · jurisdiction could make more production tax credits
·4· · · on the whole, would Rolling Hills still be curtailed?
·5· A· ·So I think I answered it, but I'll try to maybe do it
·6· · · maybe a different way.
·7· · · · · I think we -- subject to, again, confirming with
·8· · · Mr. Wilding, it was my understanding that we would
·9· · · establish dispatch for the facility on its actual
10· · · cost without expressly considering the allocation.
11· · · The reason -- and maybe this is part of why you're
12· · · asking, but the reason Rolling Hills is
13· · · preferentially curtailed is not because of
14· · · allocations.· It's because not all of the wind
15· · · turbines at Rolling Hills are -- were repowered, and
16· · · so the tax credits' impact of curtailing that unit
17· · · relative to others is lower.
18· · · · · And that's the reason that that -- so that's
19· · · actually a benefit to curtail that resource first in
20· · · the stack to maintain the full eligibility for other
21· · · facilities in that constrained part of the system.
22· Q· ·And in that scenario, which jurisdiction would
23· · · receive the benefit of the PTCs generated from the
24· · · facility in that other jurisdiction?
25· A· ·If it's not curtailed, I assume?
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·1· Q· ·If a other juris- -- if a facility in a different
·2· · · jurisdiction or an allocation to a different
·3· · · jurisdiction is not curtailed at the expense of
·4· · · Rolling Hills being curtailed.
·5· A· ·Every state, all of them, both under the WIJAM and
·6· · · under our proposed allocation methodology.
·7· Q· ·Under your new -- under the 2026 protocol?
·8· A· ·Under both.· The Washington -- the recurrent protocol
·9· · · and our proposal.· In other words, these resources
10· · · are a hundred percent allocated across all six
11· · · jurisdictions today that are in this area except for
12· · · Rolling Hills, which you identify.· I believe in your
13· · · question, you asked for the resources other than
14· · · Rolling Hills that are being curtailed.
15· Q· ·No.
16· · · · · What I'm asking is:· Rolling Hills is curtailed
17· · · for a facility in a different jurisdiction because
18· · · that facility in that other jurisdiction would lose
19· · · fewer PTCs.· They would -- you would get more PTCs
20· · · out of this other facility.
21· · · · · Who gets the credits for this other facility?
22· · · Does Washington get any of the benefit from those
23· · · credits --
24· A· ·Yes.
25· Q· ·-- that are produced?
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·1· A· ·Sorry.· Yes.· Washington, Oregon, Utah, Wyoming,
·2· · · Idaho, and California customers.
·3· Q· ·But how does that work when PTCs are allocated based
·4· · · on jurisdiction?
·5· A· ·It's -- there -- so that resource is running as a
·6· · · result of Rolling Hills being curtailed in this
·7· · · hypothetical scenario.· The resource which is
·8· · · running, which is generating production tax credits,
·9· · · is 100 percent allocated to all states, and so the
10· · · tax credits flow through to costs to all states.
11· Q· ·But -- so you're saying that the company is
12· · · allocating PTCs to all states even though the
13· · · facilities they're generated at are allocated to
14· · · specific states?
15· · · · · Am I understanding that correctly?
16· A· ·So today under -- under the WIJAM, it was one of the
17· · · changes the WIJAM established relative to the WCCA
18· · · that it replaced, was to broaden the scope of
19· · · resources that can serve Washington customers, to
20· · · include renewable and non-emitting resources on the
21· · · east side of our system.· And at that point, we took
22· · · one step closer relative to the WCA to getting a more
23· · · consistent allocation methodology as it relates to
24· · · those resources.
25· · · · · And so I am saying that a hundred percent of that
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·1· · · resource is allocated to all six of our jurisdictions
·2· · · and that all the PTCs would flow back to Washington
·3· · · customers in accordance with the WIJAM allocation
·4· · · methodology for Washington's share.
·5· Q· ·So when Rolling Hills was curtailed, the company has

·6· · · to purchase substitute power through the WEIM, right?

·7· A· ·Let me think about that.
·8· · · · · Not necessarily.· And -- and we don't necessarily
·9· · · purchase power through -- that may just be semantics.
10· · · The W -- WEIM would rebalance -- sorry -- is a
11· · · balancing market and would settle according to bids
12· · · and directives through that market.
13· · · · · And really the circumstances depend upon what the
14· · · system conditions are at the time, right?· We have a
15· · · broad system of resources.· We have access to market.
16· · · If a resource is not generating for any reason, other
17· · · resources can fill that void across the system.· It
18· · · may be market purchases.· In the instance of a
19· · · curtailment of Rolling Hills, it could be for
20· · · reliability purposes in the local transmission
21· · · system, and it could be for economics as well.
22· · · Meaning it would be lower costs to curtail the
23· · · resource than not to curtail the resource in general.
24· Q· ·In those instances, that power would be allocated

25· · · through the SG-F and subject to a system balancing
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·1· · · adjustment, right?· I think you just testified

·2· · · basically to that.

·3· A· ·When it comes to any system balancing adjustments, if
·4· · · you're pertaining to net power costs, then I would
·5· · · defer those questions for Mr. Mitchell, who is
·6· · · certainly our power cost expert.
·7· Q· ·So since 2008, Rolling Hills has been subject to a

·8· · · disallowance by the Oregon PUC, correct?

·9· A· ·It was simply not included in rates.
10· Q· ·And that unallocated portion is still producing RECs,

11· · · though, yes?

12· A· ·Generally a REC is produced for every megawatt-hour
13· · · of production, so yes.
14· Q· ·And what currently happens with those RECs?· Are they

15· · · sold and kept as shareholder profits?· What does the

16· · · company do with them currently?

17· A· ·To date, they've just sat in -- in the books.  I
18· · · believe they're sitting in WREGIS, is my
19· · · understanding.· But Mr. Wilding could speak to that
20· · · better as well.· He's got a team that manages our --
21· · · our REC book, but we've -- they're collecting dust on
22· · · the shelf, as I understand it today.
23· Q· ·And so would that be accounted for in your PCAM

24· · · filings or any of the company filings?· Where would

25· · · that be shown?
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·1· A· ·I can't speak specifically to which filings and where
·2· · · things are shown.· But what I can generally speak to
·3· · · as a policy witness is that, if a resource is in
·4· · · rates, then it's in the filings.· And if it's not,
·5· · · it's not in the filings.
·6· · · · · So the share that's allocated to Oregon
·7· · · historically has not been included in those types of
·8· · · filings, because they're not in rate base.
·9· Q· ·And same basic question about PTCs.
10· · · · · Rolling Hills is going to be producing those even
11· · · for the unallocated portion, yes?
12· A· ·Correct.
13· Q· ·And do you know where those are going as far as are
14· · · they being kept as shareholder profits?· Are they
15· · · being kept in WREGIS?
16· A· ·It's not necessarily a profit thing.· And, again, I'm
17· · · going to qualify I'm not the CFO.· I don't do
18· · · PacifiCorp's taxes, per se.· But it is a tax credit,
19· · · and they get ultimately claimed through the
20· · · appropriate tax credit process.· The cost allocation
21· · · methodology is not, per se, an issue when you're
22· · · filing tax returns with the IRS.
23· Q· ·All right.· So moving on to the Chehalis plant.
24· · · · · Chehalis is going to be a hundred percent
25· · · reallocated to Washington permanently, yes?
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·1· A· ·That's our proposal, yes.
·2· Q· ·And what percentage of the company's total power mix
·3· · · in Washington will Chehalis contribute?
·4· A· ·I don't have that number off the top of my head.· It
·5· · · can be calculated a number of ways in terms of
·6· · · energy, in terms of capacity on a resource adequacy
·7· · · basis.· So there are different ways to look at that
·8· · · question.· I don't have it straight off the top of my
·9· · · head as we sit here now.
10· Q· ·Fair to say a pretty sizable chunk?
11· A· ·I don't know.· I think that's a bit of a
12· · · subjective -- a subjective view.· So I'll -- I'll
13· · · maybe not opine on that until I see the numbers.
14· · · · · But I do recognize Chehalis is a large facility
15· · · and it's a dispatchable facility here in Washington.
16· · · I just haven't done the math to relate it to size of
17· · · load in relation to all the other resources included
18· · · in our proposal.
19· Q· ·And this reallocation is being proposed despite the
20· · · fact that CETA will require a hundred percent
21· · · non-emitting resources by 2030, yes?
22· A· ·I don't agree with that statement.
23· · · · · CETA, itself, requires essentially -- I'll use
24· · · the term generically -- environmental attributes to
25· · · achieve compliance in 2030.· You know, and in my
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·1· · · understanding, that could be a summation of renewable
·2· · · energy credits for renewable resource, potentially
·3· · · other attributes related to non-emitting resources
·4· · · that qualify under the legislation to hit the
·5· · · targets.· They're compared to retail load.
·6· · · · · And that's how the basic math works to establish
·7· · · whether 80 percent has been achieved, or more.· And
·8· · · then in 2030, there's the alternative compliance
·9· · · option for things like unbundled renewable energy
10· · · credits that can be used as well.· Importantly, the
11· · · point of me highlighting those nuances is it doesn't
12· · · directly limit an obligation on physical emissions.
13· Q· ·So that kind of segues well into my next question,

14· · · which is:

15· · · · · Does the company plan on removing Chehalis from

16· · · its allocations to Washington in 2030, or does it

17· · · plan on some -- in some other way curtailing

18· · · Chehalis's allocation to Washington?

19· A· ·You know, dispatch decisions will be made based off
20· · · the economics going forward.· We do not plan to
21· · · remove it expressly to achieve compliance.
22· · · · · Again, as I just noted, compliance isn't measured
23· · · based off the output from Chehalis.· We will
24· · · economically dispatch that facility to the benefit of
25· · · our Washington customers.· And, frankly, assigning a
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·1· · · hundred percent of it to Washington allows us to do
·2· · · that in a way that is consistent with CETA by
·3· · · balancing the intermittency of -- of the output from
·4· · · wind and solar facilities, which will largely be the
·5· · · primary component of our 2030 compliance.
·6· · · Information to hit the compliance targets will be
·7· · · from wind and solar facilities.· And we need
·8· · · something to balance that across -- across time.
·9· · · · · But, no, we're not expressly planning to remove
10· · · or retire it at a certain date.
11· Q· ·Does the company have any plans to sell production
12· · · from Chehalis on the open market after 2030?
13· A· ·I'd suggest you ask that to Mr. Wilding.· But we do
14· · · not -- we do not have long-term contracts or any
15· · · plans to make contracts for wholesale sales out of
16· · · Chehalis.· It is -- in the transmission world, it is
17· · · a designated network resource used to serve retail
18· · · load for our customers, and we intend to maintain
19· · · that status with our transmission function to use it
20· · · for load service in our system.
21· Q· ·Then looking at your Exhibit RTL-2, which is the
22· · · Washington 2026 protocol.· I'm specifically going to
23· · · Paragraph 11.
24· · · · · So that document states that decommission
25· · · decisions will come in Phase 2 of the company's
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·1· · · protocol filings, yes?
·2· A· ·That's correct.
·3· Q· ·If the company were to determine that it should
·4· · · decommission part or all of Chehalis, is the -- would
·5· · · that decision leave Washington customers, Washington
·6· · · ratepayers, with all of the decommissioning costs?
·7· A· ·I can't answer that today, for the very reason of,
·8· · · you know, we just read Section 11 that we're speaking
·9· · · of approval of, which is that we'll establish, you
10· · · know, a proposal for that in Phase 2 as we laid out
11· · · in our filing.
12· Q· ·But, hypothetically, if the decision were to be
13· · · decommissioning, that would leave Washington
14· · · customers with the rates, or with the cost of that,
15· · · yes?
16· A· ·Again, my answer is the same.· I don't know what --
17· · · what Washington's allocations specifically will be.
18· · · Our proposal will be to tie it to cost-causation
19· · · principles just as we've set that as a foundation
20· · · for -- for this filing.
21· · · · · It's -- you know, you're asking me to answer a
22· · · question which is -- is one of the -- the very things
23· · · of why we're postponing and pushing this out to
24· · · Phase 2.· We needed to get Phase 1 filed to get coal
25· · · out of rates in Washington much sooner that than we
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·1· · · had the ability to tackle all of the hard issues that
·2· · · might come in a Phase 2 approach.· This is but one of
·3· · · them.
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. O'BRIEN:· All right.· Mr. Link,
·5· · · thank you.· That's all my questions.
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·8· · · · · Public counsel, you may proceed when you're
·9· · · ready.
10
11· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
12· · · BY MR. SYKES:
13· Q· ·Good morning, Mr. Link.· It is still morning.
14· A· ·Good morning.
15· Q· ·You have access to BGM-3, by chance?· Maybe counsel
16· · · can make it available to you.
17· A· ·I believe I can.· It may take me a moment to find it.
18· Q· ·That's okay.· Take your time.
19· A· ·Remind me of the initials.
20· Q· ·BGM.· Brad Mullins.
21· A· ·Thank you.
22· Q· ·Yeah.
23· A· ·And this is direct testimony, or...?
24· Q· ·Yes.· This is his direct.· So this is Exhibit 3 to
25· · · his direct.
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·1· · · · · And when you've got it, I'm looking at Page 21.
·2· A· ·This is Exhib -- sorry -- Exhibit BGM-3?
·3· Q· ·Exhibit BGM-3.
·4· A· ·I have that labeled on the file that I have as
·5· · · PacifiCorp responses to data requests.· Maybe I'm in
·6· · · the cross folder.
·7· Q· ·That is it.
·8· A· ·Okay.
·9· Q· ·Yeah.· That's it.
10· · · · · So I'm looking at Page 21 of that exhibit.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· Page 21 of 30
12· · · listed on the top of the page?· Is that --
13· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Yes.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· -- how you're --
15· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Yes --
16· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· -- numbering?
17· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· -- Commissioner.· Thank
18· · · you.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Thank you for that.
20· · · · · Almost there.
21· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Yep.· Take your time.
22· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Make sure I'm in the
23· · · right spot.· Data Request 39?
24· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· That's it.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Okay.
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·1· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· So I understand you're not the
·2· · · sponsor of this data request response, but I still
·3· · · want to ask you a question about it.
·4· · · · · So the question is:· Will assigning 100 percent
·5· · · of Chehalis to Washington subject Washington to
·6· · · reliability issues?· For example, if Chehalis has an
·7· · · outage, how will PacifiCorp serve Washington
·8· · · customers?
·9· · · · · Response:· No, the 100 percent allocation of
10· · · Chehalis to Washington has no impact on reliability.
11· · · · · Then the last sentence:· In the event Chehalis
12· · · has an outage, Washington is still part of the
13· · · PacifiCorp system, and PacifiCorp will reliably serve
14· · · Washington load.
15· · · · · Do you agree with that answer?
16· A· ·Yeah, I'm -- I'm in agreement with Mr. Wilding's
17· · · answer to that question.
18· Q· ·Okay.· So we're currently operating under the WIJAM
19· · · in Washington.
20· · · · · Do you agree that the allocation protocol is
21· · · rather than -- is not a complex formula to track
22· · · electrons?· It is a -- it is a -- it is a ratemaking
23· · · tool?
24· A· ·Before I answer that question -- and I'm sure I will
25· · · ask you to repeat it at this point -- my Zoom is
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·1· · · telling me that the update is complete.· And I cannot
·2· · · see myself, and I don't know if that's an issue, so I
·3· · · at least wanted to raise it.
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· If we can go off the
·5· · · record?
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· We still see you,
·7· · · but --
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Okay.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· -- but...
10· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Sorry.· Okay.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· But we've resolved
12· · · what was likely a cybersecurity threat there.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· I think I'm back on
14· · · track.· So I'm sorry for the distraction.· Can you
15· · · please repeat the question.
16· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Sure.· I'll even try to
17· · · ask it better.
18· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· So can we agree that the WIJAM is not
19· · · a formula trying to track electrons; it's a
20· · · ratemaking tool designed to allocate costs?
21· A· ·Yes.
22· Q· ·Okay.· And that's the same as the 2026 protocol,
23· · · correct?
24· A· ·Yes.
25· Q· ·Okay.· PacifiCorp has been before the Commission
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·1· · · before, and it has stated that it dispatches as a

·2· · · system; is that correct?

·3· A· ·Historically, that is correct.· We dispatch our
·4· · · resources as a system.
·5· Q· ·Do you agree that the flow of electricity is governed

·6· · · by the laws of physics and not by state lines or

·7· · · allocation methodologies?

·8· A· ·I am an environmental scientist in my training, but,
·9· · · yes, I agree.· That's my understanding.
10· Q· ·I may have misheard.· But did you testify in response

11· · · to a staff question that Washington does not include

12· · · enough dispatchable generation?

13· A· ·I don't remember the exact context of the question
14· · · and the response, but I do generally recall that --
15· · · that -- that concept, and it's ensuring that -- it's
16· · · recognition that there is a need for reliable
17· · · operation of the system.· And part of that need is
18· · · met with dispatchable generation.
19· · · · · And for -- if we are going to incur costs to
20· · · maintain a reliable system, then Washington customers
21· · · need to -- from a context of an allocation
22· · · perspective, should pay for the resources needed to
23· · · provide that reliable service.
24· Q· ·Okay.· So despite the lack of dispatchable

25· · · generation, Washington ratepayers have always
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·1· · · received reliable service?
·2· A· ·As far as I know, yes, we do have reliable service in
·3· · · Washington, yes.
·4· Q· ·Do you agree -- this might be a better question for
·5· · · Mr. Mitchell, but I'm going to ask.
·6· · · · · Do you agree that coal plants in the east half of
·7· · · the system provide ancillary services for Washington
·8· · · ratepayers?
·9· A· ·Coal resources in the east balancing authority area
10· · · provide ancillary services for the physical
11· · · transmission system.
12· Q· ·Understood.
13· · · · · And as of the end of this year, Washington will
14· · · no longer be paying for those resources?
15· A· ·There are -- there are certain resources that
16· · · Washington has been paying for that will no longer be
17· · · paying for, and we're not adding new coal, so
18· · · Washington will be out of coal by the end of this
19· · · year.
20· Q· ·Understood.· Thank you.
21· · · · · Okay.· Can you please turn to your rebuttal
22· · · testimony.· This will be RTL-3T.
23· A· ·I am there.· Thank you.
24· Q· ·Okay.· So I'm looking at Line 3, starting on Line 3.
25· · · Public counsel proposed --
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Sorry.· What
·2· · · page are we on?
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Sorry.· This is
·4· · · Page 21.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Thank you.
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· I'm there.
·7· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· Okay.· So this is Line 3, beginning
·8· · · on Line 3.· Public counsel proposes a 15 percent
·9· · · disallowance penalty for PacifiCorp allegedly failing
10· · · to perform an alternative analysis.· Is this
11· · · appropriate or reflective of actual circumstances?
12· · · · · No, public counsel's proposed penalty for
13· · · PacifiCorp allegedly failing to perform an
14· · · alternative analysis is simply without merit and
15· · · undermined by a completely unworkable alternative
16· · · presented by public counsel.
17· · · · · So you disagreed with Dr. Earle on his
18· · · recommendation, correct?
19· · · · · In your answer, though, I just want to confirm:
20· · · You're not denying that PacifiCorp didn't perform an
21· · · alternative analysis?
22· A· ·Not in the -- I think the context in which public
23· · · counsel has phrased it in its -- in its case, in its
24· · · testimony.· I mean, technically the WIJAM is an
25· · · alternative.
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·1· Q· ·Okay.· So the analysis is -- the alternative is the

·2· · · WIJAM?

·3· A· ·I'm just saying that is an alternative.· I'm not
·4· · · saying it's the alternative, but yes.
·5· Q· ·Okay.· But that is the -- that is -- is that the

·6· · · primary alternative that we're working from,

·7· · · comparing the 2026 protocol to you?

·8· A· ·I mean, we've certainly made, in a lot of the
·9· · · witnesses' testimony in this case, a comparison to
10· · · the WIJAM to show the difference and the impacts from
11· · · what's there today, but also which could continue,
12· · · depending on how the Commission determines to move
13· · · forward in this proceeding, as well.
14· Q· ·So the comparison is between WIJAM and the 2026

15· · · protocol?

16· A· ·Those are the comparisons made in my testimony,
17· · · Ms. Ghosh's testimony, Ms. Steward's testimony, and a
18· · · lot of the testimony.
19· Q· ·Did the company consider allocating less than a

20· · · hundred percent of Chehalis and keeping some

21· · · allocation of Hermiston?

22· A· ·Can you clarify over what time frame you're
23· · · referencing?
24· Q· ·Let's say from -- in any time during the 2020

25· · · protocol to now.
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·1· A· ·I really can't speak to the specifics of that
·2· · · question.· I can say that we looked at all kinds of
·3· · · different alternatives over the years, the many, many
·4· · · years of which we've been, you know, reviewing cost
·5· · · allocation methodologies and their subsequent
·6· · · versions and changes over time.
·7· · · · · And in this proceeding, it became pretty apparent
·8· · · that the best option was the one that we proposed
·9· · · with regard to Chehalis.
10· Q· ·And none of those alternatives you just mentioned

11· · · were included in the company's filing?

12· A· ·No, my -- my answer earlier was in reference to -- I
13· · · mean, that's why I asked over what time frame.· And
14· · · you mentioned over the previous protocol.· It's a
15· · · long time.· There have been a lot of alternatives.
16· · · · · We did not pull from all of those alternatives
17· · · and pick one and include it in our filing.· We
18· · · included the '26 protocol as our proposed allocation
19· · · methodology.
20· Q· ·Okay.· Compared to the WIJAM?

21· A· ·And we made comparisons throughout our case to the
22· · · WIJAM.
23· Q· ·Okay.· There was a question that was asked to

24· · · Ms. Steward about RFPs.

25· · · · · Did you hear that question?
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·1· A· ·I'd prefer it if you repeated it for me if you're
·2· · · going to ask me to answer.
·3· Q· ·Sure.
·4· · · · · Let's actually go to RTL-13X.
·5· A· ·Did you say 13X?
·6· Q· ·Yes.
·7· · · · · And this is PacifiCorp response to Public
·8· · · Counsel DR 153.
·9· A· ·Okay.· I think I may have a labeling issue, but I
10· · · will find that data request.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Is that 153
12· · · or 135?· Mine says 135.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· 153.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Mine also says 135.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· I believe that is
16· · · labeled RTL-16X.
17· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Oh.· Okay.· RTL-16X.
18· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· That lines up with
19· · · what I'm seeing.
20· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Okay.
21· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· Can you look at Question B in that
22· · · DR:· Please confirm or deny whether PacifiCorp agrees
23· · · that the company did not conduct or issue all-source
24· · · RFPs in 2011, 2013, 2015, 2017, or 2021.
25· · · · · And the answer to that following the
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·1· · · qualification is:· Confirmed.

·2· · · · · Do you see that?

·3· A· ·I do.
·4· Q· ·Okay.· And you are one of the sponsors to this

·5· · · exhibit, or to this DR response?

·6· A· ·I am.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· 153C:· Please confirm or deny whether

·8· · · PacifiCorp agrees that the company canceled the

·9· · · proposed 2022 all-source RFP.

10· · · · · Question -- or answer is:· Confirmed.

11· · · · · Is that correct?

12· A· ·That's what it says.
13· Q· ·Okay.· There's currently a -- there's currently --

14· · · PacifiCorp has issued a 2025 RFP.

15· · · · · Is that -- am I correct in saying that?

16· A· ·Yes.· The Commission has approved a 2025 situs RFP
17· · · for Washington.· I believe bids are due today or
18· · · tomorrow, from my recollection, so it is quite
19· · · active.
20· Q· ·And these resources are likely not to come online

21· · · before 2029.

22· · · · · Is that a fair -- fair assessment?

23· A· ·Yeah.
24· Q· ·Okay.· Can we go back to your rebuttal testimony,

25· · · RTL-3T.
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·1· · · · · Okay.· So I'm looking at Page 20, Lines 12,
·2· · · through 21, 2.
·3· A· ·Page 20, Lines -- could you say the line numbers
·4· · · again, please.
·5· Q· ·Yes.· Page 20, starting at Line 12.
·6· · · · · Okay.· Mandating an end to the allocation of
·7· · · Chehalis and Jim Bridger on December 31st, 2029,
·8· · · would put customers under -- at a substantial risk of
·9· · · changed circumstances.
10· · · · · Can you and I agree that 2030 -- or that CETA's
11· · · 2030 requirements are a known changed circumstance
12· · · relative to today?
13· A· ·I know of -- I'm a little confused by the wording of
14· · · the question.· I know of it today.· I will know if in
15· · · twenty thir- -- I'm confused by the question.· So I'm
16· · · aware that there is a CETA compliance target in 2030.
17· Q· ·Okay.· PacifiCorp has to meet 80 percent renewable in
18· · · 2030?
19· A· ·The standards are, yes, as discussed, I think, in my
20· · · responses earlier, yeah.
21· Q· ·PacifiCorp has to plan for replacing these units
22· · · anyway; is that correct?
23· A· ·No, it's not.
24· Q· ·Okay.· But it has to plan for acquiring new
25· · · resources, correct?
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·1· A· ·Correct.
·2· Q· ·Okay.· Now, there was inflationary pressure in 2020
·3· · · through 2022; is that correct?
·4· A· ·I believe I know what you're referring to.· There
·5· · · have been inflationary pressures for a long period of
·6· · · time.· But maybe clarify what you're seeking or point
·7· · · me to something that you're speaking to.
·8· Q· ·Okay.· So the RFP that had been canceled -- 2021 --
·9· · · there was significant inflation in 2021 coming out of
10· · · COVID; do you recall?
11· A· ·Well, so we had a 2020 RFP.
12· Q· ·Okay.· 2020 RFP.
13· A· ·Which -- and a 2022 RFP, which may come -- I don't
14· · · know.· Maybe you can clarify why that's not
15· · · inconsistent with my previous testimony?
16· Q· ·Sorry.· That's consistent.· That was me misspeaking.
17· A· ·I don't know that it is.· I'm -- I'm clarifying.· So
18· · · the -- the -- for -- for example, the data
19· · · response -- I forget the exhibit number that you
20· · · walked me through relating to RFPs, and I confirmed
21· · · that the words on the paper said as you were reading
22· · · them.· I think there's a -- it can be misleading.
23· · · · · So the question asked about all-source --
24· Q· ·Yes.
25· A· ·-- RFPs.· I coincidentally took over the planning
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·1· · · group right around 2011.· So through that entire time
·2· · · frame, I have been responsible for the planning and
·3· · · the associated procurement that follows.
·4· · · · · Under Washington's rules, historically, back then
·5· · · in particular -- they've changed, I know, over
·6· · · time -- an all-source RFP required that a
·7· · · solicitation include things like market purchases,
·8· · · energy efficiency, demand response, to name a few.
·9· · · · · We issued many RFPs since 2011 through now that
10· · · weren't necessarily all-source RFPs as the question
11· · · asked.· We sought waivers for the need to include --
12· · · the reason I listed those three items, those were
13· · · routinely waivers that we sought in seeking approval
14· · · of RFPs in Washington at that time.· Not that we
15· · · weren't pursuing them.· We were getting approval to
16· · · pursue them under a different pathway.· Different
17· · · ways to procure energy efficiency, by example.
18· · · · · So maybe it's worth clarifying at this point that
19· · · we have done a lot of resource procurement since
20· · · 2011, not technically an all-source RFP as defined
21· · · under Commission's rules at the time.
22· Q· ·So you've contended in your rebuttal testimony that
23· · · the allocation of additional wind is not possible in
24· · · part because that wind is allocated to other states.
25· A· ·I think, can you point me to my testimony --
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·1· Q· ·Sure.
·2· A· ·-- that you're referencing.· Sorry.
·3· Q· ·I have actually lost it in here.· But I can ask
·4· · · another witness this question.
·5· · · · · So I guess my question is:· Chehalis is currently
·6· · · allocated to other states and provides benefits to
·7· · · those states, correct?
·8· A· ·Yes.
·9· Q· ·Okay.· Chehalis has allocated to Utah something like
10· · · 45 percent?
11· A· ·I will use that as a general reference as my
12· · · understanding of what the current SG factor generally
13· · · is for Utah.
14· Q· ·Okay.· All right.· That is it.· Thank you.
15· · · · · Actually, I'm sorry.· I do have one more
16· · · question.
17· · · · · When we reach 2030 and there is a -- and
18· · · PacifiCorp has to be 80 percent renewable, will --
19· · · the company will have to reduce the dispatch of
20· · · Chehalis; is that correct?
21· A· ·I don't believe that's correct.
22· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Okay.· Nothing further.
23· · · Thank you.
24· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· You're welcome.
25· · · Thank you.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·2· · · · · I believe AWEC has indicated cross for this
·3· · · witness.· You can proceed when you're ready.
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Thank you, Judge.
·5
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
·7· · · BY MR. PEPPLE:
·8· Q· ·Good morning, Mr. Link.
·9· A· ·Good morning.
10· Q· ·Still ten minutes.
11· A· ·Yeah.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· And if you could
13· · · please turn on your camera.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Yes.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
16· · · much.
17· Q· ·(By Mr. Pepple)· Are you at least generally aware
18· · · that AWEC's witness Mr. Mullins has raised concerns
19· · · with how PacifiCorp is modeling its wind resources?
20· A· ·Yes.
21· Q· ·And are you also aware that, as partial support for
22· · · his recommendation, Mr. Mullins referenced testimony
23· · · that you filed in Oregon that stated that one of the
24· · · benefits of the new Gateway South transmission line
25· · · is reduced wind curtailments?
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·1· A· ·I guess I'll put it this way.· I'm certainly aware
·2· · · that there's a cross exhibit with my testimony from
·3· · · the Oregon --
·4· Q· ·Okay.· Well --
·5· A· ·-- case.
·6· Q· ·-- you'll lead me right to it.· So that's, I think,
·7· · · RTL-18CX.
·8· · · · · And I will just flag that there is confidential
·9· · · information in this exhibit.· I don't intend to
10· · · reference any of it.· But if your answers require
11· · · referencing any of it, we should stop.
12· A· ·Yeah, I'll do that.· And I will note that even -- it
13· · · looks like folks on my own team have tried to change
14· · · my name as well.
15· Q· ·So if you could turn to Page 11 of this exhibit,
16· · · which is Page 9 of the testimony.
17· · · · · And just to confirm:· This is the testimony that
18· · · you filed in Oregon in Docket UE-451, correct?
19· A· ·That's correct.
20· Q· ·Okay.· So starting at Line 13 of this page.
21· · · · · Are you there?
22· A· ·Yes, I am.
23· Q· ·Okay.
24· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· Just want to make
25· · · sure we're on the same.· In the upper right-hand
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·1· · · corner, is it 9 of 18?

·2· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· 11 of 18.

·3· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· 11.· Very good.

·4· · · Thank you.

·5· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Yeah.

·6· Q· ·(By Mr. Pepple)· Okay.· So starting -- starting

·7· · · Line 13 there, you testified about the wind

·8· · · curtailment benefits that Gateway South is providing.

·9· · · · · Do you see that?

10· A· ·Yes, I do.
11· Q· ·And would you agree that these benefits inure to

12· · · Washington as well as to Oregon?

13· A· ·So maybe if I could clarify.
14· Q· ·Sure.

15· A· ·The benefits you're referring to are benefits which
16· · · this section of my testimony being referenced speaks
17· · · to is reduced curtailments from one time period to
18· · · another time period, where in between that time
19· · · period, a large new 500-kV transmission line known as
20· · · Gateway South was added to the system and energized,
21· · · correct?
22· Q· ·Correct.· Yes.

23· A· ·There are resources that are also assigned or
24· · · allocated to Washington, that area.· So, yes, I
25· · · agree.
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·1· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
·2· · · · · In Mr. Mitchell's testimony, he makes a
·3· · · distinction between wind curtailments that happen
·4· · · when setting up the day-ahead base schedule and those
·5· · · that occur through the energy imbalance market.
·6· · · · · Are you familiar with that?· I can give you a
·7· · · page cite if you need to reference it.
·8· A· ·I -- I do not.· And I'll have to pull up
·9· · · Mr. Mitchell's testimony.
10· Q· ·Very good.· That's RJM-13.· And if you go to Page 58
11· · · of that testimony.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE HUGHES:· This is, for the
13· · · record, also confidential.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Correct.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· And what
16· · · page were you referring to again?· I'm sorry.
17· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Page 58.
18· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Thank you.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· This is
20· · · Mr. Mitchell's rebuttal testimony?
21· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· That's correct.
22· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Okay.· And you
23· · · said -- I'm sorry.· If you could -- I just got the
24· · · file open.· Can you repeat the page number.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Yeah.· Page 58.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· I'm there.
·2· Q· ·(By Mr. Pepple)· Okay.· So there's a Q & A that sort
·3· · · of takes up the whole page here, and you can review
·4· · · it.· But to sort of summarize it, you know,
·5· · · Mr. Mitchell says that, you know, AWEC says that
·6· · · there's a level of curtailment of about 21.1 percent,
·7· · · which is higher than the 1.4 percent seen in the
·8· · · Western Energy Imbalance Market.
·9· · · · · And then Mr. Mitchell's response is that this is
10· · · an apples-to-oranges comparison, and he talks about
11· · · how the -- there is the Aurora model, which creates a
12· · · base schedule.· And then he says on Line 15 that the
13· · · vast majority of curtailment happens at this
14· · · day-ahead planning stage in Aurora.
15· · · · · And then on Line 18, he says that the Western EIM
16· · · data that AWEC cites represents only a tiny fraction
17· · · of the picture.
18· · · · · Do you see that?
19· A· ·I mean, I'd need to read it.· I'll maybe see what the
20· · · question is, and...
21· Q· ·Well, I guess my question is:· In your Oregon
22· · · testimony, is it accurate to state that the
23· · · curtailment data that you provided applies to EIM
24· · · curtailments and not curtailments that are baked into
25· · · the company's day-ahead setup plan as these two
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·1· · · distinctions are being created in Mr. Mitchell's
·2· · · testimony?
·3· A· ·Yeah, it's my understanding that we're using the data
·4· · · available to us to establish the curtailment
·5· · · information.· And, I think, importantly, in my -- the
·6· · · testimony we referenced, it's called the Oregon RAC,
·7· · · renewable adjustment clause.· So if I call it the
·8· · · RAC, that's what I'm referring to.
·9· · · · · In that filing, the objective of the Q & A's that
10· · · we were looking at earlier in that testimony was to
11· · · identify that, when you add a new transmission line
12· · · to a part of the system that is congested, that
13· · · should have less congestion and therefore less
14· · · curtailment, and to identify, you know, with the data
15· · · available to us what that volume generally look like,
16· · · is my belief or my understanding that that came from
17· · · some data from the -- the EIM.
18· Q· ·Okay.· And so I guess -- I guess a question I have
19· · · relevant to your Oregon testimony:
20· · · · · Is it your testimony in that case that Gateway
21· · · South had no impact on the curtailments that are
22· · · baked into the base schedule that PacifiCorp creates?
23· A· ·I really didn't even get into that level of detail in
24· · · my testimony to be able to speak to that.· My -- the
25· · · data I was referring to was just generally trying to
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·1· · · say -- provide some quantification to what I think
·2· · · is -- is probably expected in the sense that, if you
·3· · · add transmission congestions relieved, you get less
·4· · · curtailment.
·5· · · · · To quantify that concept for that -- specific for
·6· · · that proceeding, I really couldn't tell you the
·7· · · nuances of whether it was a day-ahead base schedule
·8· · · and precisely how that -- that data was, you know,
·9· · · pulled together from at that level of granularity.
10· Q· ·Okay.· I mean, would it be reasonable to assume that,
11· · · if it reduced curtailments in the EIM market, it
12· · · would reduce curtailments on a day-ahead basis as
13· · · well?
14· A· ·Boy, there's potentially a lot in that, so I can't
15· · · say without more information whether that's true or
16· · · not true.· I think, you know, particularly the
17· · · information that Mr. Mitchell raises is probably best
18· · · suited for him to answer than me.
19· Q· ·Okay.· I did actually have a question for
20· · · Mr. Mitchell that I think might actually be better
21· · · for you to answer, so I will ask you that.· And then
22· · · you can always defer to Mr. Mitchell if you need to.
23· A· ·Okay.
24· Q· ·So if you look at Mr. Mitchell's testimony on
25· · · Page 61.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR RYBARIK:· This is rebuttal,
·2· · · reply?
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Yes.· His rebuttal,
·4· · · 13CT.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· I'm sorry.
·6· · · What page was that?
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Page 61.
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Thank you.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· And I'm looking at the
10· · · question starting on Line 6.· You have that.
11· · · · · Yeah, when you're there.
12· Q· ·(By Mr. Pepple)· Are you ready?
13· A· ·Oh.· I'm sorry.· I'm there.· I was taking the --
14· Q· ·I thought you were reading.
15· A· ·-- the moment of silence to read the Q & A, so maybe
16· · · it's still time well spent.
17· Q· ·So I guess this is going to be just a foundational
18· · · question.
19· · · · · So this Q & A talks about the preconstruction
20· · · vintage forecast or the P50 forecast for a wind
21· · · resource.
22· · · · · Are you familiar with what that is?
23· A· ·Yes.
24· Q· ·Can you just sort of describe what it is.
25· A· ·Sure.
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·1· · · · · I think a P50 forecast for a wind generation
·2· · · facility, I think the easiest way to describe it from
·3· · · my perspective is it's the expected output where half
·4· · · the time you will see energy output that's higher
·5· · · than the P50 level, and half the time you will see
·6· · · output that's lower, recognizing that wind generation
·7· · · is variable and nonconstant.
·8· Q· ·Okay.· And so in this -- in this response,
·9· · · Mr. Mitchell says that these preconstruction vintage
10· · · forecasts are not used by the company as a basis for
11· · · economic justification for wind investments.· And
12· · · then he goes through and talks about all of the
13· · · analysis the company does do.
14· · · · · Do you see that?
15· A· ·Yes, I do.
16· Q· ·So I guess my question is:· What is the capacity
17· · · factor or the assumed capacity factor of a new
18· · · resource that the Commission uses when it does do an
19· · · economic analysis of new resources?
20· A· ·So I clarify:· When the Commission does an analysis,
21· · · or when --
22· Q· ·Sorry.· When the company does.
23· A· ·-- we do an analysis and present it to the
24· · · Commission?
25· Q· ·When the company does --
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·1· A· ·Okay.

·2· Q· ·-- the analysis.

·3· A· ·We do, in fact, use the -- what I think Mr. Mitchell

·4· · · has defined as the preconstruction wind forecast as

·5· · · an input to our models, the IRP models, which have

·6· · · changed over the years.· So, you know, what I'm

·7· · · speaking to are concepts in general methodologies,

·8· · · key assumptions in how you do a change from one model

·9· · · to the next as we've changed platforms.· But

10· · · fundamentally, it's consistent with Ramo- --

11· · · Mr. Mitchell's testimony here.

12· · · · · You have an input that's basically -- I think of

13· · · it as what would the wind profile potentially look

14· · · like at the bus bar where interconnection occurs

15· · · based entirely on the wind regime, anemometer data,

16· · · wind speed data, to establish a projected forecast at

17· · · a P50 level, as I mentioned my definition of that

18· · · earlier.

19· · · · · And then when you analyze that as a part of an

20· · · integrated system where there are potential

21· · · transmission constraints and other reasons to modify

22· · · output beyond the bus bar of that wind facility, that

23· · · the capacity factor can be generally never higher,

24· · · lower than the preconstruction input of the wind

25· · · facility to reflect any number of things that may
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·1· · · have occurred, whether it's curtailments or economics
·2· · · or things of that nature as well.
·3· · · · · So it puts -- preconstruction is an input.· The
·4· · · actual capacity factor is an output.· Any time you
·5· · · change assumptions to the model, therefore the output
·6· · · can change.
·7· Q· ·So does PacifiCorp have the output capacity factor of

·8· · · the wind resources that it has acquired recently?

·9· · · · · Is that -- does that -- does that data exist

10· · · somewhere?

11· A· ·Again, it would -- potentially it should exist, and
12· · · it exists every time you run a model and you've
13· · · changed the assumptions.· You put a new price curve
14· · · in the model, you'll get a different output.· You --
15· · · every time you're rerunning the model, it may or may
16· · · not be very impactful, your change of assumption to
17· · · the output, but it can change.
18· · · · · I can speak to when we've proceeded with the
19· · · prudence -- I'll say the analysis that I supported
20· · · for prudence review of wind facilities, at least that
21· · · I remember off the top of my head tying back to our
22· · · Energy Vision 2020 project, which included Segment D2
23· · · of our Energy Gateway West transmission upgrades,
24· · · roughly the 2020 time frame, that analysis, treated
25· · · the analysis here the same way.

Page 153
·1· · · · · The analysis I would have supported in testimony
·2· · · in various jurisdictions to support prudence would
·3· · · have been analyzed in the fashion I just described.
·4· · · And the same would flow through from there to the
·5· · · Gateway South transmission project and associated
·6· · · wind output and to the repowering facilities as well.
·7· · · · · Those are the ones I remember off the top of my
·8· · · head since I was the witness supporting those
·9· · · analyses that we analyzed it this way.
10· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Okay.· Those are all
11· · · my questions.· Thank you.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
13· · · · · Any redirect from the company at this time?
14· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Yes, Your Honor.· Just
15· · · a couple quick questions.
16· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.
17
18· · · · · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION
19· · · BY MR. McVEE:
20· Q· ·Mr. Link, there are several questions about CETA
21· · · compliance.
22· · · · · Is it true that PacifiCorp has brought online or
23· · · contracted CETA-supporting resources since CETA
24· · · passed?
25· A· ·That's correct.· Since -- over the last -- just even
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·1· · · over the last three years, we've got a little over
·2· · · 3,000 megawatts of renewable or capacity -- battery
·3· · · storage capacity needed to integrate renewable energy
·4· · · that either has come online or will be coming online
·5· · · through next summer.
·6· Q· ·And I believe staff referenced Docket UE-191024.
·7· · · That was the 2020 PacifiCorp rate case with the
·8· · · WIJAM.
·9· · · · · Did the company seek recovery and prudence review
10· · · of the repowered Rolling Hills as part of that
11· · · request?
12· A· ·I believe we did.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Thank you.· That's all
14· · · the questions that I have on redirect.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.· Sorry.
16· · · I was taking notes.· I appreciate that.
17· · · · · Questions from the bench at this point in time?
18· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Yes, please.
19· · · Thank you, Your Honor.
20· · · · · Mr. Link, looking at staff witness Jacque
21· · · Hawkins-Jones' cross testimony -- and that's JHJ-IT
22· · · [sic].· I'm looking at Pages 6 through 8, starting at
23· · · Line 15.· Page 6.
24· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Okay.· I'm there.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Have you read
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·1· ·this?
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I did.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· Great.
·4· · · ·So on the timelines, does the company have a
·5· ·position on the timelines requirements presented by
·6· ·staff's proposal?· And that would be PacifiCorp to
·7· ·initiate multiparty multi-jurisdictional cost
·8· ·allocation frameworks discussions by February 1,
·9· ·2027.· And the next, PacifiCorp to file a Phase 2
10· ·cost allocation protocol by March 1st, 2028.
11· · · ·Any position or response on those proposed
12· ·timelines?
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.· We do not, I
14· ·think, support the timelines proposed in this
15· ·testimony.· I think there are really a number of
16· ·reasons why.
17· · · ·First, let me say it's not -- we're not opposed
18· ·to potentially exploring opportunities to get
19· ·engagement from stakeholders and to try to find
20· ·resolution that parties can agree to in advance of a
21· ·potential filing.
22· · · ·I think our recent experience tells us that the
23· ·likelihood of success in that approach may not be
24· ·high, and that rather than prescriptively establish
25· ·when and how the Phase 2 should be done, we're
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·1· ·focusing in our proposal that I believe states that
·2· ·we will ensure Phase 2 is in place with sufficient
·3· ·time for 2030 essentially rate effective period.
·4· · · ·There are some pretty difficult issues yet on the
·5· ·table for us to address in Phase 2.· We've
·6· ·highlighted what some of those may be.· Today's
·7· ·exchange with me hit some of this as well, whether
·8· ·it's decommissioning or new transmission projects,
·9· ·and we simply need the time to work through those
10· ·complicated issues.· And we will look for
11· ·opportunities to engage.
12· · · ·It's in -- it's to our benefit to have
13· ·stakeholder participation and ultimately some level
14· ·of consensus on what we can agree to, so there's --
15· ·we're clearly not opposed to it.· But I'm simply not
16· ·in agreement to the very prescriptive, "By such date,
17· ·you should do these very specific things," and kind
18· ·of shackle us in a way that I feel might be more
19· ·harmful than helpful in the end.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· All right.
21· ·Thank you.
22· · · ·And staying just with Phase 2 and going on to the
23· ·next page, does the company have a position on any of
24· ·the recommendations made by staff regarding the
25· ·requirements of a Phase 2 filing?
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I think as a general
·2· ·matter -- and I could certainly walk through them one
·3· ·by one as necessary.· But as a general matter, we're
·4· ·not -- there's a lot of information here that,
·5· ·frankly, when we're -- we're reading it as a team,
·6· ·we're not quite sure even what some of the analysis
·7· ·intended means and what that might look like.
·8· · · ·And from our recent experience in trying to get
·9· ·consensus through the multistate process previously,
10· ·that -- that is -- those sorts of uncertainties and
11· ·vagueness that have, I think, helped or contributed
12· ·to us being bogged down and then trying to over- --
13· ·or not over, but to analysis by paralysis.· I think
14· ·Ms. Steward mentioned that -- that term, used that
15· ·earlier.
16· · · ·And there were some things here that, you know,
17· ·I'm not sure entirely make a lot of sense, like where
18· ·directional implications on load forecast, if we're
19· ·at fixed allocation factors for Washington in
20· ·particular, that that may not really be a driver of
21· ·how interactions happen with other jurisdictions.
22· · · ·We do fully anticipate proposing fixed allocation
23· ·factors for at least some combination of
24· ·jurisdictions in Phase 2 as well, so Washington
25· ·wouldn't be the only one ultimately.· It's the first
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·1· ·one, given the timing of where we are in the
·2· ·compliance obligations, frankly, under CETA and the
·3· ·CCA.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· Thank
·5· ·you.
·6· · · ·Nothing further from me.· Thank you, Your Honor.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Just a real quick
·8· ·follow-up.· There was a discussion earlier on the
·9· ·allocation of PTCs, and I just want to make sure I
10· ·understand it correctly, so I'm going to use a real
11· ·simple model in my head.
12· · · ·My understanding is that PTCs would be allocated
13· ·based on the cost allocation as well.· So PTCs are a
14· ·benefit to customers.· And if there are allocated
15· ·costs, then that PTC rolls back to them.
16· · · ·So my simple example is, if a wind facility is
17· ·allocated 10 percent or 8 percent to Washington
18· ·customers, a PTC is produced and comes to the company
19· ·as a tax benefit, 8 percent of that PTC comes back to
20· ·Washington customers.
21· · · ·Do I have -- is that a correct flow of what a PTC
22· ·would do for customers?
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· We share the same
24· ·understanding, yes.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Okay.· Very good.
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·1· ·Thank you.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Thank you.
·3· ·And I was having the same question, so that's
·4· ·helpful.
·5· · · ·Mr. Link, I just have one other question.· And we
·6· ·were talking a bit about decommissioning and
·7· ·remediation costs for -- for the Chehalis plant.· And
·8· ·I think in response to Commissioner Doumit's
·9· ·question, you also indicated that is still sort of a
10· ·question up in the air, which is why it's deferred to
11· ·Phase 2.
12· · · ·But just going to -- you mentioned you're tying
13· ·it to cost-causation principles.
14· · · ·Similar to decommissioning or remediation costs
15· ·for coal plants -- and we've dealt with this with
16· ·other companies and other issues -- that those costs
17· ·for the plant really refer back to how that cost was
18· ·used over time, not changes in those plants going
19· ·forward; for example, how we have considered it with
20· ·Colstrip.
21· · · ·Would you agree to that?
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I think with -- with
23· ·the caveat that I'm not sure what we've done with
24· ·Colstrip personally.· Other witnesses, I suspect, may
25· ·be; Ms. Cheung in particular.
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·1· · · ·And I think I understand, though, generally where
·2· ·you're coming from, and we have not yet determined
·3· ·our approach, I would say is the easiest way to put
·4· ·it.
·5· · · ·I certainly am aware that -- that there's an
·6· ·argument for, you know, how the costs have occurred
·7· ·over time via an allocation method should be a factor
·8· ·in establishing what that is.· But at the same time,
·9· ·it's my understanding also, particularly in
10· ·Washington and even under the WIJAM, that actual
11· ·decommissioning will ultimately be what is paid for.
12· ·It's just at what allocation.· And we need to work
13· ·through what that proposal looks like.
14· · · ·We started having some convers- -- I'll be
15· ·perfectly honest in establishing this.· Some of those
16· ·conversations and quickly determined that we would
17· ·have a difficult time coming to resolution as to what
18· ·we would want to propose and the time we needed to
19· ·make this filing, and Phase -- we have no immediate
20· ·plans to retire the facility by the time we get to
21· ·Phase 2 and we can consider that during Phase 2.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.· So --
23· ·but the issue is, if -- if other states benefitted
24· ·from the allocation of Chehalis and the dispatch of
25· ·Chehalis, should they not then be responsible for a
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·1· ·portion of the decommissioning and remediation costs.
·2· ·Whether they would agree to that is a different
·3· ·issue, but if you're looking at cost causation in
·4· ·terms of, you know, traditional sort of environmental
·5· ·cost causation, if a state has had the benefit of the
·6· ·use, then would they not have the benefit -- the
·7· ·burden of the decommissioning and remediation costs
·8· ·going forward?
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah, and I -- how do
10· ·I want to put this?· At the risk of boxing myself
11· ·into we've established a methodology going forward,
12· ·I -- I -- I agree with that basic sentiment, and the
13· ·mechanics of how we achieve that kind of fair outcome
14· ·are what we need to work through.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  I
16· ·understand.· And that will be for the Phase 2.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· So as the
19· ·company is filing its deferrals for -- with other
20· ·states for the Chehalis plant, will the consideration
21· ·of depreciation or remediation costs also be included
22· ·in those deferral applications or petitions?
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I will recommend you
24· ·maybe try to validate my answer with Ms. Cheung when
25· ·she gets up.· But because we haven't established a
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·1· ·specific decommissioning proposal here or in the
·2· ·other jurisdictions, my expectation is that we would
·3· ·not have that factored into those deferrals.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· So if you
·5· ·don't factor it into the deferral and you're not
·6· ·seeking deferral of those costs, the company is
·7· ·potentially, depending on the outcome of those
·8· ·deferrals and the depreciation discussion of Phase 2,
·9· ·potentially not able to recover certain costs,
10· ·correct?
11· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I would -- I think I
12· ·would recommend that go to Ms. Cheung as well.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.  I
14· ·will do that.· Thanks.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Sorry.· Just
17· ·one more.
18· · · ·Public counsel went to your rebuttal testimony at
19· ·Page 20 and asked you to opine essentially on public
20· ·counsel's recommendation that the Commission order
21· ·PacifiCorp to remove Chehalis and Gym Bridger's Units
22· ·1 and 2 on December 31, 2029.
23· · · ·You answered there, but I -- "reckless," you
24· ·said.· Pretty strong word.· And I want to just go a
25· ·little bit deeper than that and just maybe set forth
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·1· ·the reasons why -- why you would suggest that.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· So can you help me
·3· ·understand if my use of the term "reckless" was in my
·4· ·response this morning or it's in the testimony?
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Oh.· No.
·6· ·It's in the testimony.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Okay.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· I'm sorry.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· It's in your
11· ·testimony.· 22 and then again over on 21.
12· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· At Line 15.
14· ·You have it in here, but --
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· -- I just
17· ·want a little more -- a little more substance on
18· ·that, please.· Thank you.
19· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Sure.· I appreciate
20· ·that.
21· · · ·The -- the only real dispatchable generation from
22· ·our existing fleet that would be available for
23· ·Washington really boils down to the Chehalis
24· ·facility, the thermal units, the Bridger facilities
25· ·we've got proposed in this -- in this allocation.

Page 164
·1· · · ·There are additional procurements we're planning.
·2· ·We do have some battery resources coming online, but
·3· ·not sufficient in and of themselves to replace this.
·4· · · ·And so my use of the term "reckless" is really to
·5· ·draw attention to the fact that removal of this
·6· ·dispatch will generate reliance on maybe not a
·7· ·hundred percent but close to hundred percent
·8· ·non-emitting variable resources.· There are some
·9· ·hydro facilities, so I'm not trying to make this
10· ·black and white all in all, but it's a significant
11· ·reduction of the sort of things needed to maintain
12· ·reliable operations on the system would, in fact, be
13· ·reckless.
14· · · ·And, again, I'm tying that to the point that
15· ·if -- if -- if we're incurring real costs to maintain
16· ·that type of service, then, you know, inherent in
17· ·that assumption is those costs are being passed
18· ·through to customers because it's a cost to provide
19· ·reliable service.· That we can't just lean on the
20· ·system in other jurisdictions' costs for resources
21· ·that might be providing that service and assume
22· ·that's okay.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· All right.
24· ·Thank you.· Appreciate that.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· I believe
·2· ·that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Link.
·3· ·You're excused at this point in time.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Witness excused.)
·6
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· At this
·8· ·point in time, we will go ahead and break for lunch.
·9· ·We will be off the record.
10· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Pause in proceedings from
11· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·12:19 p.m. to 1:24 p.m.)
12
13· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· It is now
14· ·1:24 p.m.· And we will be moving to our next witness,
15· ·witness -- sorry -- witness Mitchell.· If you could
16· ·please come up.· Thank you.
17· · · ·And if you could please raise your right hand,
18· ·I'll swear you in.
19· · · ·Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you
20· ·will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,
21· ·and nothing but the truth?
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
23· ·////
24· ·////
25· ·////
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·1· · · RAMON J. MITCHELL,· · · · ·having been first duly sworn
·2· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·by Administrative Law Judge
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·Thompson, was examined and
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·testified as follows:
·5
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.· You

·7· · · may be seated.

·8· · · · · And, Counsel, you may proceed.

·9

10· · · · · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

11· · · BY MR. LOWNEY:

12· Q· ·Witness Mitchell, could you please state and spell

13· · · your name for the record.

14· A· ·Name is Ramon Mitchell.· R-a-m-o-n M-i-t-c-h-e-l-l.
15· Q· ·And how are you employed?

16· A· ·I am the director of net power cost for PacifiCorp.
17· Q· ·And in that capacity, did you file testimony in this

18· · · case?

19· A· ·Yes, I did.
20· Q· ·And if I were to ask you the same questions today,

21· · · would your answers be the same?

22· A· ·Yes, they would.
23· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. LOWNEY:· Thank you.

24· · · · · Witness Mitchell is available for

25· · · cross-examination.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very

·2· · · much.
·3· · · · · We will go ahead and begin with staff.· And feel
·4· · · free to proceed whenever you're ready.
·5
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
·7· · · BY MS. STRAUSS:
·8· Q· ·Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.
·9· · · · · How are you?
10· A· ·Good afternoon.· I'm well.· Thank you.
11· · · · · How are you?
12· Q· ·Generally speaking, would you expect to buy a hedge
13· · · at one price and then sell it at another price?
14· A· ·No.· Generally speaking, as you can see in Page 40 of
15· · · my rebuttal testimony -- as in Page four zero of
16· · · Exhibit 13CT, as in "Charlie," "tango" -- it
17· · · illustrates the tree timelines of the energy market:
18· · · The forward market, the day-ahead market, and the
19· · · real-time market.
20· · · · · Hedges are transacted in the forward market.· And
21· · · then to the extent that they're sold, they're
22· · · typically sold in the day-ahead market, at which
23· · · point they're no longer hedges.· They're spot market
24· · · transactions or day-ahead or real-time transactions.
25· Q· ·Okay.· But the price you buy it at would not be the
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·1· · · same you would sell any sort of spot market

·2· · · transaction at?

·3· A· ·It could be the same.· It could be different.· The
·4· · · market is unpredictable; hence, why we hedge.· And so
·5· · · it's not possible to say whether it would be higher
·6· · · or lower, which is why the hedging adjustment does
·7· · · not account for those variations.· It does not
·8· · · account for price volatility impacts on the net power
·9· · · cost forecast, and it does not account for changes in
10· · · the underlying OFPC.
11· Q· ·Okay.· You agree that Aurora -- that Aurora is

12· · · modeled based on prices and resource datas that are

13· · · input into the program on the day the model is run,

14· · · correct?

15· A· ·They are based on the prices input and the resource
16· · · correctors.· It's not necessarily on the day that the
17· · · model is run, because we have preparatory stages.
18· · · But they are as you describe with the exception of
19· · · the last.
20· Q· ·Okay.· So it's based on data that has been generated

21· · · in recent past?

22· A· ·Either generated or procured.· In the case of forward
23· · · prices, we do not as a company generate those forward
24· · · price curves.· We take them from the real or forward
25· · · market, which are broker quotes, where you can buy
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·1· · · now energy for delivery one year from now.
·2· Q· ·And in your opinion, as you stated in testimony,

·3· · · Aurora's optimization is fundamentally a spot market

·4· · · simulation, correct?

·5· A· ·Correct.
·6· Q· ·Okay.· And the spot market is the real-time or

·7· · · short-term marketplace where electricity is bought or

·8· · · sold for immediate delivery?

·9· A· ·Yes.· And I would like to clarify that the phrase
10· · · Aurora is a spot market simulation refers to the fact
11· · · that the model is an hourly granularity model, which
12· · · is more akin to the spot market and less akin to the
13· · · forward time frames where you have to purchase energy
14· · · in quarterly blocks of heavy-load hours or light-load
15· · · hours.· Not a function of whether there exists a
16· · · day-ahead market or a real-time market, but more
17· · · function of the granularity, the time granularity of
18· · · the model.

19· Q· ·But hedges are products that are bought sometimes

20· · · months in advance to reduce price volatility; is that

21· · · correct?

22· A· ·Hedges for the most part, depending on your
23· · · definition where here we're referring to hedges as
24· · · price risk management to manage price volatility.
25· · · · · And refer back to Page 40 of my rebuttal
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·1· · · testimony.· Of the three markets that exist that
·2· · · Aurora attempts to model, all three of them -- this
·3· · · is key -- hedges are purchased in the forward market
·4· · · where you see the sub-label 1.5 to three months out.
·5· · · · · And then the hourly in-model optimization is
·6· · · effectively a day-ahead or a real-time optimization
·7· · · solely because Aurora can only transact in hourly
·8· · · increments.· It does not have a concept of multi-hour
·9· · · blocks.
10· Q· ·Got it.
11· · · · · Now, the prices for hedges are inputs in the
12· · · model, correct?
13· A· ·Only to the extent that all prices in the model are
14· · · inputs to the model.· In that context, you are
15· · · correct.
16· Q· ·But these are -- so these are prices that PacifiCorp
17· · · is taking from the OFPC and putting into the model?
18· A· ·This is the case for all prices of the model.
19· Q· ·Okay.· But the prices, themselves, are not generated
20· · · by PacifiCorp?
21· A· ·None of PacifiCorp's official forward price curves,
22· · · which is the OFPC you refer to, they are not
23· · · generated by PacifiCorp.· And this applies to all
24· · · components of net per costs, whether it be a hedge or
25· · · a purchase power agreement that is indexed to a
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·1· · · market hub or something of the sort.
·2· Q· ·Okay.· And when PacifiCorp is selling excess power
·3· · · from hedges, is it using the OFPC prices to model
·4· · · those prices, or is it using the day-ahead real-time
·5· · · prices for that day?
·6· A· ·When the excess energy is sold -- and let me harken
·7· · · back to actual operations.
·8· · · · · PacifiCorp in the day-ahead market -- and by
·9· · · that, I just mean simpler -- or more simply, when we
10· · · transact closer to the moment of operations, whether
11· · · it be on an hour-ahead basis or a day-ahead basis,
12· · · PacifiCorp is a price taker.· When we need to buy
13· · · energy, we must buy energy, and we buy it at a price
14· · · that is above the market, the average market clearing
15· · · price.· And when we need to sell energy, we sell
16· · · energy that is below.· And this makes sense.
17· · · Otherwise, we would arbitrage and make free money.
18· · · · · And so to your question, the hedges are sold in
19· · · that, at that discount that we observe in actual
20· · · operations, that discount to the average market
21· · · clearing price, and picks up that transaction cost of
22· · · hedging separate from price volatility, which you
23· · · referred to earlier.
24· Q· ·So that price that you are modeling the sell price
25· · · for, you talked about a discount that you're giving
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·1· · · to it, but what is that base number?· Is that base
·2· · · number based on the official forward price curve, or
·3· · · is it based on the day-ahead real-time price curve
·4· · · price?
·5· A· ·The base number -- all the base numbers for all the
·6· · · prices are fundamentally based on the official
·7· · · forward price curve.· In the day-ahead horizon, we
·8· · · have a spread between the buy price and the sale
·9· · · price.
10· · · · · Because, of course, you'd expect that to be
11· · · realistic with my -- one of my analogies is, if you
12· · · go to the grocery store and you buy a pack of 12 eggs
13· · · and then you were to go back and attempt to sell the
14· · · excess -- perhaps you only used ten -- no one would
15· · · buy the two remaining eggs for the same price that
16· · · you bought the 12 at on a per-unit basis.
17· · · · · That's the concept of spread in prices, having a
18· · · purchase price and a sales price.
19· Q· ·Got it.
20· · · · · So just to make sure I'm clear:· PacifiCorp is
21· · · using the official forward price curve for all the
22· · · pricing in its model.· And then when it's modeling
23· · · selling excess energy from hedges, it's applying a
24· · · discount to that OFPC number, and that's how it's
25· · · modeling the sale price of excess energy from hedges?
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·1· A· ·Yes.· Identical to the opposite scenario, where we
·2· · · would model purchases at a premium price in the
·3· · · day-ahead or real-time market.· This is, in fact, the
·4· · · very concept of the precedential DART adjustment
·5· · · setting aside anything that happened in the prior
·6· · · rate case.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· And so looking at the DART prices, those
·8· · · prices are short-term market transactions, correct?
·9· A· ·The prices or the OFPC with the calculation based on
10· · · actual observed prices over the past four years to
11· · · develop what is effectively ratios to take the one
12· · · OFPC and derive two prices.
13· · · · · The ratio of how -- how on average our purchase
14· · · price as PacifiCorp has been compared to what the
15· · · market average clearing price across the west has
16· · · been.· That ratio gives you the purchase price
17· · · premium.
18· · · · · And then how the market clears across the entire
19· · · west versus PacifiCorp's transactions for sales, that
20· · · ratio between PacifiCorp transactions on a dollar per
21· · · megawatt-hour for sales compared to the OFPC, which
22· · · is a representation of the average market clearing
23· · · price, gives you the sale price that we calculate.
24· Q· ·Okay.· So my question is a little different.

25· · · · · I want to talk a little bit about the -- the
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·1· · · DART, the day-ahead real-time prices, specifically.
·2· · · · · Those prices are for short-term market
·3· · · transactions, generally speaking?
·4· A· ·Those prices are applied to any transactions that
·5· · · the -- or most transactions that the model conducts
·6· · · on an hourly granularity basis.
·7· Q· ·So, but looking at your testimony, RJM-13CT, Page 40,
·8· · · the page you keep referencing.
·9· A· ·Mm-hmm.
10· Q· ·In your graphic, you have three different energy
11· · · markets.· The day-ahead and the real-time are the 24
12· · · to 72 hours or the minutes to hours out.
13· · · · · So those would be short-term, correct?
14· A· ·Correct.
15· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
16· · · · · So those would necessarily be the prices that you
17· · · would see today or tomorrow for power you would be
18· · · using tomorrow or the next day?
19· A· ·No.· It would be the prices that PacifiCorp manages
20· · · to either procure energy at or sell energy at.
21· · · Because the prices that we see in the market, on
22· · · average, are those -- is that OFPC.· And because we
23· · · are a price taker when we must serve load, we tend to
24· · · buy above that OFPC.
25· · · · · Because a hot summer day and the load raises up
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·1· · · unexpectedly, you must purchase the energy to serve
·2· · · your load.· Conversely, if you have too much energy
·3· · · in that day-ahead time frame, you must sell.· And so
·4· · · by the dynamics of market and competition, you end up
·5· · · buying at a premium and selling at a discount.
·6· Q· ·Looking at the forward -- official forward price

·7· · · curve a little bit, the OF -- so hypothetically if

·8· · · you're looking at the OFPC today, that's what it may

·9· · · cost to purchase something, I think as your testimony

10· · · on that graphic said, a year and a half or three

11· · · months out; is that correct?

12· A· ·That's correct.
13· Q· ·Okay.· Now, in hedging, you're not buying all of your

14· · · hedges on the day you're necessarily modeling these

15· · · prices, correct?

16· A· ·Those concepts are separate.· The model that we're
17· · · using here, it's a software that's all -- it all
18· · · happens at once when you click the "run" button.
19· · · · · In actual operations, they start out one and a
20· · · half years in advance for energy and slowly layer in
21· · · purchases or sales as they get to the moment of
22· · · operations.· And so it's not comparable from modeling
23· · · perspective, which all happens at once in a
24· · · single-stage model, versus actual operations which
25· · · occurs across years of building up to the moment.
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·1· Q· ·So I think that answers my question.
·2· · · · · So what you're saying is, the model's not
·3· · · necessarily -- it's measuring a moment in time of
·4· · · what's happening based on the data you have at that
·5· · · point in time.
·6· · · · · But you're not necessarily buying your hedges at
·7· · · that point in time.· It could be happening then.· It
·8· · · could be happening in a few weeks.· It could be
·9· · · happening in a few months.
10· A· ·Your characteristic is generally on point but for the
11· · · fact that this isn't restricted to hedges.· This is
12· · · everything that happens in the model.
13· Q· ·Sure.
14· A· ·It happens --
15· Q· ·I'm just only asking --
16· A· ·-- at one point in time.
17· Q· ·-- about hedges.
18· · · · · I'm just only asking about hedges right now.
19· A· ·I wish to clarify that it happens for all net power
20· · · costs.
21· Q· ·Okay.· So you can be buying hedges today for use in
22· · · January, correct?
23· A· ·Correct.
24· Q· ·Okay.· Or you could be buying hedges in February for
25· · · use in August?
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·1· A· ·Let's step back for a minute.
·2· · · · · In Aurora, we're not simulating that we buy
·3· · · hedges at a certain Time Period X for use in Time
·4· · · Period Y.· Remember, Aurora is just one instance of a
·5· · · model run.· We're simulating the necessary purchases
·6· · · to serve load, recognizing that in actual operations,
·7· · · the time frames involved span multiple months and
·8· · · almost multiple years, and then compress that into
·9· · · one model run.
10· · · · · We must account for the three markets and how the
11· · · dynamics and mechanics of those three markets work,
12· · · where hedges can only, for the most part, be
13· · · purchased in quarterly blocks three months long.· And
14· · · so we accurately model that.· And then when it comes
15· · · to the real-time market, you may purchase the day of
16· · · in hourly increments.· That is accounted for in
17· · · Aurora.
18· · · · · And for the day-ahead market we have also those
19· · · hourly purchases and then an adjustment called the
20· · · DART to account for the fact that you're purchasing
21· · · eight-hour or 16-hour blocks.
22· · · · · So this entire concept of hedges and day-ahead
23· · · market purchases and real-time market purchases are
24· · · all accounting for the length of the product that we
25· · · must buy and the fact that when you purchase that
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·1· · · length, if you a year ahead see a need in summer for
·2· · · 5,000 megawatts of load, you must purchase a hedge
·3· · · product three months in length to acquire the energy
·4· · · to serve the 5,000 megawatts of load in one hour.
·5· · · And then any energy that is not needed to serve that
·6· · · 5,000 will be sold.
·7· · · · · And that transaction cost whereby you necessarily
·8· · · buy energy that is excess and then sell it at
·9· · · discount, because of the comparative nature of the
10· · · markets, is what you refer to here with your concept
11· · · of timing.· But I must stress that, in the model, it
12· · · is all done at the same time while we simulate the
13· · · accuracy of how things operate in actual operations.
14· Q· ·So just to summarize:· The model is done --
15· · · everything's being done at the same time in the
16· · · model, but in your actual practice, these purchases
17· · · are taking place over a series of months?
18· A· ·All -- all purchases.
19· Q· ·All purchases are taking --
20· A· ·All components of net power cost.
21· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
22· · · · · So just to clarify:· When you're going to buy the
23· · · hedges in reality -- not in the model, in reality --
24· · · the price that was modeled may not be the accurate
25· · · price anymore, because markets fluctuate, correct?
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·1· A· ·This is the principle behind all of net power cost
·2· · · modeling.· None of the prices, whether it be the
·3· · · day-ahead, the real-time, the forward market, whether
·4· · · it be gas prices, whether it be prices for PPAs with
·5· · · some market index, none of them are actually
·6· · · representative of what we're going to transact at.
·7· · · · · Because these are forecasts of prices.· All
·8· · · inputs or near all inputs are forecasts of prices.
·9· · · It applies to all of net power costs in the model.
10· Q· ·So the hedge forecast could be an overestimation or

11· · · an underestimation of the actual costs?

12· A· ·All of net power costs can be an over-underestimation
13· · · [sic] or an underestimation of the actual costs.
14· · · This is the whole bundle.· It cannot take away
15· · · hedging and isolate it and speak to it as things that
16· · · are inaccurate over or under without considering that
17· · · this is a concept that applies to the entirety of
18· · · modeled net power costs that sets that PCAM base
19· · · that's -- or, rather, that amount that flows into the
20· · · PCAM and is trued up for customer rates on that, on
21· · · that surcharge.
22· Q· ·Now, the official forward price curve, does that

23· · · explicitly include information that identifies

24· · · purchase and sale price for the 25-megawatt hedge

25· · · blocks that PacifiCorp purchases?
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·1· A· ·The quantity of the amount of energy purchased and
·2· · · the price are not related for any component of net
·3· · · power costs, in the sense that when we get that OFPC
·4· · · from broker quotes in the market, it is a price that
·5· · · is given to us based on prevailing market dynamics
·6· · · and how players in the market foresee future events
·7· · · unfolding as an aggregate.
·8· · · · · But there isn't a -- there isn't a set of -- from
·9· · · X -- from zero megawatts to a thousand megawatts,
10· · · here's your price for each incremental megawatt-hour.
11· · · It's one price.· And so implicitly it assumes
12· · · infinite liquidity, and so it's disconnected from
13· · · volume in that sense.
14· Q· ·So I want to talk a little bit more about the
15· · · 25-megawatt hedge blocks that you reference in your
16· · · testimony.
17· · · · · That specific product, that 25-megawatt hedge
18· · · block, does the OFPC explicitly have information
19· · · related to that exact product in terms of a purchase
20· · · price or a sale price, or is it -- are those official
21· · · forward price curve prices just general energy
22· · · prices?
23· A· ·Let me take a step back.
24· · · · · In the day-ahead time frame, we also purchase in
25· · · 25-megawatt blocks, just as in we do in the forward
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·1· · · time frame, the one to year -- one year to months
·2· · · out.· None of these prices -- forward market
·3· · · transactions, day-ahead market transactions, or
·4· · · real-time market transactions -- the OFPC is agnostic
·5· · · to whether it's purchased in 25-megawatt blocks or 25
·6· · · times 250-megawatt blocks.
·7· · · · · And your question seems to imply that we purchase
·8· · · a single product that is of 25 megawatts in size.· We
·9· · · purchase a product that is multiples of 25 megawatts.
10· · · It could be 500, a thousand, or 50.· It's not just a
11· · · single 25.· And this applies to the forward markets
12· · · and to the day-ahead markets.
13· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
14· · · · · Now I want to talk a little bit about the PCAM
15· · · just briefly.
16· · · · · The PCAM is meant to track deviations in costs
17· · · from the net power cost forecast that is set, impacts
18· · · GRC or PCORC, correct?
19· A· ·That is part of its purpose, yes.
20· Q· ·Okay.· And then that balance is trued up in the
21· · · annual PCAM filings?
22· A· ·That's the basic idea of it.
23· Q· ·And, now, system balancing transactions are included
24· · · in those -- in those costs that are tracked in the
25· · · PCAM, correct?
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·1· A· ·All net power cost transactions in the model are
·2· · · brought over into the PCAM.
·3· Q· ·Now, the hedge prices that the company ultimately

·4· · · pays, the price they ultimately pay for the hedge

·5· · · products they acquire, are those included in the

·6· · · costs that are tracked for true-up in the PCAM?

·7· A· ·Yes.· But not cherry-picking here.· All prices are
·8· · · included, the actuals for all forward market,
·9· · · day-ahead market, real-time market.· All the actual
10· · · prices are captured and trued up to the forecast
11· · · prices.· We can't cherry-pick one single market and
12· · · ignore the other two markets.· It's a holistic
13· · · forecast.
14· Q· ·And the PCAM is a tracking mechanism, correct?

15· A· ·That's my understanding.
16· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.

17· · · · · I want to switch gears a little bit and talk

18· · · about the Washington hedge book.

19· · · · · So PacifiCorp has a separate hedge book for

20· · · Washington, correct?

21· A· ·Now, the Washington hedge book is something that is
22· · · an operational-related activity, and so I would first
23· · · like to clarify that your questions will probably be
24· · · primarily for Mike Wilding, vice president of energy
25· · · supply management, but I will try to attempt -- I
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·1· · · will attempt to answer your questions as best as
·2· · · possible.
·3· · · · · Could you please repeat your question.
·4· Q· ·Yeah.
·5· · · · · So PacifiCorp has a separate hedge book for
·6· · · Washington specifically, correct?
·7· A· ·My understanding is that PacifiCorp intends to
·8· · · implement a separate hedge book.· But at the moment,
·9· · · we do not have that implemented in actual operations.
10· · · But please refer to company witness Wilding for
11· · · further information.
12· Q· ·So based on your understanding, currently
13· · · PacifiCorp's operations are that it has one hedge
14· · · book for its whole system, and its future plan is to
15· · · have a separate hedge book for Washington.
16· · · · · Is that your understanding?
17· A· ·That is my current understanding.· But I defer to
18· · · company witness Wilding, who is the subject matter
19· · · expert and present in this room.· And please do ask
20· · · him that question, to subject to check myself.
21· Q· ·Now, for hedges for Washington, those are determined
22· · · based on allocation from the overall hedges acquired
23· · · for the system, correct?
24· A· ·You're going to have to speak to company witness
25· · · Wilding about that.
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·1· Q· ·I'm sorry.· What was that?
·2· A· ·Company witness Wilding will be able to help you
·3· · · through those understandings.
·4· Q· ·So you do speak a little bit to the Washington hedge
·5· · · book in your testimony.· So to the extent you can, I
·6· · · would like you to try to answer the question.
·7· A· ·Of course.
·8· Q· ·The hedges applied to Washington under the current
·9· · · practice, they are an allocation based on the hedges
10· · · that are calculated for the system, correct?
11· A· ·Could you please point me to the section of my
12· · · testimony where I discuss these -- this concept of
13· · · hedging.
14· Q· ·So it looks like you talk a bit about the hedge --
15· · · Washington's hedge book starting at Page 125.· But
16· · · you also talk about it above that at Page 32.· This
17· · · is your rebuttal testimony, so RJM-13CT.
18· · · · · It talks about creating and managing two separate
19· · · power and gas hedge books, one for Washington and one
20· · · for the rest of the system.
21· · · · · Now, as you've already stated, the plan for the
22· · · Washington hedge book is forthcoming.· It has not
23· · · come to fruition yet.· Currently, the practice is
24· · · hedging for the system.
25· A· ·Did you mention Page 32 and Page 125?
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·1· Q· ·I said -- sorry -- Page 32, yep, and then Page 125.
·2· · · And it talks a little bit about it at Page -- it
·3· · · starts at Page 31, but we're looking at Page 35
·4· · · right --
·5· A· ·And --
·6· Q· ·-- 32 right now.
·7· A· ·-- this is all in my rebuttal testimony?
·8· Q· ·Correct.
·9· A· ·Thank you.
10· · · · · I'm there.
11· Q· ·Okay.· So the company is proposing to manage a
12· · · separate Washington-specific hedge book, so that is
13· · · the future -- the future practice, correct?
14· A· ·Correct.
15· Q· ·The current practice is a hedge book for the system?
16· A· ·Correct.
17· Q· ·Okay.· So based on that, how Washington has allocated
18· · · hedges is they receive an allocation based on the
19· · · hedges needed for the whole system; is that correct?
20· A· ·Could you repeat the question, please.
21· Q· ·Absolutely.
22· · · · · So Washington currently receives hedges based on
23· · · an allocation of what the total number of hedges for
24· · · the whole system is.
25· · · · · So say there are a hundred hedges for the whole
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·1· · · system -- and I'm just making up these numbers for
·2· · · whole numbers and easy math 'cause I'm not good at
·3· · · math.
·4· · · · · Washington will receive a portion of those 100
·5· · · hedges that the company has determined needs to meet
·6· · · load for its whole system?
·7· A· ·With the clarification that in the 2022 PCAM, the
·8· · · Commission ordered an adjustment to hedges wherein
·9· · · the west side for gas was -- it has an after-the-fact
10· · · adjustment in the PCAM.
11· Q· ·Mm-hmm.
12· A· ·So with that caveat, yes.
13· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
14· · · · · So Washington, under the current practice, is not
15· · · hedged separately?
16· A· ·Correct.· But for that adjustment, which is a
17· · · ratemaking adjustment.
18· Q· ·And that's only for the gas hedges.· And that --
19· A· ·Correct.
20· Q· ·-- occurs -- and that gas hedge adjustment, that
21· · · occurs after the calculations for hedges of the
22· · · system has been completed?
23· A· ·It occurs after the actual hedges have been
24· · · executed --
25· Q· ·Okay.
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·1· A· ·-- in actual operations.
·2· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
·3· · · · · Okay.· Hold on.· We can skip some of this.
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Some of this
·5· · · material -- my next question, it touches on
·6· · · confidential material.· I don't know if it would
·7· · · specifically touch on -- the exhibit, itself, is
·8· · · confidential.· I'm not sure the actual material being
·9· · · referenced is confidential.· I don't know how, Your
10· · · Honor, how you'd like to handle that.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Do you think your
12· · · question -- the way you phrase your questions will
13· · · contain confidential material?
14· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Let me pull up the
15· · · exhibit and take a look.· Hold on.· Give me one
16· · · second.
17· · · · · I can probably phrase the question to avoid
18· · · having to talk about the specific substance of what's
19· · · in the confidential part of the exhibit.· But it
20· · · references the existence of a table that's in the
21· · · confidential part of the exhibit.· So I guess I would
22· · · defer to the company how they want it.
23· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Which exhibit?
24· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· This is 5C.· RJM-5C.
25· · · It speaks to the characteristics of one of the
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·1· ·figures in that exhibit.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Does the
·3· ·company have any preference for whether or not we try
·4· ·to avoid going into a confidential session, or do you
·5· ·feel that it's necessary to do so at this point in
·6· ·time?
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· I confess, I'm a bit
·8· ·at a loss, because I'm just not sure what -- if I'm
·9· ·understanding, if the question is going to make
10· ·reference to confidential material even obliquely, I
11· ·think we need to go into the confidential session.
12· ·But not understanding exactly how the question is
13· ·going to be phrased, I'm not a hundred percent sure.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Let's go
15· ·ahead, and we'll need to take probably a five-minute
16· ·recess to be able to go into a confidential session.
17· · · ·I'll just ask public counsel and AWEC:· Did you
18· ·have confidential questions for witness Mitchell as
19· ·well?
20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. PEPPLE:· I have questions that
21· ·reference confidential material, but I'm fairly
22· ·confident I can do it without getting into
23· ·confidential discussions.
24· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· I think I can avoid
25· ·confidential material in my questioning.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· We'll go
·2· ·ahead and take a brief recess to go ahead and go into
·3· ·a confidential session.
·4· · · ·I was thinking if we had more questions, we could
·5· ·just do them all at once.· But if we can avoid them,
·6· ·to prevent us from going back into confidential
·7· ·session, that would be great.
·8· · · ·So at this point in time, we'll be off the record
·9· ·for a couple of minutes so that we can set up the
10· ·breakout room.· I'd ask that the parties take a look
11· ·around the room and just ensure that everybody who's
12· ·here with you has signed a confidentiality agreement.
13· · · ·If not, we'll have to send them out of the room
14· ·temporarily.· Thank you.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Pause in proceedings from
16· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·1:57 p.m. to 2:04 p.m.)
17· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Confidential Session
18· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·begins.)
19· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Confidential portion
20· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·redacted.)
21
22
23
24
25
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·1
·2
·3
·4
·5
·6
·7
·8
·9
10
11
12
13
14
15· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·(Confidential session
16· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · concluded.)
17
18· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· We are back
19· · · on the record in the public Zoom room.· And, staff,
20· · · you can go ahead and proceed with your next question.
21· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Thank you, Your
22· · · Honor.
23· Q· ·(By Ms. Strauss)· So, Mr. Mitchell, the currently
24· · · used model for forecasting hedges has never been
25· · · tested by applying it to a prior year and comparing
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·1· · · the outputs in the model with the actual hedges that

·2· · · were acquired for that year, correct?

·3· A· ·No, that's not correct.

·4· Q· ·But you just said the backcast study does not

·5· · · individually reflect the hedges.

·6· A· ·Right.· Let me explain.

·7· · · · · So our forecast of net power costs -- whether it

·8· · · be in a dollar basis or a megawatt-hour basis -- is,

·9· · · for lack of for better phrasing, always wrong, unless

10· · · by some extreme coincidence the decimals line up

11· · · perfectly.

12· · · · · So those hedge forecasts, in an ideal world where

13· · · all our inputs into the model are correct and the

14· · · model is properly specified, the forecast of hedges

15· · · on a dollar basis and on a megawatt-hour basis would

16· · · be completely accurate, because the forward price

17· · · curve would never change from our assumptions, et

18· · · cetera and so forth.

19· · · · · In this benchmark, we took all of the actual

20· · · executed hedges in 2020, and because they were known,

21· · · we fixed them into the model so that the model

22· · · properly accounts for that -- those quarterly blocks

23· · · of energy that it has to somehow, if there is an

24· · · excess say for that 5,000-megawatt summer peak hour,

25· · · it has to get rid of.
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·1· · · · · We loaded the full yearly amount of total actual
·2· · · executed hedges and then let the model dispose of any
·3· · · excess just like it would in the forecast, with the
·4· · · only difference being, between the benchmark and the
·5· · · forecast, is that we know that these hedges actually
·6· · · occurred.· And then the forecast, in a perfect world,
·7· · · we know that the hedges would actually occur as well.
·8· · · But it's a forecast, so there would be some variation
·9· · · in price and some variation in megawatt-hours as per
10· · · usual for any forecast.
11· · · · · But the principle is the same.· Hedges are loaded
12· · · into the model in quarterly blocks, and then the
13· · · excess is sold at a discount because we used the OFPC
14· · · that you discussed with the DART premium discount.
15· Q· ·So let me ask the question a little differently.

16· · · · · Have you ever taken the method you're currently

17· · · using to forecast hedges and applied it on a prior

18· · · year's data for hedges, the actual known data, to

19· · · compare the outputs?

20· A· ·In a related fashion, but not as you describe it.
21· · · · · What we have done is benched mark -- so the
22· · · method that we use to calculate the hedge volumes --
23· · · because remember that the prices are set by the OFPC,
24· · · not calculated by the company.· They are what they
25· · · are.
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·1· · · · · But the hedge volumes that go into the model,
·2· · · those quarterly blocks for -- and these quarterly
·3· · · blocks are seasonal.· So June, July, August, those
·4· · · types of quarterly blocks corresponding to seasons.
·5· · · I may be off on the season definition.· I can't quite
·6· · · recall.· Those volumes that are in this PCORC have
·7· · · been "benched mark" in aggregate against historical
·8· · · volumes from calendar year 2024, calendar year 2023,
·9· · · and quite possibly 2022.· I'd have to double-check my
10· · · testimony.
11· · · · · So we validated that the method we use to come up
12· · · with the hedge volumes is reasonable.· And then based
13· · · on that, plus the fact that this benchmark study in
14· · · 2020 also took the actual hedge volumes this time,
15· · · not the forecasted one.· But recall, the forecast is
16· · · reasonable to the actuals based on our comparison.
17· · · Our result here in the benchmark implies, therefore,
18· · · that the results in the forecast are also reasonable.
19· · · · · And so your question implies at some kind of
20· · · divergence based on a lack of -- of fact checking or
21· · · back checking, but that wouldn't be an accurate
22· · · premise.
23· Q· ·So I really quickly want to touch on something you

24· · · just said.

25· · · · · You mentioned comparing applying this methodology
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·1· · · to years 2024, 2023, and maybe 2022.

·2· · · · · Is that what you just said?

·3· A· ·Taking the total amount of hedge volumes anticipated
·4· · · for calendar year 2026 and having the own historical
·5· · · data for comparison, being calendar years 2024 and
·6· · · backwards, we compared the forecast in hedge volumes
·7· · · to historical actual hedge volumes to ensure that
·8· · · they are in alignment and in a realm of
·9· · · reasonability.
10· Q· ·Okay.· And which exhibit are those comparisons --

11· · · which exhibit to your testimony or to any one in the

12· · · PacifiCorp's testimony can those comparisons be found

13· · · in?

14· A· ·They're in my rebuttal testimony.
15· Q· ·But which exhibit to your rebuttal testimony is that

16· · · data actually shown, or is it just stated in your

17· · · testimony?

18· A· ·It's -- the data is in Exhibit 13CT.
19· · · · · Now, someone with a Control-F, if they did
20· · · "million mwh" with a space in between, could find it
21· · · faster than me.· But those numbers for 2024, for
22· · · 2026, or for 2023, I'm 90 percent certain that they
23· · · are directly within Exhibit 13C in my rebuttal
24· · · testimony.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. LOWNEY:· Your Honor, if I may,
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·1· · · I believe Page 23 may be the page that you're looking
·2· · · for.
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.· We'll
·4· · · take a look.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Yes.· Page 23 has the
·6· · · last paragraph that says, finally, these hedges are
·7· · · far from hypothetical in practice.
·8· · · · · Then it goes on.· And then it says to provide
·9· · · context in calendar year 2024, then in calendar year
10· · · 2023.· So I didn't use 2022.· I just used 2024 and
11· · · 2023.· Actual executed hedges to compare to a
12· · · forecast of calendar year 2026.
13· Q· ·(By Ms. Strauss)· So this is the quantity of hedges,
14· · · though, correct?
15· A· ·Yes.· Which is the entire premise.· Because recall
16· · · the OFPC is already set by the market, and so the
17· · · company doesn't have any input into what the prices
18· · · are, only what the volume is.
19· Q· ·Okay.· So -- but when you're modeling for hedges and
20· · · you're using the OFPC, you're using that also to
21· · · model not only the purchase price but the sale price
22· · · for any excess; is that correct?
23· A· ·Yes.· So the hedges, themselves, at these quarterly
24· · · blocks -- represent in summer, winter, fall,
25· · · spring -- they come in at the flat OFPC.· Because
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·1· · · this, what we discussed earlier with this premium and
·2· · · this discount, that is the day-ahead real-time
·3· · · adjustment not related to forward markets.· And then
·4· · · that discount, when the excess is sold, that's when
·5· · · that price for the sale kicks in, which is a discount
·6· · · to the OFPC.
·7· Q· ·Yeah, I understand that.
·8· · · · · So what I'm asking is:· This method that you are
·9· · · using to model that purchase and sale pricing, did
10· · · you apply that method to say the 2024, 2023 data, to
11· · · look at how that method for modeling pricing applied
12· · · to the actual pricing produced for those quantities
13· · · purchased?
14· A· ·The question, itself, isn't valid.· We're comparing
15· · · megawatt-hours only.· Because a comparison of price
16· · · produces no tangible results.· The prices are broker
17· · · quotes from the forward market that form the OFPC.
18· · · And so any comparison of price would seem to be
19· · · saying, Well, how wrong was the market in predicting
20· · · next year's price?
21· · · · · And that's something that the company does not
22· · · calculate.· It's not in our control of net power cost
23· · · forecast inputs, if you will.· We don't determine the
24· · · OFPC.· The market does.
25· · · · · But what we do determine is the hedge volumes.
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·1· · · And so that we need to check against the historical
·2· · · data to make sure that they're in the realm of
·3· · · reasonableness.· To check to see if the prices are in
·4· · · the realm of reasonableness, that could be done.· But
·5· · · the only outcome of that analysis would be to say,
·6· · · Well, I guess the market got it wrong.· But we don't
·7· · · create those prices.
·8· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
·9· · · · · Okay.· I want to talk a little bit about the PTCs
10· · · that my cocounsel talked a little bit about earlier,
11· · · and I talk a little bit about PTCs in your testimony.
12· · · So I just want to touch on those questions.· If for
13· · · some reason you can't answer them, it's fine.· But to
14· · · the extent you can, I want to give it a go.
15· · · · · So you heard my cocounsel's questions to witness
16· · · Links a little earlier about PTCs, correct?
17· A· ·It'd be helpful if you could refresh my memory as
18· · · necessary.
19· Q· ·I'm going to ask slightly different questions, so I
20· · · don't expect you to have them memorized.
21· · · · · You agree that Mr. Link testifies that Rolling
22· · · Hills is preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer
23· · · PTCs.
24· · · · · That's your understanding of his testimony,
25· · · correct?
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·1· A· ·I recall Mr. Link discussing preferential curtailment
·2· · · in order to maximize the benefits of PTCs from other
·3· · · wind resources that Washington has a -- Washington
·4· · · has a share of, all our wind resources in that region
·5· · · he was discussing, to my knowledge.
·6· · · · · I'd say it was -- I reference his question as
·7· · · being balance in do you take the more PTCs from this
·8· · · or the less PTCs from this or it's equal, more
·9· · · revenue for Washington customers, is my recollection
10· · · of that.
11· Q· ·And is the decision to curtail dispatch of Rolling
12· · · Hills, say, in effort to lose fewer PTCs made based
13· · · on assessment of the systemwide or just Washington?

14· A· ·Both.· Because in that constrained Wyoming region
15· · · where we have more generation capacity than we have
16· · · the transmission to move the totality of that
17· · · generation out of the region, when it comes to wind,
18· · · subject to check, because of WIJAM, Washington has
19· · · its system load share of all the wind resources.
20· · · · · And so when you consider system dispatch of that
21· · · wind versus Washington dispatch, because it's load
22· · · ratio for all the six states, the effect is the same
23· · · whether you dispatch for the system or for
24· · · Washington.
25· Q· ·Now, I know PacifiCorp is proposing something called
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·1· · · a 2026 protocol in this case, and there's the
·2· · · existing WIJAM.
·3· · · · · And there's different allocation proposals under
·4· · · each, correct?
·5· A· ·Yes.
·6· Q· ·Okay.· Now, looking at PTCs, in terms of the WIJAM,
·7· · · those are allocated based on who the resource is
·8· · · allocated to, correct?
·9· A· ·The allocation factors determine the flow of the
10· · · PTCs, as the commissioner was questioning Mr. Link
11· · · previously.
12· Q· ·And the same would apply to the 2026 protocol,
13· · · correct?
14· A· ·Yes.
15· Q· ·Okay.· So if, for example, Rolling Hills were
16· · · curtailed in favor of another resource that is
17· · · allocated to a different jurisdiction, then
18· · · Washington customers would lose the PTCs that would
19· · · have flown to them -- flow to them from Rolling
20· · · Hills; isn't that correct?
21· A· ·I'm not understanding your concept of a different
22· · · jurisdiction.· Because the resources as they exist
23· · · physically are system resources that each state has a
24· · · share of, and the total shares in the 2026 protocol
25· · · as proposed by the company would add to one.
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·1· · · · · Now, there is that Rolling Hills difference where
·2· · · Washington would not have a higher percentage.· But
·3· · · setting that aside for a moment to establish a
·4· · · baseline, it's not as if we operate a single resource
·5· · · six times, once for each jurisdiction.· We operate
·6· · · one resource, and each jurisdiction has a share of
·7· · · that resource, inclusive of Washington, inclusive of
·8· · · all the other five.
·9· · · · · And so I don't understand your concept of
10· · · operating for another jurisdiction, or...
11· Q· ·Let me -- let me try and do a hypothetical example.
12· · · · · So say I believe PacifiCorp's proposal in this is
13· · · that Washington would receive 34 percent of Rolling
14· · · Hills, correct?· Roughly?
15· A· ·Subject to check, the number seems appropriate.
16· Q· ·Okay.· Let's just say --
17· A· ·Approximate.
18· Q· ·-- it's 34 just for the purpose of this question.
19· · · · · So under the allocation, Washington would receive
20· · · 34 percent of the PTCs that come from that facility,
21· · · correct?
22· A· ·Yes.
23· Q· ·Now say that facility is curtailed and instead
24· · · hypothetical Wind Plant No. 2, of which Washington
25· · · receives 2 percent of the power, it only receives 2
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·1· · · percent of the PTCs.

·2· · · · · So if Rolling Hills were curtailed in favor of

·3· · · this other facility, Washington would lose out on the

·4· · · 34 percent of the PTCs it gets from Rolling Hills.

·5· · · It would only get 2 percent of the PTCs from that

·6· · · other facility?

·7· A· ·With the caveat that Rolling Hills has on the

·8· · · dollar -- on a cents-per-kilowatt-hour basis, a lower

·9· · · PTC rate than the other wind facilities.

10· Q· ·Depending on the facility?· Or is Rolling Hills -- of

11· · · all the wind facilities, they're all equal, and

12· · · Rolling Hill is different?

13· A· ·Mike Wilding would be the expert on that.· But

14· · · subject to check with witness Wilding, of all

15· · · company-owned wind resources, Rolling Hills and maybe

16· · · one other are the only ones that have a PTC rate

17· · · that -- or, rather, the only one that the projects

18· · · are all not fully either repowered or earning the

19· · · full PTC rates as well.

20· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Okay.· Let me just

21· · · check one thing.

22· · · · · That is all my questions.· Thank you very much.

23· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Thank you.

24· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.

25· · · · · Public counsel, whenever you're ready, you can go
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·1· · · ahead and proceed with your questions.

·2

·3· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION

·4· · · BY MR. SYKES:

·5· Q· ·Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.· Actually I've only got

·6· · · a few questions for you today.

·7· A· ·Good afternoon.
·8· Q· ·So this is a yes-or-no question.

·9· · · · · Under the WIJAM --

10· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Would you

11· · · mind speaking closer to your mike.

12· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Sure.

13· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Thank you.

14· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· So this is a yes-or-no question.

15· · · · · Under the WIJAM, Washington ratepayers are

16· · · allocated a portion of NPC costs?

17· A· ·Under the WIJAM, Washington customers are allocated
18· · · net power costs.· The word "a portion of" --
19· · · mathematically, yes, there's a total company number,
20· · · and there's a Washington number, and one is less than
21· · · the other.
22· Q· ·Okay.· So you said net power costs.

23· · · · · Are there also allocated a proportion of not NPC

24· · · costs?

25· A· ·Yes.

Page 205
·1· Q· ·Okay.· They receive benefits for those non-NPC costs

·2· · · they that pay?

·3· A· ·And the net-power-cost witness Sherona Cheung is the
·4· · · revenue requirement witness.
·5· Q· ·I understand.

·6· · · · · Your testimony actually discusses non-NPC a

·7· · · little bit.

·8· A· ·Oh.· Could you point me to the --
·9· Q· ·Sure.

10· A· ·-- section of my testimony that does that.
11· Q· ·Okay.· Let me ask it this way.· I'm having trouble

12· · · finding it in the -- in your rebuttal testimony.

13· · · · · You described the WIJAM balancing adjustment as a

14· · · noncash transaction to cover a non-NPC shortfall.

15· A· ·Could you please point me to that section of my
16· · · testimony.
17· Q· ·Okay.· Let's look at your analogy here of the car

18· · · lease, the car fleet leases.

19· A· ·Which page?
20· Q· ·Page 99.

21· A· ·Okay.· Rebuttal testimony Page 99.
22· Q· ·Yeah.

23· A· ·Yes.
24· Q· ·It's RJM-13C.

25· A· ·I am there.
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·1· Q· ·Okay.· So in your analogy here, you are using the
·2· · · cost of gasoline, which is a variable cost --
·3· A· ·Mm-hmm.
·4· Q· ·-- as a proxy for the car lease, which is a fixed
·5· · · cost.
·6· A· ·Mm-hmm.
·7· Q· ·Right?
·8· · · · · So that is an analogy for NPC, the gasoline, and
·9· · · non-NPC, the lease?
10· A· ·Yes.· And that's why I use an analogy.· Because I'm
11· · · the net power cost expert, not the -- not the non-net
12· · · power cost expert.· It's a car-lease/gasoline
13· · · analogy.
14· Q· ·Now, your rebuttal testimony, it doesn't actually
15· · · discuss what non-NPC costs went unpaid by Washington
16· · · customers during any given time frame?
17· A· ·My rebuttal testimony focuses on net power costs.
18· · · I'm not net power cost witness.
19· Q· ·Okay.· I understand that.
20· A· ·I don't have any insight into those numbers like a
21· · · subject matter expert does.
22· Q· ·I understand that.
23· · · · · But you're the witness who balanced on rebuttal
24· · · about the balancing adjustment.· Not anybody else.
25· · · You.
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·1· A· ·The balancing adjustment, it's a net power cost
·2· · · adjustment.
·3· Q· ·Okay.· So it is a net power cost adjustment?

·4· A· ·Yes, the balancing adjustment has always been a net
·5· · · power cost adjustment unless we're discussing two --
·6· Q· ·Okay.

·7· A· ·-- separate things.
·8· Q· ·So, I guess, what are the non-NPC costs that the

·9· · · balancing adjustment is covering for Washington?

10· · · · · This is your analogy, so I'm trying to work with

11· · · you here.

12· A· ·I see what you're -- I think I see what you're
13· · · getting at.
14· · · · · So using a simplistic example, under the current
15· · · WIJAM, it's been often the narrative and it is the
16· · · case that Washington's share of the system's
17· · · portfolio, Washington's share of the generation of
18· · · resources that are off the total system is the -- the
19· · · share of the actual generation output in any given
20· · · year is lower than Washington -- than the load
21· · · consumed by Washington customers.· And so there's a
22· · · different -- there's a missing portion of energy.
23· · · · · Now, in reality, Washington customers weren't
24· · · blacked out to account for that missing portion of
25· · · energy.· They received -- on the bulk electric
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·1· ·transmission system, they received reliable service.
·2· · · ·And so that gap of missing energy which is due
·3· ·to -- or put another way, had Washington subscribed
·4· ·to more generation units or more generation, which
·5· ·would of course entail plants and the entire revenue
·6· ·requirement associated with them, that gap would have
·7· ·closed.
·8· · · ·And so that closing of the gap in this
·9· ·hypothetical scenario, let's use Currant Creek as
10· ·witness Link described earlier.· A resource in place,
11· ·a gas resource that Washington currently doesn't
12· ·subscribe to.· Assume Washington did subscribe to
13· ·that resource.· In -- under the current WIJAM, it
14· ·would make or possibly eliminate that what is often
15· ·referred to as a short position, that gap between the
16· ·generation and the energy.· And if Washington had
17· ·subscribed to that gas plant in the east, there would
18· ·be costs associated with net power costs and non-net
19· ·power costs.
20· · · ·Now, to recover or to proxy for the costs that
21· ·Washington would have incurred had it signed up for a
22· ·total amount of generation to satisfy its load, the
23· ·balancing adjustment uses, as in its current form --
24· ·this isn't the -- I'm discussing the current WIJAM.
25· ·It uses market prices to proxy for the total value of

Page 209
·1· · · what -- of that -- of those missing dollars.

·2· · · · · The -- the customers of Washington received

·3· · · reliable energy, but on the books, on the ratemaking

·4· · · side, there isn't actually a payment for enough

·5· · · generation to have cover that reliable energy.· And

·6· · · so this balancing adjustment concept is simply a

·7· · · valuation of that shortfall.

·8· · · · · And so it appears in net power costs, and it does

·9· · · proxy for those non-net power cost components.· But

10· · · it isn't a non-net power cost calculation.· It's a

11· · · net power cost calculation proxy for a lack of

12· · · non-net power cost elements in Washington rates.· And

13· · · it's a ratemaking calculation, purely ratemaking on

14· · · the spreadsheet.· Again, I must emphasize that

15· · · Washington customers have reliable service and they

16· · · don't actually get their service cut because of

17· · · missing energy on a spreadsheet.

18· Q· ·Okay.· And they get reliable service because they're

19· · · part of a whole system?

20· A· ·Right.· Because they're part of an integrated,

21· · · holistically operated system.

22· Q· ·Okay.· And does PacifiCorp track its NPC systemwide

23· · · or by jurisdiction?

24· A· ·NPCs incurred systemwide because it's operated as one

25· · · system.· So our incurrence of the commodity costs to
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·1· · · cover the power that we've purchased and so forth is
·2· · · inherently a total system invoice that, you know, we
·3· · · receive from our suppliers for natural gas and so
·4· · · forth.· Anything after that is a -- is an -- is an
·5· · · allocation exercise of divvying costs, slicing the
·6· · · pie, so to speak.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· And in your testimony, RJM-13CT, 105, 12, to
·8· · · 106, 15, you -- let's see.· Actually, let's do 105,
·9· · · 20.
10· · · · · You say that public counsel stipulated to the
11· · · WIJAM balancing adjustment in PacifiCorp's 2019
12· · · general rate case.
13· A· ·Could you -- when you say "105, 20," are you
14· · · referring to Pages 105 to Pages 120?
15· Q· ·No.· Page 105, Line 20.
16· A· ·Got you.
17· · · · · On that line there, it says that the parties
18· · · engaged in negotiations.
19· Q· ·Yes.
20· · · · · And then towards -- and it's PacifiCorp's
21· · · position that public counsel stipulated to the WIJAM
22· · · balancing adjustment?
23· A· ·Are you referring to Page 106, Line 8?
24· Q· ·Yes.· 106, Line 8.
25· A· ·Public counsel filed joint testimony in support of a
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·1· · · settlement.· Those are the -- that's the verbiage I'm
·2· · · reading from that line.
·3· Q· ·Yes.
·4· · · · · Can we agree that the WIJAM stipulation, itself,
·5· · · just the text of the stipulation that was filed, is
·6· · · silent as to the balancing adjustment?
·7· A· ·The text of the WIJAM, the Washington
·8· · · Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Methodology, the
·9· · · bare-bones text with the sections, we can definitely
10· · · agree that it does not specifically refer to the
11· · · balancing adjustment that came in the supporting
12· · · testimony.
13· Q· ·Okay.· And you refer -- I believe in the Footnote 111
14· · · there on Page 106, you refer to Michael Wilding's
15· · · direct testimony, Page 10, Lines 8 through 12, in
16· · · that document; is that right?
17· A· ·Yes.
18· Q· ·Okay.· So if the Commission wanted to understand how
19· · · the balancing adjustment is supposed to work, they
20· · · could go refer to that testimony?
21· A· ·Mr. Wilding's testimony, yes.· Or they could ask
22· · · Mr. Wilding, who is conveniently here.
23· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· All right.· Thank you.
24· · · That's all.
25· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
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·1· · · · · AWEC, go ahead and proceed when you're ready.
·2· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Thank you, Your Honor.
·3
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
·5· · · BY MR. PEPPLE:
·6· Q· ·Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.
·7· A· ·Good afternoon.
·8· Q· ·I have a couple questions about wind curtailment for
·9· · · you to start off with.
10· · · · · First, I was just hoping that you could tell me
11· · · how PacifiCorp -- what capacity factor PacifiCorp
12· · · uses as an input to the Aurora model, how it
13· · · determines that capacity factor for a wind resource.
14· A· ·Most of the capacity factors that are used as an
15· · · input into our production cost model, Aurora, or the
16· · · P50 or preconstruction vintage forecasts that
17· · · Mr. Link referred to earlier.
18· Q· ·You said "most."
19· · · · · What about ones that are not?
20· A· ·Yes, if I recall correctly, about 65 percent use the
21· · · preconstructive -- preconstruction vintage forecast,
22· · · often referred to casually as "P50," and then the
23· · · remainder uses 48 months of history, a normalization
24· · · of 48 months of history as an input into the model.
25· Q· ·Okay.· So when you say "a normalization of 48 months

Page 213
·1· · · of history," could you just sort of expand on that?
·2· · · That's --
·3· A· ·It's average.· Averaged out.
·4· Q· ·So the average actual production of the wind facility
·5· · · over those 48 months; is that right?
·6· A· ·Right.· It's generation-based -- well, they're -- the
·7· · · generation capacity factors are the same concepts.
·8· · · What it is is it's that four-year history on an
·9· · · hourly basis is where the data starts from, and then
10· · · it simply -- you take an average of that four years
11· · · to get a capacity factor.· And then because wind of
12· · · course doesn't blow at the same capacity factor for
13· · · every hour of the year, we take the -- an actual wind
14· · · shape from the most recently available calendar year
15· · · and then apply the capacity to that 8,760 hours, that
16· · · 8760 wind shape, to get it to match across the year,
17· · · the same capacity factor that we calculated from the
18· · · four years of data.
19· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
20· · · · · And then do you have Mr. Mullins' testimony,
21· · · BGM-1CT?
22· A· ·1CT?· Yes, I do.
23· Q· ·Could you turn -- I'm looking at -- so there's a
24· · · Confidential Table 2 on Page 23 of his testimony.· If
25· · · you could turn to that.
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·1· A· ·Yes, I see this Confidential Table --
·2· Q· ·Okay.
·3· A· ·-- 2.
·4· Q· ·So just to confirm:· I'm not going to discuss any of
·5· · · the actual numbers in this table.· But where it shows
·6· · · PacifiCorp wind forecast model input and CF
·7· · · percentage, those are the capacity factor percentages
·8· · · that we've just been talking about, either the P50 or
·9· · · the historical average; is that right?
10· A· ·Yes.
11· Q· ·And then if you go over to the Aurora model output,
12· · · that CF percentage, I guess looking at both of those
13· · · or really all of the numbers in this table, my
14· · · understanding is that you don't -- you don't dispute
15· · · the accuracy of any of these numbers.· You may
16· · · dispute the conclusions that Mr. Mullins draws from
17· · · them, but the numbers, themselves, you have not
18· · · disputed; is that right?
19· A· ·The numbers are accurate as of the direct testimony
20· · · that Mr. Mullins referred to, to the best of my
21· · · knowledge.
22· Q· ·Okay.
23· A· ·I did not actually verify his numbers.
24· Q· ·So I had a couple of questions that were mostly just
25· · · to clarify the record, maybe a little confusion on my
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·1· · · part.

·2· · · · · You testify -- and I can give you a page cite if

·3· · · you need it -- but the majority of wind curtailments

·4· · · do not occur in the EIM, but instead are based on

·5· · · PacifiCorp's -- baked into PacifiCorp's day-ahead

·6· · · schedule.

·7· · · · · Do you recall that?

·8· A· ·Page reference would be very helpful.· Thank you.
·9· Q· ·Sure.· It's Pages 58 to 59 of your rebuttal

10· · · testimony.

11· A· ·Yes.· Pages 58 contains an entire Q that goes over on
12· · · to Page 59.· Q & A, that is.· Is -- is --
13· Q· ·So --

14· A· ·Yeah.
15· Q· ·So my understanding of what you're saying here is

16· · · that, you know, that there's two different sort of

17· · · levels of curtailment.· One happens -- there's

18· · · curtailments that are baked into the Aurora model,

19· · · and then there are curtailments that occur in the EIM

20· · · and that most of them occur as part of the day-head

21· · · setup?

22· A· ·No.· That's a misunderstanding of my testimony.
23· · · · · So on Page 58, firstly the question is discussing
24· · · AWEC's comparison of a 21.1 percent number that they
25· · · call Aurora curtailment and then compares to a 1.4
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·1· ·percent number that they call the EIM curtailment.
·2· ·And so I mention that my comparison is an
·3· ·apples-to-pineapples, apples-to-oranges comparison.
·4· · · ·And then I go to speak of the Aurora model.· So,
·5· ·firstly, in actual operations, there are no
·6· ·curtailments initiated in the day-ahead time frame.
·7· ·The day-ahead time -- curtailments happen in real
·8· ·time, in the moment.· If the wind picks up right now

·9· ·in Wyoming east and there is not enough transmission
10· ·capacity, then the company's energy management system
11· ·may send instructions to the wind to dial it down to
12· ·stay within the transmission limits.· That's a
13· ·real-time activity.
14· · · ·Day-ahead is -- is a -- is a setup where you --
15· ·you try to best predict how the system is going to
16· ·look the next day, and those -- the purpose of -- or
17· ·these days, the purpose of that day-ahead setup is to
18· ·create what we call base schedules that go into the

19· ·EIM to serve as the foundation of how financial
20· ·settlements occur.
21· · · ·Before the EIM, the base schedules could have
22· ·been thought of as how you would run the system if
23· ·your day-ahead forecast was perfect and you just went
24· ·right into the moment with no change in any inputs.
25· · · ·So my point here in this Q & A is that, firstly,
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·1· ·the Aurora model is fundamentally, as I discussed
·2· ·with the staff counsel, it's a spot market
·3· ·simulation.· And by that I mean it's a -- it's
·4· ·fundamentally a day-ahead and real-time simulation,
·5· ·because it operates at the hourly granularity only.
·6· ·It doesn't operate at the 50-minute or five-minute
·7· ·granularity.· And so effectively the results from
·8· ·Aurora are akin to day-ahead base schedules.
·9· · · ·And so from that perspective, in the world of
10· ·Aurora, in the world of net power cost forecasting,
11· ·because Aurora has perfect foresight and no
12· ·uncertainty, it knows what the wind is across the
13· ·entire year, what the wind will be, the forecast does
14· ·not change.· The transmission, it knows what it will
15· ·be.· So it curtails -- assuming that your inputs are
16· ·correct, its curtailment bakes in all the curtailment
17· ·that would happen in real life, in real time, moment
18· ·to moment.
19· · · ·And so from that perspective, the Aurora model
20· ·bakes in, as I mentioned in my testimony, those
21· ·curtailments into the day-ahead base schedule.· Key
22· ·being that this reference to day-ahead base schedule
23· ·is a reference to Aurora and the world of the net
24· ·power cost forecast.· And it's important not to
25· ·conflate that with actual operations where the --
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·1· · · where the day-ahead base schedule and actual
·2· · · operations is not related to curtailment whatsoever.
·3· · · And so that -- that perhaps is something that could
·4· · · have been explained better here, but I think it
·5· · · answers your question, Counsel.
·6· Q· ·I think it does.· Let me just see if I can say it
·7· · · back to you, and you tell me if it was right.
·8· · · · · So PacifiCorp does not assume any curtailments in
·9· · · actual operations as part of the base schedule.
10· · · Actual curtailments only happen at the time.
11· · · · · In Aurora, PacifiCorp -- the model, itself,
12· · · assumes a certain amount of curtailments as part of
13· · · the day-ahead base schedule based on the assumptions
14· · · and inputs and everything else that are included in
15· · · Aurora, like transmission constraints and things like
16· · · that.
17· · · · · Is that accurate?
18· A· ·With the caveat that, in your initial statement, you
19· · · mentioned that the company does not, I think,
20· · · consider curtailments in day-ahead time frame.· It
21· · · does consider it.· Because, for example, today we can
22· · · receive a wind forecast for tomorrow that says, wow,
23· · · all the -- the wind is blowing so hard that every
24· · · single wind plant is estimated to produce at their
25· · · full output, and there's no way that's going to get
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·1· · · out of the constrained region in Wyoming.
·2· · · · · And so we anticipate that there will be
·3· · · forecasts.· But it's a wind forecast from a day
·4· · · ahead.· So will it actually materialize?· We don't
·5· · · know.· Life is uncertain.
·6· · · · · And so schedules would be developed in day ahead
·7· · · to reflect the best known information available at
·8· · · the time, which is that all wind plants will output
·9· · · at their full capabilities.· That schedule though,
10· · · is -- is from actual operations perspective.· It's
11· · · their day-ahead base schedule.· But because the EIM
12· · · exists, the base schedule doesn't impact the actual
13· · · dispatch or curtailment.· It's just a -- it's a
14· · · reference point that the EIM starts from.
15· · · · · And so to that -- in that context, day ahead does
16· · · consider what may happen the next day, but it is
17· · · ultimately the real-time processes, whether it be the
18· · · EIM or the company, that dispatches and curtails in
19· · · the day, in the moment to moment, setting aside
20· · · whatever happened in the day-ahead time frame, which
21· · · is -- which, by the time you get to the next day, is
22· · · a stale forecast when it comes to wind.
23· Q· ·Okay.· I think I got it.· Thank you.

24· · · · · I then have a few questions for you about one of

25· · · the topics that staff counsel was asking you about,
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·1· · · this forward market transaction adjustment.
·2· · · · · You recall that?· Are you familiar with that?
·3· A· ·The conversation with staff I'm familiar with.
·4· Q· ·And so this adjustment -- correct me if I'm wrong.
·5· · · This is -- you're proposing it for the first time in
·6· · · this case, right?· This is not an adjustment that's
·7· · · been important in any prior cases in Washington?
·8· A· ·Yes and no.
·9· · · · · So typically in Washington, we have a compliance
10· · · file in at -- towards almost right before the rate
11· · · effective period.· Using the 2020 -- using the PCORC
12· · · that did test period 2022 as an example, the rate
13· · · effective date for that PCORC, I believe, may have
14· · · been in April, subject to check.· We filed a
15· · · compliance filing, I believe, at the beginning of
16· · · April.· And that compliance filing included the most
17· · · up-to-date information available, a limited-scope
18· · · update, which also included all the hedges that had
19· · · actually been executed.
20· · · · · Now, because we were basically right on top of
21· · · the beginning of the test period, a good percent of
22· · · hedges -- let's say, subject to check, 70 percent of
23· · · them -- of the hedges that were needed for the entire
24· · · test period, were already executed and were brought
25· · · over into the model.

Page 221
·1· · · ·And so we have always been bringing in actual
·2· ·executed hedges into the model at the very moment
·3· ·that the forecast is created.· But what we've always
·4· ·been missing is those hedges that have to occur after
·5· ·the compliance filing, before the quarter rolls
·6· ·around, the season rolls around where those hedges
·7· ·are needed -- most specifically December.· The winter
·8· ·hedges for December, when we do a filing in April,
·9· ·would most likely not have been execute -- we would
10· ·not have made those purchases for hedges, so it
11· ·wouldn't be there at all.
12· · · ·And so we'd have a good percentage, a majority of
13· ·hedges, but be missing the other portion.· And so
14· ·what we've done with this enhancement is take that
15· ·missing portion, proxy it so that we have the full
16· ·suite of hedges, or rather, all the actual executed
17· ·and then a proxy for what will be executed in the
18· ·model.
19· · · ·And we do that right from beginning in initial,
20· ·in direct testimony, so that the variation between
21· ·the net power cost forecast in direct testimony and
22· ·the net power cost forecast in the compliance filing
23· ·is now minimized, and the direct testimony's net
24· ·power cost forecast is more accurate and indicative
25· ·of what may come in the compliance period, which also
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·1· · · is missing some hedges.
·2· · · · · So it's not a new thing in the sense that we've
·3· · · always been dealing with these quarterly blocks,
·4· · · these seasonal blocks of market purchases that we
·5· · · call hedges.· It's just that we've never had the
·6· · · complete set of necessary hedges in the net power
·7· · · cost forecast.· Only a portion.· Which is -- in the
·8· · · case of Washington, because of the compliance filing,
·9· · · it's a majority, but not the complete amount.
10· Q· ·And would that be -- if you just did the same thing
11· · · you've been doing before, would that be true in this
12· · · case too?· You make a compliance filing and include
13· · · however many actual hedges you had executed?
14· A· ·If you made the compliance filing as we have done
15· · · before without this hedging adjustment, we would pick
16· · · up about 70, 80 percent, maybe, of the sub -- this is
17· · · hypothetical number -- of the hedges and then miss
18· · · the other 30 to 20 percent.· And then that would
19· · · therefore skew the net power costs compared to what
20· · · you will see in the PCAM when you look back at 2026,
21· · · for example, when you're in 2027, and that variance
22· · · will show up for customers to have a, you know,
23· · · true-up.
24· Q· ·Okay.· So I guess one of the reasons it seems like

25· · · you are implementing this adjustment is that you said
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·1· · · that Aurora has perfect foresight and can transact in
·2· · · sort of any amount to fill the energy needs that it
·3· · · needs, whereas in real life, you are sort of
·4· · · constrained to transacting in these 25-megawatt
·5· · · blocks over a certain period of time.
·6· · · · · Is that sort of the essence of the adjustment
·7· · · here?
·8· A· ·Yes.· More specifically and most egregiously, the
·9· · · buying of three months' worth of energy for what
10· · · might be a 5,000-megawatt peak in a summer hour is
11· · · that lack that -- is that thing that Aurora lacks,
12· · · which incurs a real transactional cost as you have to
13· · · dispose, as I mentioned before, of the excess at a
14· · · discount because of the nature of utilities, which
15· · · are price takers.
16· Q· ·And I'm not sure actually how long you've worked for
17· · · the company at this point.· But if you recall or if
18· · · you know, did the grid model that PacifiCorp used
19· · · before Aurora have the same type of perfect foresight
20· · · and ability to sort of transact in incremental
21· · · amounts?
22· A· ·It had perfect foresight in concept but not as good
23· · · as Aurora.· Because the grid model was developed in
24· · · 2002, and so the techniques, mathematical techniques
25· · · were not as good back then.
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·1· · · · · Aurora, in contrast, is still being updated today
·2· · · by Energy Exemplar, so it has more perfect foresight.
·3· · · But in concept, both models had that perfect
·4· · · foresight.
·5· Q· ·Okay.· So sort of the same problem existed
·6· · · conceptually at least with the grid as it does with
·7· · · Aurora?
·8· A· ·On a smaller scale.
·9· Q· ·Okay.· And how long has PacifiCorp been constrained
10· · · to buying these sort of 25-megawatt blocks over some
11· · · period of time?
12· A· ·It's a very good question.· Company witness Wilding
13· · · will probably be aware of that.· But ever since I've
14· · · been at the company since 2015, there -- we've been
15· · · doing primarily quarterly blocks of hedges by season.
16· · · Specifically summer is the greatest need.· Winter is
17· · · the greatest need, and so forth.
18· Q· ·Okay.· So I just want to make sure.· This is not a --
19· · · this change that you're proposing in this case today
20· · · is not something to deal with a change in the markets
21· · · or a change in the models?
22· A· ·It's a change to improve accuracy.
23· Q· ·Simply to improve accuracy.· Okay.
24· · · · · And if you go to Page 29 of your rebuttal
25· · · testimony.
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·1· · · · · Oh.· Sorry.· Your opening testimony, not your
·2· · · rebuttal.
·3· A· ·Page 29.· I am there.
·4· Q· ·Okay.· And just looking at Line 4 there, the NPC
·5· · · impact that you identify in your direct testimony at
·6· · · least of this modeling change is $22.8 million,
·7· · · right?
·8· A· ·Yes.
·9· Q· ·And I recognize that the -- I think the number has
10· · · changed in the rebuttal testimony, but at least in
11· · · the initial filing, the total Washington allocated
12· · · NPC that you reported was 194.6 million.
13· · · · · Do you want to check that, or do you --
14· A· ·It sounds about close.
15· Q· ·So this new modeling adjustment that is not made to
16· · · accommodate a new model or a new change in the
17· · · markets is effectively equivalent to almost 12
18· · · percent of Washington's entire NPC?
19· A· ·It's equivalent to elimination of a substantial
20· · · portion of the PCAM variance that we've observed
21· · · every year and an increase in the accuracy of the net
22· · · power cost forecast.· Those are my objectives when
23· · · creating the net power cost forecast.· I don't look
24· · · at number directional impacts and whether something
25· · · is of a certain percentage of another percentage.
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·1· Q· ·Has PacifiCorp always under-forecast its NPC in
·2· · · Washington?

·3· A· ·To my knowledge, no.· The under-forecasts have been
·4· · · continuous since maybe 2021 going forward or 2020.
·5· · · But throughout the history of PacifiCorp operating as
·6· · · Pacific Power & Pacific & -- Pacific Power & Light,
·7· · · we certainly have not every year, unlike some other
·8· · · jurisdictions, under-forecast net power cost.  I
·9· · · don't -- I do not believe we have every year for our
10· · · history under-forecast net power costs, no.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Okay.· Thank you.
12· · · Those are all my questions.

13· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
14· · · · · Does the company have any redirect at this point
15· · · in time?
16· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. LOWNEY:· Yes, I've got a few
17· · · questions.
18· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Go ahead
19· · · and proceed when you're ready.
20· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. LOWNEY:· Actually, if I could
21· · · just have one moment to confer.

22· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Absolutely.
23· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. LOWNEY:· Thank you.· That will
24· · · shorten my -- shorten my questions.
25· · · ////
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION
·2· · · BY MR. LOWNEY:
·3· Q· ·Witness Mitchell, I'd like to ask you a few questions
·4· · · relating to how wind is modeled in Aurora in response
·5· · · to the dialogue you were having with Mr. Pepple.
·6· · · · · And I believe when -- at some point when
·7· · · Mr. Pepple was paraphrasing back to you his
·8· · · understanding of your testimony, I'm going to try to
·9· · · quote it, and I may be wrong.· But what he said, as I
10· · · wrote it down, is that Aurora assumes a certain level
11· · · of curtailments.
12· · · · · And if that was his question, my follow-up is:
13· · · Under what circumstances would Aurora not dispatch a
14· · · wind facility?
15· A· ·When transmission constraints or other physical
16· · · binding physical realities constrain the output of
17· · · wind -- for example, transmission limitations in the
18· · · Wyoming region -- and also the minimum operating
19· · · levels of thermal plants that enable the wind to be
20· · · integrated onto the system, and also holding -- the
21· · · holding of North American Electric Reliability
22· · · Corporation, NERC, mandated operating reserves,
23· · · particularly contingency reserves and to some extent
24· · · regulation reserves.
25· · · · · Those either hard limits or mandated NERC
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·1· · · reliability limits would -- would be those
·2· · · circumstances where there isn't an ability to get
·3· · · more wind out, so to speak.· The wind would be
·4· · · curtailed because there -- there are hard limits on
·5· · · the system.
·6· Q· ·And so just to be clear, Aurora does not in itself

·7· · · just assume automatically a certain level of

·8· · · curtailment of wind?

·9· A· ·Not at all.· It's a least-cost dispatch model subject
10· · · to constraints, or as some folks in the industry put
11· · · it, a constrained least-cost dispatch model.· And so
12· · · it operates within the constraints but is not --
13· · · there are no predeterminations of the output.· There
14· · · are no levers to toggle to specify a certain level of
15· · · output or to impute random penalties or anything like
16· · · that.
17· · · · · It is simply here is the system.· Here is what
18· · · the system can accommodate.· Here are the
19· · · transmission lines, the generation, the generating
20· · · limits, the ramp rates, gas prices, so forth, and
21· · · based on all of these, what is feasible based on the
22· · · best known information on expected market conditions
23· · · and expected system conditions in 2026.· No
24· · · assumptions of curtailment or anything -- or anything
25· · · of the sort.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· Thank you, Your Honor.
·2· ·I have no further questions.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·4· · · ·Bench questions?
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· I'll kick us off.
·6· · · ·And I do want to get back to this wind
·7· ·curtailment issue and transmission issues.· I have a
·8· ·couple questions first.· But, if nothing else,
·9· ·Mr. Mitchell, you've given me the name for my next
10· ·band, which is "Infinite Liquidity."
11· · · ·We had a quick -- or you had a quick discussion
12· ·about PTCs and the Rolling Hills facility.
13· · · ·And maybe this is a question for Mr. Wilding.
14· ·But what I understood from Mr. Link's testimony --
15· ·and maybe there's different versions of this, but the
16· ·preferential curtailment at Rolling Hills is that
17· ·some facilities have been repowered at that plant,
18· ·and some have not.
19· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· And so the
21· ·preferential curtailment would be curtail those that
22· ·have not been repowered and, ergo, cannot get PTCs.
23· · · ·Is that your understanding of preferential
24· ·curtailment?
25· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.· With the caveat
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·1· ·that, as to the physical operations of, here, we have
·2· ·these turbines over here that don't have PTCs and we
·3· ·have these turbines over here that have PTCs and the
·4· ·mechanism by which one might attempt to shut those
·5· ·turbines off and not those turbines off, Mr. Wilding
·6· ·will be the expert on that one.
·7· · · ·But from a conceptual perspective, there would be
·8· ·a batch of turbines that have no PTCs, and you would
·9· ·expect those to be considered differently than the
10· ·batch of turbines that do have PTCs, and so forth.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· And so all of those
12· ·machines, turbines, are behind this, I think what you
13· ·refer to as well-understood physical bottleneck in
14· ·eastern Wyoming of transmission.· That's a
15· ·transmission bottleneck, right?
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Who owns that
18· ·transmission?
19· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· PacifiCorp does.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Are there any plans
21· ·for addressing this persistent congestion on that
22· ·transmission that PacifiCorp owns?
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· My understanding --
24· ·and witness Link could provide great detail on
25· ·this -- is that if one were to build enough
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·1· ·transmission such that there was never a transmission
·2· ·bottleneck -- let's simplify the system such that
·3· ·there was one thermal plant regulating the wind in
·4· ·that region and a whole -- a hundred-megawatt thermo
·5· ·plant and then a thousand megawatts of wind in terms
·6· ·of capacity, total potential output.
·7· · · ·So you have a thousand one hundred megawatts of
·8· ·total potential output.· So if you built a thousand-
·9· ·and-one -- thousand-one-hundred-megawatt transmission
10· ·line, you would never experience congestion in that
11· ·simplified example.
12· · · ·But because wind, on average, only performs at
13· ·about 40 percent capacity factor in the sense that,
14· ·across the year, of that thousand megawatts of wind,
15· ·you'll only get as generation 40 percent on average.
16· · · ·To build enough transmission to accommodate the
17· ·1,100 megawatts of potential is not the least-cost,
18· ·least-risk solution, because you would have horribly
19· ·overbuilt for those few peak hours in the day or in
20· ·the month when all the wind blew at high speed and
21· ·all the wind turbines produced at maximum output, but
22· ·that isn't the typical case, and so the IRP's
23· ·least-cost, least-risk solution says that thou should
24· ·build less than the total amount of capacity, and
25· ·therefore there would always be a transmission
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·1· ·bottleneck by design so as to lower rates for
·2· ·customers or to rather have the lowest as compared to
·3· ·alternative.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Are you aware of
·5· ·other strategies other than expanding the
·6· ·transmission system, itself, to address congestion?
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Myself, personally,
·8· ·no.· But I believe that Mr. -- witness Link or
·9· ·witness Wilding may have some further insight into
10· ·that.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Do you know if
12· ·PacifiCorp uses dynamic line rating as an example?
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I am not familiar
14· ·with the transmission side of the business,
15· ·unfortunately.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Is Mr. Wilding the
17· ·right witness to ask on that?· Well, maybe I'll ask
18· ·counsel.
19· · · ·Any thoughts on who might be able to help us
20· ·answer that question?
21· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LOWNEY:· Yes.· I'm being told
22· ·that witness Wilding can answer that question.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Very good.
24· · · ·Do you know who makes the decision to curtail
25· ·wind when it is curtailed?
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· It's primarily made
·2· ·by two entities:· PacifiCorp, in its role as a
·3· ·balancing authority, and also the energy imbalance
·4· ·market in its role as a -- as a dispatch solution.
·5· ·Both subject to transmission constraints.
·6· · · ·The balancing authority directly observes, via
·7· ·its processes and systems, the prevailing
·8· ·transmission constraints.· And simultaneously every
·9· ·five minutes, PacifiCorp sends the energy imbalance
10· ·market those same prevailing transmission
11· ·constraints, which it bundles into its least-cost
12· ·solution, and issues curtailment -- curtailment set
13· ·points, instructions, which isn't so much produce at
14· ·X level, but rather, do not produce above X level,
15· ·because the wind, you can't control it.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· You had a
17· ·conversation with AWEC's counsel.· There's a lot of
18· ·testimony on this.· I think I understand their
19· ·argument as your modeling has overstated
20· ·curtailments.
21· · · ·Is that how you understand some of their
22· ·argument?
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· As in understanding
24· ·what AWEC's argument of my testimony is, yes.· My
25· ·understanding is that AWEC's argument attempts to put
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·1· ·forth a scenario where Aurora overstates the
·2· ·megawatt-hours of energy that could have been
·3· ·generated.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· So it's another way
·5· ·of saying that might be it's overstating the amount
·6· ·of wind, curtailments particularly?
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· If wind
·9· ·curtailments are actually less in real-time
10· ·operations, what is the impact of that on net power
11· ·costs?
12· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· There should be, with
13· ·accurate modeling, none.· Because what ultimately
14· ·flows into rates is the actual wind generation that
15· ·comes -- that the Aurora model shows us coming out of
16· ·Wyoming is built into the net power cost forecast.
17· ·And I have this in my Confidential Table 1 on
18· ·figure 1, which aligns that level with historical
19· ·levels.
20· · · ·That number, when compared to the actual amount
21· ·of generation in real life that comes out of that
22· ·Wyoming region, if they are the same, then -- then
23· ·that's it.· That's -- there's no impact.
24· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Yep.· Yep.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· And so the -- what
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·1· ·AWEC latches onto is an input into the Aurora model
·2· ·based on P50s and so forth.· And then in reality, you
·3· ·have the input into reality, which is real wind
·4· ·speeds and not related to P50s at all, and then makes
·5· ·the comparison based on those two numbers and
·6· ·apples-to-pineapples kind of thing.
·7· · · ·But at bottom line is, the actual numerical
·8· ·megawatt-hours forecasted to be produced as shown in
·9· ·the net power cost forecast compared to the actual
10· ·megawatt-hours of wind that we will see in the PCAM
11· ·for calendar year 2026, those two values, if matched
12· ·perfectly, means that the model operated perfectly
13· ·and properly.· And whether or not there was some
14· ·percentage variation in the model due to some inputs
15· ·and something in real -- in reality due to EIM is
16· ·completely not related to whether there is actual
17· ·accuracy in the model or an alignment between the
18· ·forecast and the actuals.
19· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· But if actual
20· ·production of wind is greater than you forecast, what
21· ·happens then?
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Then my model is
23· ·incorrect, and I should --
24· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· What happens to
25· ·customer rates?
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Then customer rates
·2· ·will be higher than they should be, because PDCs will
·3· ·materialize in base rates as much as they should
·4· ·have, and other costs on the system would have been
·5· ·higher than they should have.· And then that variance
·6· ·would flow into the PCAM and come as an increase to
·7· ·customer rates.· As in --
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Make sure I
·9· ·understood that.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· -- PCAM would
11· ·increase the total allowance.
12· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· I think my scenario
13· ·is the reverse of that.· You predict more wind
14· ·curtailments than --
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Oh.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· -- actually
17· ·happens.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Then it's the
19· ·opposite.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Reverse.
21· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· My apologies, yes.
22· ·Then the PTCs are too high, and customers get a low
23· ·amount in base rates.· And the other elements of net
24· ·power cost forecast shows low system costs on a net
25· ·power cost basis.· Net power costs, the definition of
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·1· ·typically doesn't include PTCs, and so that's why I
·2· ·separate them.
·3· · · ·And so customer rates are artificially low in the
·4· ·base.· And then when we turn to the PCAM and we see
·5· ·that, oh, the wind didn't blow as much, then that
·6· ·variance comes in, and actual net power cost becomes
·7· ·much higher, and then that flows through the PCAM as
·8· ·money that we tried to recover.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· That would be an
10· ·increase in revenue.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
12· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· PacifiCorp would
13· ·then request an increase there.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Request an increase.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· But so I just want
16· ·to make sure I'm clear.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· If you overpredict
19· ·curtailments -- sorry.· I'm realizing that's kind of
20· ·a double negative.
21· · · ·If you overpredict curtailments, that means there
22· ·are fewer PTCs flowing to customers, fewer low --
23· ·less low-cost energy flowing to customers in your
24· ·base rates.· And then the PCAM will catch that up if
25· ·actual wind production is greater, and then customer
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·1· ·will get a refund through the PCAM process.
·2· · · ·Is that correct?· Sorry if that --
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· If we overpredict
·4· ·PTCs, so we -- more PTCs --
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· I'm overpredicting
·6· ·curtailments.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Ah.· Overpredicting
·8· ·curtailments.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· So underpredicting
10· ·PTCs.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.· So we
12· ·overpredict curtailment such that the wind forecast
13· ·coming out of the net power costs model is too low.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Right.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· And then customers
16· ·will see the higher net power costs in the PCAM.· The
17· ·signages is also tripping me up.· But the wind
18· ·forecast at too low wind forecast in the base, you
19· ·would see a lower base than it should have been,
20· ·because your wind was too low.· Your PTCs were too
21· ·low.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Yep.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· And so then in the
24· ·actuals, when the wind comes in at a much higher
25· ·level --
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Yep.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Or is it vice versa?
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· No, that's right.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.· The signage
·5· ·has me tripped around, but what you're saying makes
·6· ·perfect sense to me.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Okay.· I'll move
·8· ·on.
·9· · · ·In the operational sequence, the curtailment
10· ·order, you had in your testimony that it's -- gas is
11· ·curtailed first, coal curtailed second, wind
12· ·curtailed third.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Why is gas
15· ·curtailed before coal?
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· It's typically more
17· ·expensive on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Very good.· That's
19· ·all I have.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Thank you.
21· · · ·Thank you, Mr. Mitchell.· A few -- just a few
22· ·questions on areas we haven't touched upon to fill
23· ·out our record.
24· · · ·So the first is the Bonneville Power '26 rate
25· ·case at -- in your rebuttal testimony at Page 123,
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·1· ·Lines 2 to 7.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes, please.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· You state
·4· ·that PacifiCorp will not update the original filing
·5· ·to include the BP '26 rate case rate increase because
·6· ·the wheeling expenses encompass other, quote/unquote,
·7· ·outdated items that would change the NPC.
·8· · · ·Here's my question.· Please confirm the process
·9· ·PacifiCorp proposed to update the wheeling charges
10· ·and the impact on NPC.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· The process as I
12· ·imagine or understand it is each PCORC or GRC, we
13· ·start off the filing with the best estimate of
14· ·wheeling costs.· And because the compliance filing is
15· ·of narrower scope, the wheeling expenses line item
16· ·just doesn't move.· It stays the same throughout.
17· ·And so in the context of regulatory lag, using this
18· ·wheeling expense in this case as an example, it will
19· ·be picked up in the next filing, which would be --
20· ·which would be a GRC or a PCORC.
21· · · ·And that, in my mind, appropriate because we,
22· ·across the history of the last GRC and the last
23· ·PCORC, had contention on what should be the scope of
24· ·compliance filing, and we settled on these specific
25· ·items which do not include wheeling expense.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· Thank
·2· ·you for that.
·3· · · ·And can you confirm which other outdated items
·4· ·are included in the NPC.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· When considering that
·6· ·the net power cost forecast is almost wholly based on
·7· ·expectations of conditions to occur, almost all the
·8· ·inputs are outdated.· For example, there would be --
·9· ·so the things that we do update are the price curves
10· ·and the hedges, and PPAs to the extent that they're
11· ·new onto the system or the commercial online data has
12· ·changed.
13· · · ·And so that leaves everything else.· That leaves
14· ·things like coal prices.· It leaves things like
15· ·hydrologic forecasts for various hydrologic
16· ·electric -- hydroelectric projects.· Load.· It leaves
17· ·basically the majority of the net power cost forecast
18· ·on the table, load being the primary driver, of
19· ·course.· And then hydro and coal.· And also the wind
20· ·generation isn't updated.· The solar generation isn't
21· ·updated based on most recent data.· So that is a bit
22· ·stale as well.· And a couple of other items like
23· ·that.
24· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· Great.
25· ·Thank you very much.
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·1· · · ·Now on to counterfactual analysis that was
·2· ·directed in the last -- in the PCAM.· And I'm looking
·3· ·now at staff witness Wilson's testimony, responsive
·4· ·testimony.· That's at JDW-1TR.· And when you're
·5· ·there, I'll give you the page number.
·6· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· JDW-1T.· I'm there.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· And Page 53.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Page 53.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Line 15, to
10· ·Page 54, Line 14.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· At Line 14 ends with
12· ·"Washington customers' interests"?· In which case,
13· ·I'm there.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Yes.· That's
15· ·right.
16· · · ·So staff witness Wilson argues that the future
17· ·counterfactual analysis period is conceptually
18· ·flawed.
19· · · ·And here's my question.· Does PacifiCorp plan to
20· ·update the future analysis counterfactual based on
21· ·information coming from EDAM at its next filing?
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· The -- that
23· ·counterfactual for the -- for the forward period, it
24· ·was -- firstly, certainly if the Commission wishes,
25· ·compliance -- an order to that effect would have us
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·1· ·update it.· But we didn't find it to be very useful
·2· ·in the sense that the number of assumptions required
·3· ·to go out ten years for this counterfactual and the
·4· ·amount of change anticipated in the next ten years
·5· ·rendered the results a dice roll at best.
·6· · · ·But it certainly can be updated with the results
·7· ·of things that have yet to come, such as the extended
·8· ·day-ahead markets and...
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· So if you
10· ·were -- if you were asking for counterfactual sort of
11· ·generation resources versus the market, how would
12· ·you -- how would you -- how would you do that?
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I would start with --
14· ·and here I -- I would -- I present my opinion, which
15· ·the more relevant subject matter expert would be
16· ·perhaps Rick Link.· I would start with and firstly an
17· ·analysis that is inherently forward-looking across
18· ·multi decades, or rather, a decade, which would be
19· ·IRP clean energy planning-type forecasts and not just
20· ·a spreadsheet or a one year looking at power costs.
21· ·And then based on that portfolio or a set of
22· ·portfolios, I would then do sensitivity scenarios.
23· ·Here is a generation portfolio, or one that leans
24· ·less on the market, more on the market, and then a
25· ·present value of revenue requirements analysis,
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·1· ·something of the sort.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Just
·3· ·scenarios essentially.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· All
·6· ·right.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Scenarios.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· Great.
·9· ·All right.· Thank you.
10· · · ·And one last question.· This is on EDAM benefits.
11· ·And your direct testimony.· And when you're at
12· ·Page 24, Line 4, through 26, Line 12.
13· · · ·You explain that EDAM benefits in the 2026 NPC
14· ·forecast are incremental to the current
15· ·business-as-usual WEIM benefits, but the WEIM
16· ·benefits have not been adjusted downwards.
17· · · ·Since the initial filing in this docket, is there
18· ·new information or calculations that account for the
19· ·EDAM benefits that are also currently embedded in the
20· ·WEIM benefits?
21· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· No.· The study that
22· ·we use was taken from Brattle, Brattle study, and to
23· ·my knowledge, they haven't updated that study.· And
24· ·the quantification of what those cannibalization
25· ·benefits, I believe the word I used was, is something
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·1· ·Brattle could do if you paid them enough.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· All right.
·3· ·Thank you.· Thanks very much.· Nothing further from
·4· ·me.· Thanks, Your Honor.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· I believe
·6· ·that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Mitchell.
·7· ·You can be excused at this point in time.
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Witness excused.)
·9
10· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· I'll just say, as
11· ·somebody who grew up in south central Wyoming, I can
12· ·tell you the forecast for tomorrow is probably the
13· ·wind is going to blow.· Save everyone a little time.
14· · · ·Do you want to take a brief recess?
15· · · ·Okay.· Let's go ahead and take a ten-minute
16· ·break.· We'll give it 12 and return here at 3:35.
17· · · ·At this point in time, we're off the record.
18· ·Thank you.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Pause in proceedings from
20· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·3:23 p.m. to 3:35 p.m.)
21
22· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· It is now
23· ·3:35 p.m.· Let's go ahead and proceed to our next
24· ·witness, who will be Michael Wilding.
25· · · ·And you are there, Mr. Wilding.· Thank you.
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·1· · · · · If you could please raise your right hand, I'll

·2· · · swear you in.

·3· · · · · Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you

·4· · · give today will be the truth, the whole truth, and

·5· · · nothing but the truth?

·6· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Yes.
·7
·8· · · MICHAEL G. WILDING,· · · · having been first duly sworn
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·by Administrative Law Judge
10· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·Thompson, was examined and
11· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·testified as follows:
12
13· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.

14· · · · · You may proceed, Counsel.

15

16· · · · · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

17· · · BY MR. McVEE:

18· Q· ·Witness Wilding, can you state and spell your name

19· · · for the record, please.

20· A· ·Yes.· My name is Michael G. Wilding.· M-i-c-h-a-e-l
21· · · G. W-i-l-d-i-n-g.
22· Q· ·And in what capacity are you employed by PacifiCorp?

23· A· ·I am the vice president of energy supply management.
24· Q· ·And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits

25· · · in this proceeding?
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·1· A· ·Yes, I did.
·2· Q· ·And if I were to ask you the same questions in that
·3· · · testimony today, would you give the same responses?
·4· A· ·Yes, I would.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Thank you.
·6· · · · · The witness is available for cross.
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·8· · · · · And just to confirm:· Staff has no cross for this
·9· · · witness; is that correct?
10· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Correct, Your Honor.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
12· · · · · Public counsel, you can go ahead and proceed when
13· · · you're ready.
14
15· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
16· · · BY MR. SYKES:
17· Q· ·Good afternoon, Mr. Wilding.
18· A· ·Good afternoon.
19· Q· ·I have one question I want to follow up on the
20· · · testimony of Mr. Link.
21· · · · · Do you recall that I asked him about whether
22· · · Chehalis would have to dispatch down in 2030 to make
23· · · sure that it's only serving 20 percent of retail
24· · · load?
25· A· ·Yes, I do recall that.
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·1· Q· ·Okay.· We agree that fossil fuels can only serve 20

·2· · · percent of retail load in Washington beginning in

·3· · · 2030.

·4· · · · · Do we agree?

·5· A· ·Yes, beginning in 2030, any emitting resources have

·6· · · to be offset with a REC purchase to comply with CETA.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· Has PacifiCorp done any analysis of what --

·8· · · let me ask that question a different way.

·9· · · · · Generation over 20 percent of -- from emitting

10· · · resources would be subject -- would have to be offset

11· · · by a REC or potentially subject to a CCA allowance

12· · · cost, correct?

13· A· ·My understanding of CETA is that, in 2030, Washington
14· · · load has to be served by 80 percent renewable
15· · · energy -- that means it has to be accompanied by

16· · · the -- that generation that's serving Washington load
17· · · has to be accompanied by renewable attribute, most
18· · · likely a REC or something else that is allowed under
19· · · the Washington law.· And the remaining, up to the
20· · · remaining 20 percent of Washington retail load can be
21· · · covered by a unbundled environmental attribute as --
22· · · such as a REC.· That does not limit the Chehalis
23· · · generation that is -- that compliance obligation is
24· · · tied to the load.

25· Q· ·Thank you.· That answers my question.
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·1· · · · · In your rebuttal testimony, MGW-5CT, Page 2 --
·2· A· ·Yes.· I'm there.
·3· Q· ·-- starting at Line 7:· Is public counsel's proposal
·4· · · workable from a systems operation standpoint?
·5· · · · · Answer:· No.· Allocating such a large share of
·6· · · renewables to a state without any dispatchable
·7· · · generation is infeasible from a systems operation --
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Can you slow
·9· · · down.· I'm sorry.
10· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· I'll read that again.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Both for the
12· · · court reporter and for all of us to understand.
13· · · Thank you.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Sorry.· I tend to speak
15· · · fast.· I apologize.
16· Q· ·(By Mr. Sykes)· No.· Allocating such a large share or
17· · · renewables to a state without any dispatchable
18· · · generation is infeasible from a system operations
19· · · standpoint.
20· · · · · So this has come up a few times in this
21· · · proceeding, but can we agree that PacifiCorp
22· · · dispatches as a system?
23· A· ·Yes, that's correct.
24· Q· ·And currently Washington gets power from resources
25· · · that it doesn't pay for, and other states get --
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·1· · · other states might get power from sources that they

·2· · · don't pay for?

·3· A· ·What do you mean when you say "get power"?
·4· Q· ·Okay.· So the system dispatches power, but what we're

·5· · · talking about here today, the 2026 protocol, that's a

·6· · · cost allocation scheme, correct?

·7· A· ·Yes, that's correct.
·8· Q· ·Okay.· So in your rebuttal testimony, when you

·9· · · testify that public counsel's proposal is infeasible

10· · · from a systems operation standpoint and would ignore

11· · · systems reliability requirements, I guess, what data

12· · · in your filing -- where in the filing does the

13· · · company analyze the reliability implications of other

14· · · potential allocation options?

15· A· ·Well, specifically I'm referring to public counsel's
16· · · proposal that we reduce Washington allocation of all
17· · · coal- and natural gas-fired plants to zero and
18· · · allocate an additional 42 percent of all
19· · · PacifiCorp-owned wind generation for roughly a total
20· · · of 40 percent.
21· · · · · That's specifically what I'm proposing there.
22· · · And, you know, I don't need to run an analysis to
23· · · know that that is an unreliable -- it's -- one, is
24· · · not resource adequate.· There's not enough generation
25· · · to serve load.· And then from just a reliability
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·1· ·standard and being able to comply with the
·2· ·reliability standards that we have to as a balancing
·3· ·authority area and a load-serving entity, that's also
·4· ·not workable.
·5· · · ·You need that dispatchable generation to firm up
·6· ·that load to integrate that -- or to firm up the wind
·7· ·in that generation to integrate it onto the system.
·8· ·You need something that's dispatchable that can turn
·9· ·on when contingency reserves -- I mean, in January
10· ·2024, I think we've all seen the report that shows we
11· ·only had an average of eight megawatts of wind each
12· ·hour during those ice storms.· You need -- I mean,
13· ·you need something dispatchable and reliable in those
14· ·circumstances.
15· · · ·So did I run a model based on your proposal?· No.
16· ·Do I know that that's an unworkable allocation
17· ·methodology?· Yes.· And is it appropriate for
18· ·Washington to lean on the rest of the system and the
19· ·customers in our other five states that are paying
20· ·for those resources that allow us to reliably serve
21· ·load?· Again, no.
22· · · ·And that's what this proposal from public counsel
23· ·essentially says, is that PacifiCorp dispatches as a
24· ·system, but we're not going to pay for the
25· ·reliability that the system brings and that those
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·1· · · resources bring.
·2· Q· ·Chehalis provides reliability to the entire system,

·3· · · correct?

·4· A· ·Yeah.· And it's a -- yes, it does.· And it's a
·5· · · gas-fired resource, which, under public counsel's
·6· · · proposal, would not be allocated to Washington.
·7· · · Hence, my statement that, in my view, public
·8· · · counsel's proposal that I'm responding to right here
·9· · · is not feasible and is not appropriate, because that
10· · · would leave costs.· And under the costs that
11· · · Washington customers are not paying for and under the
12· · · cost-causation principles, that just doesn't work.
13· Q· ·Okay.· So under the 2026 protocol, Chehalis will

14· · · continue to provide a reliability benefit to the

15· · · entire system, although Washington will be paying for

16· · · all of the non-NPC costs, correct?

17· A· ·Yes.· And other resources, just like we have today.
18· · · All of our resources provide a reliability benefit to
19· · · the system, and our thermal and our dispatchable
20· · · resources provide that benefit to the system through
21· · · contingency reserves obligations where we can -- if
22· · · something happens, we have that backup generation
23· · · that's there, ready to go.
24· · · · · Through regulation, following our wind and solar,
25· · · our intermittent generation, kind of firming that up,
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·1· · · following load, firming that up.· They also provide
·2· · · frequency response.
·3· · · · · So all of our thermal generation provides that
·4· · · type of reliability benefits to the system.· The way
·5· · · that we have chosen in the 2026 protocol to kind of
·6· · · slice the pie or divvy that up is by having the
·7· · · Chehalis plant allocated to -- to Washington so it
·8· · · shares in those reliability costs that the thermal
·9· · · resources provide.
10· · · · · And that kind of is twofold.· It follows the
11· · · principles of cost causation, but it also complies
12· · · with CETA, where coal has to be out of rates by 2026,
13· · · by the end of 2025.
14· Q· ·Okay.· So you actually answered my question as part
15· · · of a longer answer.
16· · · · · So Utah is currently allocated about 45 percent
17· · · of Chehalis; is that right?
18· A· ·That's right.
19· Q· ·And Utah receives the benefit of Chehalis from a
20· · · reliability standpoint, correct?
21· A· ·Yes.· That's right.
22· Q· ·Okay.· Utah will still be receiving that benefit of
23· · · Chehalis?
24· A· ·As part of the system?
25· Q· ·As part of the system.· Not cost allocation.
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·1· A· ·Yes.· The whole system benefits from the whole
·2· · · system.· And, again, I mean, the alternative would be
·3· · · for Washington to participate in the system as a
·4· · · whole.· Because of CETA and other circumstances,
·5· · · that's really not possible.· So what we have in front
·6· · · of you today is the 2026 protocol with Chehalis being
·7· · · allocated, under our proposal, to Washington.
·8· Q· ·But the cost of Chehalis?
·9· A· ·Yes.· Absolutely.
10· Q· ·You mentioned resource adequacy a moment ago.
11· · · · · When referring to resource adequacy, is the
12· · · company referring to the WRAP definition of resource
13· · · adequacy?
14· A· ·Not necessarily.· Resource adequacy -- and I think I
15· · · have in my testimony, my direct testimony --
16· Q· ·You know what?· Let me --
17· A· ·-- on Page 3 --
18· Q· ·Let me actually rephrase the question, because I
19· · · think I have a more direct question for you.
20· A· ·Okay.
21· Q· ·Okay.· I'm going to refer to a confidential figure.
22· · · But in my copy right here, it's redacted, so I don't
23· · · really need to look at the figure.· I just need to
24· · · look at the -- the way the figure's described.· So
25· · · this is MGW-5CT, Page 5.
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·1· A· ·Yep.
·2· Q· ·So Confidential Figure 3.· Again, don't look at the

·3· · · figure.· I want to ask a question about the

·4· · · description of the table.

·5· A· ·Okay.
·6· Q· ·Comparison of WRAP positions of public counsel's

·7· · · recommendation in Washington 2026 protocol.

·8· · · · · Did I read that summary of the table correctly at

·9· · · the figure?

10· A· ·Yes.
11· Q· ·Okay.· I don't have a question about the figure.

12· · · What I have is -- so using -- so when you compare the

13· · · WRAP positions of public counsel's recommendation and

14· · · the Washington 2026 protocol, you're looking at the

15· · · WRAP, the WRAP way of looking at resource adequacy?

16· A· ·Resource adequacy essentially means -- and, again,
17· · · I'll refer you to my direct testimony where I provide
18· · · kind of a description of what resource adequacy is.
19· · · · · I think a better framing of your question is that
20· · · we use the metrics from WRAP, meaning some of the
21· · · metrics from WRAP as far as planning reserve margins
22· · · and qualifying capacity contributions to determine
23· · · the resource adequacy position of our proposal versus
24· · · public counsel's proposal.
25· Q· ·Under the WRAP metrics, resource adequacy is a -- is
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·1· · · determined according to the balancing authority --
·2· · · correct? -- not individual states?
·3· A· ·No, that's not correct.· Under WRAP, the obligation
·4· · · lies with the load-serving entity -- so that would be
·5· · · PacifiCorp -- not the balancing authority area, which
·6· · · would be PacifiCorp West's or PacifiCorp East's
·7· · · balancing authority area, which includes more load
·8· · · and transmission customers than just PacifiCorp load.
·9· · · · · But it is done at the load-serving entity level,
10· · · not at the state level.· But, again, a view of the
11· · · state level is helpful to ensure -- as we're moving
12· · · this direction to a fixed portfolio, that state-level
13· · · view is helpful to ensure that no one state is
14· · · inappropriately leaning on the rest of the system and
15· · · receiving benefits that, you know, they are not
16· · · included in the rates.· And so we've done that
17· · · actually for all of the states as we've gone through
18· · · this -- this method.
19· Q· ·Okay.· And as part of this proposal, PacifiCorp is
20· · · not proposing making Washington its own balancing
21· · · authority area.· It'll just remain part of the whole
22· · · Pac system?
23· A· ·Yes, that's correct.
24· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Okay.· No further
25· · · questions.· Thank you.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·2· · · · · AWEC.
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· AWEC can waive its
·4· · · cross for this witness.· Thank you.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Any
·6· · · redirect from the company?
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. McVEE:· Yes, Your Honor.
·8
·9· · · · · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION
10· · · BY MR. McVEE:
11· Q· ·Witness Wilding, does Washington benefit from
12· · · PacifiCorp's Gadsby, Lake Side, and Currant Creek
13· · · resources?
14· A· ·Yes, they do.· All those reasons that I just kind of
15· · · walk through.· The reliability, the ancillary
16· · · services that those resources provide to the system,
17· · · the system inertia that those, you know, big
18· · · resources provide to the system.· The integration of
19· · · renewables.
20· · · · · All of those things -- I mean, the Gadsby units,
21· · · almost downtown Salt Lake City are -- are black-start
22· · · units, meaning if we had a complete outage of the
23· · · grid, those are the first ones that we turn on to get
24· · · started again.
25· · · · · Hopefully that never happens.· But those -- I
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·1· · · mean, that's just kind of an idea of the benefits
·2· · · that all the thermal resources provide to the
·3· · · entirety of our system.
·4· Q· ·And does -- to the best of your knowledge, does
·5· · · Washington pay for the cost of those resources?
·6· A· ·No, they do not.
·7· Q· ·And then public counsel had some questions about
·8· · · comparison to their -- their witness's alternative.
·9· · · · · Under the Washington 2026 protocol, does the
10· · · Washington-specific resource portfolio -- and,
11· · · specifically, a hundred percent allocation of a gas
12· · · generation resource -- allow options for operations
13· · · through the clean energy transition?
14· A· ·Yes.· Absolutely.· I think that's one of the main
15· · · benefits that we receive from this 2026 protocol, and
16· · · being able to move that thermal generation, it's --
17· · · Chehalis is a combined-cycle natural gas plant,
18· · · meaning it has two combustion turbines and a steam
19· · · turbine.
20· · · · · And with kind of the shared -- either, you know,
21· · · shared ownership or the shared participation in that
22· · · resource, you really can't dispatch a combined cycle
23· · · differently for different states or owners or, you
24· · · know, whatever that situation might be.
25· · · · · And so what this allows us to do is, as we move
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·1· ·forward, as, you know, it provides that foundation
·2· ·for the planning that we talked about earlier, it
·3· ·also allows us to introduce, you know, operational
·4· ·changes as we deem necessary and gives us that
·5· ·freedom to look at this from a Washington lens
·6· ·instead of a system lens for -- for Chehalis.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McVEE:· No further questions.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
·9· · · ·Questions from the bench.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· I can start.
11· · · ·Mr. Wilding, you heard the discussion earlier
12· ·with witness Mitchell about transmission congestion
13· ·and particularly its impact on the Rolling Hills wind
14· ·facility.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Right.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· You were referenced
17· ·as somebody who may give us some insights into what
18· ·other strategies PacifiCorp has considered or might
19· ·help address that persisting congestion in that area.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.· Absolutely.
21· ·So I think one thing I'll just note is -- I think is
22· ·the end of 2023, kind of last quarter of 2023,
23· ·subject to check -- I might have my dates wrong -- we
24· ·energized the Gateway South line, which goes from
25· ·eastern Wyoming down to Mona basically, Salt Lake
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·1· ·City area.· That alleviated a lot of congestion that
·2· ·we see in real time and in the eastern Wyoming.· And
·3· ·that's -- I think that was talked a little bit about
·4· ·earlier today with Mr. Link.
·5· · · ·And we also -- not only did that alleviate the
·6· ·existing congestion, it also enabled us to add
·7· ·1500 -- about 1500 megawatts of new wind as well.· So
·8· ·new wind coming out of Wyoming because of that --
·9· ·that line, plus more of the existing wind coming out
10· ·of Wyoming because of that existing line.
11· · · ·As far as other strategies that we have to
12· ·address that congestion, we do have two dynamic line
13· ·ratings in place on our 230 kV system in the Wyoming
14· ·area that, you know, allows for us to manage the
15· ·congestion better.· That's on the transmission side
16· ·of the business.
17· · · ·Also we -- you know, FERC 881 requires ambient
18· ·line ratings for ambient changes in seasonal and
19· ·ambient temperatures.· BPA and the California ISO
20· ·both asked for an extension there.· We are kind of
21· ·ready to go, but we have -- they operate certain
22· ·lines, and so we need our joint owners and line
23· ·operators to be ready to go there.· So that's kind of
24· ·forthcoming in -- in the near future.
25· · · ·And then as far as just operationally, you know,
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·1· ·one thing that we've done is, you know, we've updated
·2· ·our -- our model -- not -- I want to be careful.· Not
·3· ·the model that Ramon uses to forecast net power
·4· ·costs, but our models that were used to update our
·5· ·system and do our day-ahead schedules and we do our
·6· ·trading and our optimization round.
·7· · · ·We've -- continuously updating those to kind of
·8· ·model that congestion better so we can manage it
·9· ·better.· We're in constant communication with our
10· ·grid operations team to make sure we're setting those
11· ·system operating limits effectively that -- so we can
12· ·manage that congestion.· So just kind of general
13· ·communication, you know, awareness of what's going
14· ·on.
15· · · ·We've got alarms on -- on our generation dispatch
16· ·screens and our generation dispatch operator that, if
17· ·a wind plant is, you know, curtailed for more than
18· ·one five-minute interval, that they can see that and
19· ·so that they are aware that, you know, as soon as
20· ·they can redispatch the system to alleviate that
21· ·curtailment, that they do it.
22· · · ·So just kind of lots of things, lots of different
23· ·methods that we have, trying to do a little bit of
24· ·everything to try to address it.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· But all of those
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·1· ·things --
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· -- are designed to
·4· ·reduce curtailments of the wind --
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
·6· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· -- on the system.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.· And I'll say
·8· ·the other thing that we also have there is we have a
·9· ·intertie in Wyoming, kind of near our DJ facility,
10· ·where we can make off-system sells as well.· It's
11· ·kind of an illiquid point but an intertie
12· ·nonetheless.· So also when we have excess wind
13· ·generation, one of the things we'll do is try to make
14· ·off-system sells in eastern Wyoming.· Like I said,
15· ·it's illiquid, so it's hit-and-miss.· But that's one
16· ·thing that we'll try and do.
17· · · ·And then also just from a company-wide
18· ·standpoint, you know, new load would help in Wyoming
19· ·and kind of directing new load there and
20· ·interconnections.· But, you know, all that's kind of
21· ·longer-term stuff that may or may not happen.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Would retirement of
23· ·fossil facilities in Wyoming also benefit the
24· ·transmission system?
25· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Not -- not
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·1· ·necessarily.· Because you need that -- those fossil
·2· ·systems to integrate the wind and to firm up the
·3· ·wind.· I mentioned that we do have an intertie there
·4· ·in eastern Wyoming, and those -- those fossil fuels
·5· ·help to manage that intertie and that connection
·6· ·with -- which will -- which is WAPA right now, and it
·7· ·will be RTOS in the future to kind of push back on
·8· ·those flows so we don't get unscheduled flows onto
·9· ·our system, but -- so the -- the thermal generation
10· ·in there, you know, just retiring it and -- would
11· ·not -- not fix the problem.
12· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· So it would -- if
13· ·I'm understanding correctly, it may free up line
14· ·capacity, thermal capacity, but not necessarily
15· ·inertial benefits of the system.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Absolutely.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Okay.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
19· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· It sounds like that
20· ·intertie is the opposite of infinite liquidity,
21· ·but...
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· We had a quick
24· ·discussion on PTCs, the preferential curtailments.
25· · · ·Is your understanding that the preferential
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·1· ·curtailments at Rolling Hills are initial -- first
·2· ·curtailments are those that are not subject to PTCs;
·3· ·i.e., those that have not been repowered?
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.· And maybe just
·5· ·a clarification there.· So we're talking about owned
·6· ·wind facilities --
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Yeah.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· -- as well.· Also in
·9· ·the stack of curtailments is non-owned wind
10· ·facilities.· But as far as PTCs are concerned,
11· ·there's 16 turbines at Rolling Hills that were not
12· ·able to be repowered.· However, the -- that wind
13· ·plant is circuited as such that, you know, those 16
14· ·wind turbines are not isolated to a single circuit
15· ·or -- you know, they're all mixed together, because
16· ·that's the way it was built before we envisioned
17· ·repowering and -- and knowing that we would not be
18· ·able to repower all the -- the turbines there.
19· · · ·And so that curtailment is not -- we can't
20· ·curtail, like, the 16 turbines that were not
21· ·repowered.· It's the whole.· It's the whole plant,
22· ·right?
23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· So they're not
24· ·metered at the -- at the turbine.· They're metered at
25· ·a interconnection point?

Page 265
·1· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Right.· Yes.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Okay.· Want to talk
·3· ·really quickly about WRAP.· You discuss it in your
·4· ·testimony, and perhaps this is the perils of time, is
·5· ·that WRAP is a evolving situation right now.
·6· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· I recognize you are
·8· ·using the methodology of WRAP to provide a definition
·9· ·of resource adequacy.
10· · · ·What is the current status of WRAP in Pac's
11· ·participation in WRAP?
12· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· All -- so WRAP right
13· ·now is -- all participants must make a decision
14· ·whether to become a financially binding participant
15· ·in WRAP by October 31st, 2025, so just a couple
16· ·weeks.· What that means as a financially binding
17· ·participant is that you -- maybe I'll take a step
18· ·back.
19· · · ·The first financially binding season is winter of
20· ·'27 and '28, so that starts in November of 2027.· So
21· ·that's why the October 31st deadline is a two-year
22· ·exit notice or you have to give two years' notice of
23· ·your withdrawal from the program.· So that's where
24· ·the -- the line is drawn right now, is October 31st.
25· · · ·Becoming a financially binding participant means
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·1· ·that you would have to comply and show that you meet

·2· ·the WRAP planning standards, you know, approximately

·3· ·seven months before that November time frame of 2027

·4· ·and meet all of the administrative burden of WRAP as

·5· ·well for all the resources to count.

·6· · · ·WRAP is a work in progress.· It has been a work

·7· ·in progress for six years now.· WRAP is contemplating

·8· ·significant changes.· It's contemplating changing the

·9· ·footprint in which it calculates the planning reserve

10· ·margin from a kind of northwest-southwest footprint

11· ·with very limited transmission connectivity between

12· ·the two to a EDAM and Markets+ footprint with an

13· ·unknown amount of sharing between those two programs.

14· ·A lot of questions and a lot of uncertainty is in

15· ·that as well.

16· · · ·The other thing that WRAP is contemplating is

17· ·trying to -- trying to fix the volatility of the PRMs

18· ·and also a potentially deferral of the deficiency

19· ·charges.

20· · · ·When PacifiCorp looks at WRAP and looks at what's

21· ·in front of us right now, we have an improved tariff.

22· ·We have these -- this uncertainty in this unknown of

23· ·where WRAP is going.· The program that we have today

24· ·undervalues our transmission system, quite frankly,

25· ·as, you know, between our east and west transfer --
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·1· ·or east and west systems, we have 1600 megawatts of
·2· ·transfers.
·3· · · ·In WRAP, between the southwest region and the
·4· ·northwest region, which PacifiCorp is -- kind of
·5· ·straddles both, it only models 500 megawatts of
·6· ·transmission, so about a third for the whole system
·7· ·compared to what we have for our system.
·8· · · ·Additionally, you know, we have some other
·9· ·concerns, including some -- WRAP has essentially
10· ·created a new market product that would need to be --
11· ·to -- need to show compliance with WRAP in the near
12· ·term.· So if you're not resource long or resource
13· ·adequate with the resources that you have on your
14· ·system right now and, like PacifiCorp, you kind of
15· ·have to go and fill in the gaps in the near-term
16· ·market, WRAP has created a new standard, a new
17· ·product that it has to -- that you have to buy or
18· ·meet to show compliance.
19· · · ·One of the things there is that WRAP does not --
20· ·there's not a market monitor to make sure -- it's
21· ·an illi- -- well, first, I'll say it's an illiquid
22· ·market.· Those market products are not readily
23· ·available.· There's not a market monitor out there to
24· ·make sure that the buyers are not getting
25· ·price-gouged or that market power is not being
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·1· ·exercised on the limited amount of, you know, those
·2· ·products that are out there, available.
·3· · · ·And then, you know, for other reasons as well, we
·4· ·have decided and we, you know, sent a letter last
·5· ·week to the board, asking them for another year and
·6· ·a -- a year extension on the October 31st date to be
·7· ·able to push that decision out to be able to work
·8· ·through some of these issues that we are seeing.
·9· ·Unfortunately, I think they're bound by their tariff.
10· ·I don't know if, you know, there is an option for
11· ·that, but we do see the value in WRAP.
12· · · ·So it's, like, regardless of what the board comes
13· ·back with and what the Western Power Pool comes back
14· ·with, we will continue to engage with WRAP.· We're in
15· ·it for the next two years.· We believe resource
16· ·adequacy is important.· It's a huge issue facing the
17· ·region in the west right now.· So we'll continue to
18· ·engage and continue to work to make sure that we can
19· ·arrive at a good solution and a solution that
20· ·provides benefits for our customers.
21· · · ·Because I think, you know, resource adequacy can
22· ·solve a lot of issues, including reliability and
23· ·resource adequacy obviously providing that standard,
24· ·but as you are able to partner with your neighbors
25· ·and kind of pool resources together, it can also help
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·1· ·with affordability.· And that's really something that
·2· ·we'll be looking in for whatever path we choose going
·3· ·forward.
·4· · · ·But that's where we are right now.· Probably not
·5· ·a satisfactory answer, very satisfying, because a lot
·6· ·of moving pieces, and we'll take up to the deadline,
·7· ·and we're kind of waiting for the power pool to
·8· ·respond to us.· But it is important.· We will
·9· ·continue work on it regardless of what they say
10· ·and -- and try to do what's best for our customers.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· It's satisfying
12· ·because it's this current status.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· But given all that
15· ·uncertainty, you use the WRAP methodology as a part
16· ·of your testimony in this case.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Given all that
19· ·uncertainty, would you change that strategy and the
20· ·way you think about the 2026 protocol from a resource
21· ·adequacy perspective?
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· No.· 'Cause the
23· ·principles are still sound, right?· The -- planning
24· ·to the peak load, you know, the single highest hour
25· ·of load within the month, a planning reserve margin
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·1· ·on top of that to account for, you know, partially
·2· ·for contingency reserves and then, you know,
·3· ·essentially uncertainty, like is your wind going to
·4· ·perform as expected, is your solar going to perform
·5· ·as expected, are your thermal resources going to
·6· ·perform as expected, is load going to be higher than
·7· ·expected, all of those things.
·8· · · ·So the principles are still sound.· They -- they
·9· ·determine that PRM, that planning reserve margin,
10· ·based on a one-in-ten-year loss of load event study.
11· ·That's a sound principle.· I think it's pretty
12· ·standard across the industry.· And then the
13· ·qualifying capacity contribution of the resources, I
14· ·think that is also a good metric to use as well.
15· · · ·So right now, that's the best information that we
16· ·have, the modeling has been done by WRAP.· I mean,
17· ·and please don't take, you know, PacifiCorp's
18· ·concerns with WRAP being kind of an unfinished
19· ·product and the uncertainty there as -- like, this is
20· ·still important.· There's still a lot of value in
21· ·WRAP, and WRAP is providing good value.· You know,
22· ·whether that's the exact path we take is to be
23· ·determined.· But is providing good value and will
24· ·continue to provide good value and is providing a
25· ·good foundation for resource adequacy going forward.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· And that is not the
·2· ·path you take.· It's effectively status quo of the
·3· ·way PacifiCorp procures or thinks about resource
·4· ·adequacy today; is that correct?
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes, we'll continue
·6· ·to -- yes.· And we'll continue to use -- if it's not
·7· ·the path we take, we'll continue to use those metrics
·8· ·as long as they're the best that we have available.
·9· ·If we come up with an alternative, we'll have those
10· ·metrics.· But that alternative will kind of be based
11· ·in those same sound principles of planning for your
12· ·peak load, you know, your highest need, plus a
13· ·planning reserve margin or, you know, a cushion to
14· ·account for all the uncertainty.· Making sure that
15· ·you're accounting for your resources correctly, that
16· ·what they're going to contribute during those peak
17· ·times.· So, yes, short answer.· Yeah.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Very good.· That's
19· ·all I have.· Thank you.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thanks.
21· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Afternoon.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Good afternoon.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Right.· So
24· ·this may or may not make sense, but given the
25· ·afternoon, we'll give it a try.
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·1· · · ·So you were discussing the 2026 protocol about
·2· ·Chehalis and the hundred percent allocation of that
·3· ·gas unit and the benefits that that hundred percent
·4· ·allocation provides the company in terms of meeting
·5· ·its CETA requirements.
·6· · · ·As I understood what you were saying, right now
·7· ·it is operated as a system unit, and it's dispatched
·8· ·based on the system direction.· So if it's a hundred
·9· ·percent allocated to Washington, I think some of the
10· ·discussion we've had today, a hundred percent of the
11· ·cost allocated to Washington, but it would no longer
12· ·be a system-dispatched unit or could be tweaked to
13· ·dispatch based on washing- -- I'm trying to figure
14· ·out --
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· -- again, if
17· ·this is a system unit that provides benefits to
18· ·other -- to the rest of the system or are you going
19· ·to be operating it and dispatching it with more of a
20· ·view toward meeting Washington CETA so that it may
21· ·not provide those same system benefits to other parts
22· ·of the system?
23· · · ·Do you understand what I'm asking?
24· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· What this
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·1· ·means in terms of is it just hundred percent cost
·2· ·allocated, or will it change how it operates as a
·3· ·system resource.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah, I think I
·5· ·understand what you're saying.· I think, first, just
·6· ·to kind of clarify, PacifiCorp's system is, like,
·7· ·intertwined and integrated.· Everyone's connected to
·8· ·everyone.· And, you know, very difficult and pretty
·9· ·hard to -- would be pretty hard to unwind it and just
10· ·operate for Washington on its own.
11· · · ·That being said, the 2026 protocol in the future
12· ·and having Chehalis, you know, physically located
13· ·within the state of Washington and then 100 percent
14· ·cost allocated to Washington does allow us some more
15· ·freedom to potentially in the future bring
16· ·Washington's energy policies into how we would
17· ·dispatch that -- that resource, right?· So it allows
18· ·us the option -- it gives us options, I think, more
19· ·than anything.
20· · · ·And obviously that depends on a lot of things at
21· ·any given moment, whether what the rest of the
22· ·system's doing, what's on the -- you know, how the
23· ·rest of the system is performing.· But I think it
24· ·gives us options.
25· · · ·So, for example, if -- fast-forward to 2030.· If
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·1· ·we are -- you know, we're in this -- this phase of
·2· ·CETA compliance where 20 percent of our retail load
·3· ·has to be offset by RECs and the 80 percent has to be
·4· ·served by renewable energy that has an environmental
·5· ·attribute accompanied to it, you know, we know how
·6· ·much load of -- Washington load can be served by
·7· ·Chehalis or other emitting resources, and it gives us
·8· ·something to optimize around that.
·9· · · ·You know, just like we optimize limited-use
10· ·resources today, whether that's water behind a dam or
11· ·even, you know, the last couple of years we had coal
12· ·supply issues with fires in coal mines in Utah.· And,
13· ·you know, it's a limited -- a limited-use resource,
14· ·and there's a lot of moving pieces, but I think what
15· ·it does is it gives us optionality.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.· Okay.
17· ·Similar to, you know, as you said, constraints in
18· ·other parts of the system, like the wind constraints
19· ·that we were talking about.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
21· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· So I
22· ·guess -- and this probably would have been a question
23· ·for Ramon Mitchell, but I will ask you.
24· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Okay.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· So at what
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·1· ·point in the future -- as you're thinking about
·2· ·operating units based on specific limitations for
·3· ·that facility, including the policy, the statutory
·4· ·limitations for fossil units in Washington, at what
·5· ·point does that then -- you talked about you work on
·6· ·the actual operations and updating the models for
·7· ·dispatch purposes.
·8· · · ·At what point do the actual operations require a
·9· ·change in the forecast?
10· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· So --
11· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· When -- if
12· ·it's --
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· --
15· ·sufficiently different --
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Mm-hmm.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· -- and it's
18· ·going to always result in a change and you know that
19· ·that's how the system is run, at what point do you
20· ·need to change the forecast?
21· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· My struggle is kind
22· ·of finding that point, right?· But --
23· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· This is
24· ·purely hypothetical --
25· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· -- at this
·2· ·point.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· What I can tell you
·4· ·is, you know, Ramon and I sit pretty close to each
·5· ·other.· Or Mr. Mitchell.· We've worked together on
·6· ·teams before.· At one point we were both analysts in
·7· ·that net power cost group together.
·8· · · ·But all that aside, regardless of who's in our
·9· ·positions, it's super important that we're constantly
10· ·communicating with each other and that he knows what
11· ·we're doing operationally, that we -- you know, as we
12· ·have changes, as we have updates to the system,
13· ·that -- that we talk to him and we bring those in.
14· · · ·You know, as far as kind of at what point in
15· ·materiality obviously -- yeah, I think materiality
16· ·probably plays a role in it, like, timing of cases,
17· ·all of those things.· And that's really Ramo- -- or
18· ·Mr. Mitchell's expertise, and he would be the one to
19· ·kind of make that decision.
20· · · ·But, you know, constantly, like, I'm always
21· ·saying, like, when my team is updating me, whatever
22· ·it is.· Hey, we're going to do this differently or
23· ·there's a tariff increase on, you know, BPA rates or
24· ·a gas pipeline or a decrease on -- you know, hey,
25· ·have you let Mr. Mitchell know?· Have you -- have you
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·1· ·talked to his team about it?· Do they know about it?
·2· ·And we're always constantly making sure that line of
·3· ·communication is open and that he has access to all
·4· ·the information that I have access to.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· And so
·6· ·potentially after each state has considered the '26
·7· ·protocol proposal and you have decisions in all the
·8· ·states, that gives you a different perspective or
·9· ·maybe then after the Phase 2, then you have a
10· ·different assessment of what's actually happening,
11· ·how the system is operating, and then you can
12· ·reassess that?
13· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Absolutely.
14· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Thank you.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· I believe
18· ·that concludes all of the questions for you.· You may
19· ·be excused from the witness stand.· Thank you.
20· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Witness excused.)
21
22· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Our next witness
23· ·is witness Ghosh.
24· · · ·Okay.· And when you're ready, if you could raise
25· ·your right hand, I'll swear you in.
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·1· · · · · Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you
·2· · · will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,
·3· · · and nothing but the truth?
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Yes.
·5
·6· · · ROHINI GHOSH,· · · · · · · having been first duly sworn
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·by Administrative Law Judge
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·Thompson, was examined and
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·testified as follows:
10
11· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· If you can
13· · · use your mike, that will be helpful.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Sorry.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· That's okay.
16· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· And, Counsel,
17· · · whenever you're ready, you may proceed.
18
19· · · · · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION
20· · · BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:
21· Q· ·Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.
22· · · · · Can you please state and spell your name for the
23· · · record.
24· A· ·Yes.· My name is Rohini Ghosh.· R-o-h-i-n-i
25· · · G-h-o-s-h.
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·1· Q· ·And in what capacity are you employed by the company?
·2· A· ·I am the director of clean energy planning at
·3· · · PacifiCorp.
·4· Q· ·Have you caused to be filed direct and rebuttal
·5· · · testimony and exhibits in this proceeding?
·6· A· ·Yes.
·7· Q· ·And do you have any changes or corrections?
·8· A· ·No.
·9· Q· ·If I were to ask you the same questions contained in
10· · · that testimony today or those testimonies today,
11· · · would your answers remain the same?
12· A· ·Yes, they would.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. ELLIS-BURKE:· Thank you.
14· · · · · And the witness is available for cross.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
16· · · · · And it looks like, public counsel, you've
17· · · indicated cross for this witness.· You can go ahead
18· · · and proceed when you're ready.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Thank you.
20
21· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
22· · · BY MR. SYKES:
23· Q· ·Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.
24· A· ·Good afternoon.
25· Q· ·On April 16th of this year, the company submitted an
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·1· · · updated forecast for no-cost allowances to the -- let
·2· · · me start my video -- forecast for no-cost allowances
·3· · · to the -- to the UTC.
·4· · · · · Are you aware of that?
·5· A· ·Yes.
·6· Q· ·Okay.· The forecast was approved by the Commission,
·7· · · showing an increase in megawatt hours serving
·8· · · Washington retail load from natural gas plants under
·9· · · the 2026 protocol as compared to the WIJAM.
10· · · · · I'm going to reread that question, because I got
11· · · lost reading it.
12· · · · · Actually, you know what?· I'm just going to show
13· · · you an exhibit.
14· · · · · Can you turn to RG-6X.
15· A· ·Yes.· Is this the staff memo?
16· Q· ·This is the staff memo.
17· A· ·Got it.
18· Q· ·I'm looking at Page 2 of 4.
19· A· ·Yes.
20· Q· ·So this is showing that, compared to the WIJAM,
21· · · there's an increase in megawatt-hours serving
22· · · Washington retail load from natural gas plants as
23· · · compared to the WIJAM.
24· A· ·Yes.
25· Q· ·Okay.· It shows a decrease of megawatt-hours served
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·1· · · by non-emitting plants; is that correct?
·2· A· ·Yes.
·3· Q· ·Okay.· So on October 1st, so just last week, Ecology
·4· · · granted the company approximately 90 percent of its
·5· · · requested no-cost allowances?
·6· A· ·That is correct.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· And no-cost allowances are allocated based on
·8· · · a forecast of retail loads served?
·9· A· ·That is my understanding.
10· Q· ·Okay.· And for -- and the company would have to
11· · · purchase allowances for in-state emissions that don't
12· · · serve retail load?
13· A· ·Yes.· That is correct.· Just restating so that I'm
14· · · making sure I'm answering the right question:· Yes,
15· · · PacifiCorp, as a covered entity, under the CCA, is
16· · · responsible for having allowances for any in-state
17· · · generation in the state of Washington that's emitting
18· · · regardless of who it serves, but we are entitled to
19· · · no-cost allowances for all of the generation that
20· · · serve Washington customers.
21· Q· ·Yeah.· Serves retail customers?
22· A· ·Retail customers, yes.
23· Q· ·October 1st, 2026, so next year, Ecology has to adopt
24· · · an allocation schedule for the CCA second compliance
25· · · period, which begins January 1st, 2027.
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·1· · · · · Are you aware of that?

·2· A· ·Yes.
·3· Q· ·Okay.· Has the 2026 protocol made any

·4· · · consideration -- let me ask it this way.

·5· · · · · The 2026 protocol is silent as to what happens at

·6· · · the beginning of the next CCA compliance period with

·7· · · respect to CCA allowances?

·8· A· ·I can't speak to what the 2026 protocol does or
·9· · · doesn't contemplate as far as results beyond the test
10· · · year of 2026, which is the basis of my analysis.· But
11· · · as company witness Steward and Link have previously
12· · · stated today, there is, you know, going to be a
13· · · Phase 2, and the next protocol presumably will come
14· · · into place before 2030, but I probably would think
15· · · that the 2026 protocol would still be in place if
16· · · you're talking about 2027.
17· Q· ·Okay.· So as projected emissions cap reduces over

18· · · time, Ecology's going to issue fewer and fewer

19· · · allowances each year?

20· A· ·That is my understanding.· Though, to my knowledge,
21· · · there is no currently set schedule for when Ecology
22· · · will lower its distribution of no-cost allowances.
23· · · So we don't, to my knowledge -- and this could also
24· · · go to company witness Wilding.· We don't actually
25· · · know at what point and to what magnitude Ecology will
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·1· · · stop issuing no-cost allowances in line with what
·2· · · covered entities are asking for.· We're projecting
·3· · · based on their forecasted retail sales.
·4· Q· ·I want to switch gears to the -- to CETA for a
·5· · · moment.
·6· · · · · So you -- you oversee the development of the
·7· · · company's CEAP?
·8· A· ·That is correct.
·9· Q· ·And that includes the 2025 CEAP that's just been
10· · · filed?
11· A· ·Yes.
12· Q· ·All right.· I'd like to turn to your testimony for a
13· · · moment.· RG-1T, Page 6, Table 1.
14· A· ·In my direct, yes.
15· Q· ·In your direct.
16· A· ·Yes.· I'm there.
17· Q· ·So this is the increase in CETA -- in CETA -- let me
18· · · ask my question.· Stumble over myself here.
19· · · · · This is the 2026 protocol's purported increase
20· · · and not -- in CETA-compliant energy?
21· A· ·That is correct.
22· Q· ·Okay.· Were you involved in the 2023 biennial CEIP
23· · · update?
24· A· ·Yes, I was.
25· Q· ·Are you aware that that update was rejected?
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·1· A· ·Yes, I am.
·2· Q· ·Okay.· Did you read the order rejecting the update by

·3· · · chance?

·4· A· ·Yes, I did.· It has been several months.
·5· Q· ·Okay.

·6· A· ·But I did read it.
·7· Q· ·PacifiCorp's biennial update poses serious questions

·8· · · regarding the company's ability and intent to comply

·9· · · with CETA and raises questions new about the

10· · · company's modeling and resource acquisition strategy.

11· · · · · Does that sound right, subject to check?

12· A· ·Subject to check, yes.
13· Q· ·Okay.· So the parties have -- so the parties to that

14· · · proceeding heavily discussed the company's 2026 to

15· · · 2030 targets.

16· · · · · Do you recall that -- that discussion?

17· A· ·Yes.
18· Q· ·Okay.· The 2026 target under -- in the -- the 2026

19· · · target, for example, in the 2023 biennial update was

20· · · 40 percent?

21· A· ·I honestly don't recall off the top of my head, but
22· · · that sounds accurate.
23· Q· ·Okay.· And that was under the WIJAM?

24· A· ·Yes.
25· Q· ·Okay.· The 2025 CEIP under the WIJAM reduced the 2026
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·1· · · target to 34 percent?
·2· A· ·Yes, that is correct.
·3· Q· ·Okay.· And the target set under the 2026 protocol for
·4· · · 2026 is 37 percent?
·5· A· ·Is that according to the sensitivity in the CEIP?
·6· Q· ·Based on whatever was most recently filed.
·7· A· ·Yes.· I, again, don't recall off the top of my head,
·8· · · but it was a little bit higher under the proposed
·9· · · Washington 2026 protocol.
10· Q· ·Okay.· And if the Commission were -- wanted to find
11· · · out what the biennial or what the interim targets are
12· · · in the CEIP under either the WIJAM or the 2026
13· · · protocol, they could go look at those documents?
14· A· ·That is correct.· In the 2025 CEIP -- and I will
15· · · clarify -- we ran just one sensitivity of the
16· · · preferred portfolio allocated to Washington, so we
17· · · took that selection of resources, of new resource
18· · · additions, and we redispatched it under the
19· · · allocations proposed in the Washington 2026 protocol.
20· · · So we did not reoptimize, and I want to kind of
21· · · highlight that.· Because I do think that if we were
22· · · to reoptimize fully with the difference in the
23· · · resource allocations, I do think the selections would
24· · · look a little bit different.
25· · · · · We just did not have the time, quite frankly.
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·1· · · But at least you can see what would happen if we
·2· · · stayed on the path that we have set out in the CEIP,
·3· · · and then the Commission were to accept and adopt the
·4· · · 2026 protocol, you can kind of see the immediate
·5· · · impacts on our near-term interim targets, which is to
·6· · · increase them in line with what I filed in my direct
·7· · · testimony here.
·8· Q· ·Okay.· So, and I apologize.· I don't actually have
·9· · · the CEIP in front of me, and I don't want to just
10· · · give you a quiz, so if you don't know, that's fine.
11· · · · · 2026 target is 37 percent.· 2027 target is 37
12· · · percent.· 2028 target is 50 percent.
13· · · · · Does that sound about right?

14· A· ·Sounds about right.· I know we get to about 70
15· · · something in 2029.
16· Q· ·Okay.
17· A· ·And what was filed in the final CEIP on October 1st.
18· Q· ·Okay.· 2029, 74 percent.· 2030 --
19· A· ·That's correct.
20· Q· ·-- 110, correct?
21· A· ·Yes, that sounds correct.
22· Q· ·Okay.· So about a -- I'm very bad at math -- 36
23· · · percent jump there at the end?

24· A· ·That sounds correct.
25· Q· ·Okay.· When it comes to CETA compliance, your
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·1· · · testimony is really only limited to CETA's interim
·2· · · target for 2026?
·3· A· ·Absolutely.· Because for the sake of consistency in
·4· · · this case, I was only able to do the analysis on
·5· · · basically the data that's in company witness
·6· · · Mitchell's testimony, so I used the 2026 -- the
·7· · · current year 2026 net power cost results.
·8· · · · · If I had wanted to look at years beyond 2026, I
·9· · · would have had to have used, you know, results from
10· · · the IRP or CEIP models, and it would have just caused
11· · · confusion.· So, and for that reason alone, the
12· · · analysis and my testimony here is limited to one
13· · · year.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Okay.· That's all I
15· · · have.· Thank you, Your Honor.
16· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
17· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
18· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Thank you, Dr. Ghosh.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Any redirect from
20· · · the company?
21· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. ELLIS-BURKE:· Yes.· Can you
22· · · give me just one second?· I need to confer.
23· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Yeah.· Go ahead.
24· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. ELLIS-BURKE:· Thank you.
25· · · · · No further questions, Your Honor.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
·2· · · ·Any questions from the bench?
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· I have one, because
·4· ·I've read the sentence a hundred times, and I want to
·5· ·make sure I've got it right or it is right.
·6· · · ·Dr. Ghosh, in your direct testimony, at Page 7.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· Line 15.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· 15.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· The sentence
11· ·starts, "Fixed cost allocation factors in the 2026
12· ·protocol."
13· · · ·If you keep reading that sentence, you get to,
14· ·"It reduces one degree of certainty."
15· · · ·Should that be "uncertainty"?
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.· That is a great
17· ·find that apparently none of us found.· Yes, the
18· ·statement was intended to say that we are reducing
19· ·one degree of uncertainty, which is inherent in
20· ·long-term planning.
21· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· We'll make sure
22· ·that gets corrected on the record and my sanity --
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you for that
24· ·question.
25· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR RYBARIK:· -- is restored.
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·1· ·Thank you.
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Anything further?
·3· · · ·Okay.· I believe that concludes questions for
·4· ·you, Dr. Ghosh.· You may be excused.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Witness excused.)
·7
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· All right.  I
·9· ·believe our next witness is Andre Lipinski.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Good afternoon.
11· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Good afternoon.
12· · · ·And when you're ready -- go ahead and pour
13· ·yourself a glass of water, but when you're ready,
14· ·I'll ask that you raise your right hand, and I'll
15· ·swear you in.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Sure thing.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
18· · · ·Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you
19· ·will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,
20· ·and nothing but the truth?
21· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· I do.
22· ·////
23· ·////
24· ·////
25· ·////
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·1· · · ANDRE T. LIPINSKI,· · · · ·having been first duly sworn
·2· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·by Administrative Law Judge
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·Thompson, was examined and
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·testified as follows:
·5
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
·7· · · You may be seated.
·8· · · · · And, Counsel, you may proceed.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. ELLIS-BURKE:· Thank you, Your
10· · · Honor.
11
12· · · · · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION
13· · · BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:
14· Q· ·Mr. Lipinski, can you please state and spell your
15· · · name for the record.
16· A· ·My name is Andre T. Lipinski.· It's A-n-d-r-e T.
17· · · L-i-p-i-n-s-k-i.
18· Q· ·And in what capacity are you employed by the company?
19· A· ·I am a pricing and cost service specialist, and I
20· · · specialize in Washington pricing matters.
21· Q· ·Have you caused to be filed direct testimony and
22· · · exhibits in this proceeding?
23· A· ·I have.
24· Q· ·And do you have any changes or corrections to that
25· · · testimony or exhibits?

Page 291
·1· A· ·I do not.
·2· Q· ·And if I were to ask you the same questions contained
·3· · · in that testimony today, would your answers remain
·4· · · the same?
·5· A· ·My answers would be the same.
·6· · · · · I should note that we have had a significant
·7· · · decrease in -- in the revenue increase that we've
·8· · · requested in rebuttal.· It's down from 7.9 percent to
·9· · · 2.8 percent.
10· Q· ·Thank you.
11· A· ·And that number is in my testimony.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. ELLIS-BURKE:· Wonderful.· Thank
13· · · you.
14· · · · · The witness is available for cross.
15· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
16· · · · · Just to confirm:· Staff and public counsel do not
17· · · have any cross for this witness; is that correct?
18· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Correct, Your Honor.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· That is correct.
20· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
21· · · · · AWEC, you may proceed with cross.
22· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Thank you, Your Honor.
23· · · ////
24· · · ////
25· · · ////
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
·2· · · BY MR. PEPPLE:
·3· Q· ·Good afternoon, Mr. Lipinski.
·4· A· ·Good afternoon, Mr. Pepple.
·5· Q· ·I am going to try to short-circuit my questioning a
·6· · · little bit.· And I would just direct you to Cross
·7· · · Exhibit ATL-10X, which is a spread- -- it's a PDF of
·8· · · a spreadsheet that's titled "Schedule 48T-DF Rate
·9· · · Increase," if you've got that.
10· A· ·I have it here.
11· Q· ·Have you been able to review this exhibit?
12· A· ·I have taken a look at it, yes.
13· Q· ·So, basically, I mean, my question boils down to:· Is
14· · · there anything in this exhibit that you disagree with
15· · · in terms of the numbers or the calculations and the
16· · · percentage increase that was calculated here?
17· A· ·I don't disagree with the math.· I would note,
18· · · though, that we should qualify this as base plus
19· · · Schedule 97.· There are different ways you can
20· · · calculate a percentage increase.· You could calculate
21· · · it based on just base rates.· You could calculate it
22· · · based on base plus certain rider schedules, which is
23· · · what it looks like you've done in this case or you
24· · · have prepared in this case.· You could calculate it
25· · · as base plus all rider schedules or net of all rider
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·1· · · schedules, and you look at different percentages with
·2· · · each of those calculations.
·3· · · · · I'll note that if you remove the Schedule 97,
·4· · · $16 million here, this percentage will decrease
·5· · · substantially.
·6· Q· ·Okay.· Yeah, all fair enough.
·7· · · · · Yes, it is -- you would agree that this applies
·8· · · only to general rate case increases and Schedule 97
·9· · · increases.· There may have been other rate
10· · · adjustments between 2020 and now that PacifiCorp has
11· · · implemented that are not reflected in here.· I think
12· · · that's what you were saying.
13· A· ·I would agree with that.
14· · · · · I'll also note that the title of these four left
15· · · columns say 2020, but I've noticed that the tariff
16· · · sheets that you use to support them became effective
17· · · Jan 1, 2021.· That's just a small technicality.
18· Q· ·Okay.· Yeah.
19· · · · · And, I guess, would you agree that, to the extent
20· · · there were other rate adjustments between the
21· · · beginning of 2021 and today that are not reflected in
22· · · here, these at least capture the major rate
23· · · adjustment?
24· · · · · Are there any you're aware of that would be as
25· · · significant as either Schedule 97 or what was
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·1· · · implemented through a general rate case?
·2· A· ·I would say that Schedule 97 going from zero to 3.007
·3· · · cents is a significant increase, but I should note
·4· · · that we're expecting Schedule 97 to go down over
·5· · · 2026.· As deferral year costs from 2022 -- the 2022
·6· · · deferral year and 2023 deferral year, as those
·7· · · amortization periods end, we're expecting decreases
·8· · · in Schedule 97, so...
·9· Q· ·It is also true, though, that 2024 will go into
10· · · effect, right?
11· A· ·True.· But it will not go back up to this three cents
12· · · level.
13· Q· ·Do you know what it will be?
14· A· ·Probably around 2.5, 2.4 cents, somewhere in there.
15· · · I don't have the exact number with me.
16· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Okay.· Fair enough.
17· · · · · Okay.· Those are all my questions.· Thanks.
18· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Sure.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
20· · · · · Any redirect from the company?
21· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. ELLIS-BURKE:· Yes, Your Honor.
22· · · One second, please.
23· · · ////
24· · · ////
25· · · ////
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION
·2· · · BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:
·3· Q· ·Thank you, Mr. Lipinski.
·4· · · · · Can you explain, please, what costs are recovered
·5· · · under Schedule 97?
·6· A· ·Schedule 97 recovers deferred net power costs.
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. ELLIS-BURKE:· That's all the
·8· · · questions I have.· Thank you.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Any questions from
10· · · the bench?
11· · · · · Okay.· I believe that concludes the questions for
12· · · you, Mr. Lipinski.· You may be excused.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·(Witness excused.)
14
15· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· I believe the
16· · · cross estimates for the next witness are about 50
17· · · minutes, which will put us at about 5:30 if we get
18· · · done on time.
19· · · · · Do the parties have any problem with going a
20· · · little bit over 5:00?
21· · · · · I'll go ahead and start with the company.
22· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. KUMAR:· I think we'd like to
23· · · finish our case, and I think that we'd probably
24· · · prefer to go to a little over 5:00 in order to
25· · · accommodate our last witness.



Page 296

·1· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Staff?
·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Staff's fine going
·3· ·over.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Public counsel?
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· Yeah, public counsel is
·6· ·fine going over and intends to waive cross of this
·7· ·witness anyway, so it'll save us some time.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· AWEC?
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. PEPPLE:· No objection.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· And The Energy
11· ·Project?
12· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. ZAKAI:· No concern.· Thank you.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· And our court
14· ·reporter, Mr. Botelho.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE REPORTER:· Good.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Are you okay?
17· · · · · · · · · · ·THE REPORTER:· Yeah.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· All right.
19· ·We just want to make sure everyone's okay.· Let's go
20· ·ahead and proceed with the next witness.
21· · · ·Okay.· And when you're ready, I'll ask you to
22· ·raise your right hand.
23· · · ·Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you
24· ·will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,
25· ·and nothing but the truth?
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· I do.
·2
·3· · · SHERONA L. CHEUNG,· · · · ·having been first duly sworn
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·by Administrative Law Judge
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·Thompson, was examined and
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·testified as follows:
·7
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.

·9· · · · · Counsel, you may proceed.

10· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. KUMAR:· Thank you.

11

12· · · · · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

13· · · BY MR. KUMAR:

14· Q· ·Ms. Cheung, could you please state and spell your

15· · · name for the record.

16· A· ·Yes.· My name is Sherona Cheung.· That's
17· · · S-h-e-r-o-n-a C-h-e-u-n-g.
18· Q· ·And in what capacity are you employed by the company?

19· A· ·I am a manager of revenue requirements with
20· · · PacifiCorp.
21· Q· ·And have you caused to be filed prefiled direct and

22· · · rebuttal testimony and accompanying exhibits in this

23· · · proceeding?

24· A· ·I have.
25· Q· ·Do you have any changes or corrections to those
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·1· · · exhibits?
·2· A· ·I do not.
·3· Q· ·If I were to ask you those same questions today,
·4· · · would you give the same answers?
·5· A· ·I would.
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. KUMAR:· Your Honor, this
·7· · · witness is available for cross-examination.
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very
·9· · · much.
10· · · · · And we will go ahead and begin with staff
11· · · whenever you're ready.
12
13· · · · · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION
14· · · BY MS. STRAUSS:
15· Q· ·Good afternoon.· Evening --
16· A· ·Good afternoon.
17· Q· ·-- from another perspective.
18· · · · · So looking at your rebuttal testimony, which
19· · · would be SLC-6T, at Page 4.· And let me know, and I
20· · · can give you the line number.
21· A· ·Sure thing.
22· · · · · I am on Page 4.
23· Q· ·And then Lines 11 through 15.
24· · · · · You state there that, ever since Washington
25· · · adopted a different allocation methodology, the West
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·1· · · Control Area Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation

·2· · · Methodology, or WCA, in 2006, the allocation of costs

·3· · · across PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions typically has

·4· · · not added up to a hundred percent cost recovery for

·5· · · PacifiCorp.

·6· · · · · Is that correct?

·7· A· ·Yes.
·8· Q· ·To your knowledge, were these costs over-collected or

·9· · · under-collected under the WCA?

10· A· ·Under the WCA, some costs are over, and some costs
11· · · are under.· Under the WCA, specific generation
12· · · resources are allocated into Washington rates at 22
13· · · percent, but correspondingly there's also a fairly
14· · · big portion of that portfolio that's being allocated
15· · · at 0 percent.· And so there's some ups, some downs.
16· · · It's not uniform across the board.
17· Q· ·Does PacifiCorp know specifically for which resources

18· · · they are over-collecting or under-collecting?

19· A· ·So I would first like to make a distinction between
20· · · overcollection and over-allocation.
21· · · · · Over-allocation, as we discuss in my testimony
22· · · that you refer to here, is a result of the paradigm
23· · · that PacifiCorp currently allocates costs across its
24· · · six jurisdictions using two different allocation
25· · · methodologies.· As a result of that, like we were
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·1· · · just talking about, some resources are allocated
·2· · · across the system at a higher percentage than 100
·3· · · percent, but some are less than that.· So to that
·4· · · extent -- I'm sorry.· What was the question again?
·5· Q· ·So the question was:· Does PacifiCorp know for each
·6· · · individual --
·7· A· ·Oh.
·8· Q· ·-- resource if it's over-collecting or
·9· · · under-collecting?
10· A· ·So the short answer is, therefore, no.· Because --
11· · · well, I take that back.· So we know that under the
12· · · WCA, only two coal facilities are allocating into
13· · · Washington.· That's Jim Bridger and Colstrip 4.· So
14· · · we do know the allocation percentages that are
15· · · attributable to each generation resource, so we know
16· · · the allocation side of that equation, but I would
17· · · caution that does not naturally lead to an
18· · · overcollection of costs.
19· Q· ·But PacifiCorp does know how much is allocating for
20· · · every resource to each jurisdiction, correct?
21· A· ·In each rate case, there is an approved allocation
22· · · percentage used to establish rates in each state.
23· · · So, yes, we would.
24· Q· ·And then you also know how much you're collecting per
25· · · those allocations?

Page 301
·1· A· ·We know how much we're collecting for revenues as a
·2· · · whole.· So as you may know, revenue requirement in
·3· · · rate cases are established as a whole on a totality
·4· · · level.· That revenues that we get approved to
·5· · · collect, that is not -- there's -- that -- that is an
·6· · · annual total amount that recovers our costs, our
·7· · · prudently incurred costs, and also provides the
·8· · · authorized level of return on investments that's
·9· · · approved by the Commission.
10· · · · · So we don't have that level of detail granular
11· · · enough to identify any specific revenue stream that
12· · · is associated with any specific generation resource.
13· · · So while we know overall the revenue collection that
14· · · we have in any actual period, we wouldn't be able to
15· · · trace that back down to a generation resource level
16· · · detail.
17· Q· ·So you would not be able to look at a resource, at
18· · · how much it's -- how much is allocated per that
19· · · resource, and you would not be able to tell how much
20· · · money is being collected based on how much of that
21· · · resource is allocated to a state?
22· A· ·We would not be able to do that with the level of
23· · · detail that's in the -- in a rate case.
24· Q· ·But could you do it outside of a rate case?· Do you
25· · · have that data?
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·1· A· ·Outside of a rate case, it wouldn't reflect any

·2· · · recovery.· The only time that we establish recovery

·3· · · amounts is in a rate case.

·4· Q· ·Okay.· Moving on.· Same page, but Lines 15 to 18.

·5· · · · · You state that, This dynamic continue to exist

·6· · · under the current approved WIJAM, though the WIJAM

·7· · · made progress towards resolving the issue with

·8· · · implementation of a system allocation of transmission

·9· · · costs and non-emitting generation costs.

10· · · · · Is that correct?

11· A· ·Yes.

12· Q· ·Do you know that since -- do you know, since the

13· · · start of the WIJAM, during how many years you have

14· · · allocation of costs exceeding a hundred percent?

15· · · · · So for how many resources have the allocations

16· · · been over a hundred percent?

17· A· ·So I'd like to clarify, though, that in Washington

18· · · rates, Washington customers have never paid more than

19· · · the authorized level of allocation for each

20· · · generation resource.· So for Bridger and Colstrip, it

21· · · would be about 22 percent.· Under WIJAM, all

22· · · non-emitting renewable resources are allocated on an

23· · · SG basis, which is approximately 8 percent.· And then

24· · · beyond that, some of the plants that were mentioned

25· · · today -- like Hunter, Huntington, Currant Creek --
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·1· · · those are not being allocated or paid for in
·2· · · Washington at all.· So to that extent, there is no
·3· · · over-recovery in Washington rates for any plants.
·4· Q· ·My question is a little bit -- little bit different.
·5· · · · · So for the resources that PacifiCorp does
·6· · · allocate across its six states 'cause it's a system,
·7· · · does PacifiCorp know for each resource what the
·8· · · percentage allocation is?· So for each resource, does
·9· · · it know X percent is allocated to this state, X
10· · · percent is allocated to that state, so theoretically
11· · · you can add up all those percentages and understand
12· · · the total percentage for each resource?

13· A· ·We could identify the allocation percentage, but it
14· · · would be incorrect to assume that adding them across
15· · · should equal a hundred percent.· Primarily because of
16· · · that divergent allocation methodology, it shouldn't
17· · · be expected to add up to 100 percent.
18· · · · · Each of the percentages that's presented in front
19· · · of each state's Commission for ratemaking purposes,
20· · · that is the approved allocation percentage that is
21· · · allowed to be recovered in rates.· So it may be a
22· · · hundred percent.· It may be a hundred ten percent.
23· · · But at the end of the day, the aggregate of those
24· · · approved allocation percentages, that is the level of
25· · · recovery that the company is authorized to recover.
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·1· Q· ·Okay.· Well, let's jump ahead a little bit, then.
·2· · · · · So looking at Table 2 in your testimony.· I'm
·3· · · going to pull it up as well so I make sure I'm
·4· · · looking at the right thing.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· What page
·6· · · are you looking at again?
·7· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Table 2.· I am
·8· · · grabbing the page number.· Just give me a quick
·9· · · second.
10· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Thank you.
11· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· It disappeared.· One
12· · · second.
13· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Page 12 at
14· · · the bottom?
15· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Hold on one sec.
16· · · Sorry.· My computer closed the document.
17· Q· ·(By Ms. Strauss)· Yes, okay.· Page 12.· Looking at
18· · · this table, now, I understand from your testimony,
19· · · when you look horizontally across the table, those
20· · · were the cases that were presented before each
21· · · Commission in each different state, correct?
22· A· ·In the year 2020, those were the rate cases with
23· · · rates effective in 2020, yes.
24· Q· ·Okay.· And then looking at the diagonal down the
25· · · middle, those were the approved allocations for each
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·1· · · state, correct?
·2· A· ·Can you clarify what you mean by "diagonal down
·3· · · the" --
·4· Q· ·So, like, starting in the top left corner, it says
·5· · · docket number.
·6· A· ·Yep.
·7· Q· ·Where California and then CA A.18, that whole number?
·8· A· ·Mm-hmm.
·9· Q· ·Where those two intersect, that's the California
10· · · approved?
11· A· ·Correct.
12· Q· ·And then the same would be true for Idaho and the
13· · · Idaho docket number?
14· A· ·Yes.
15· Q· ·And then so on and so forth --
16· A· ·Yeah.
17· Q· ·-- correct?
18· A· ·Yes.
19· Q· ·Now, if you add up all those numbers, the allocations
20· · · approved for Chehalis, for example, is 114.84
21· · · percent; is that correct?
22· A· ·I haven't done the math, but I will take your word
23· · · for it.· That number sounds familiar.
24· Q· ·Okay.· So that is the percentage that was approved
25· · · for collection by each state commission in total for
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·1· · · this --
·2· A· ·In totality.· Correct.
·3· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
·4· · · · · Let's see here.
·5· · · · · Now, I want to go back to same rebuttal
·6· · · testimony, Page 20 -- Page 4.· Sorry.
·7· A· ·Page 4.
·8· Q· ·Line 21.
·9· A· ·Line 21.· Okay.
10· Q· ·The question there asked if the ratemaking process
11· · · inherently leads to temporary periods of over- and
12· · · under-recovery, and you responded, "Yes," correct?
13· A· ·Yep.
14· Q· ·Okay.· But later in your testimony, you say, In
15· · · short, Washington's unique requirements and overall
16· · · differences in timings of when GRCs are filed in each
17· · · state lead to incongruent allocation factors at any
18· · · given point in time.· This results in aggregate
19· · · recovery of costs across the company's six-state
20· · · system that will likely lead -- that will likely --
21· · · that likely will differ from a hundred percent when
22· · · evaluated at any single point in time.
23· · · · · Is that correct?
24· A· ·That is correct.
25· Q· ·Okay.· How often do these temporary periods of over-
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·1· · · and under-recovery occur if at any given point in
·2· · · time recovery of costs differ than a hundred percent?
·3· A· ·So this is a persistent situation.· The way to look
·4· · · at it is, even if our jurisdictions all have the same
·5· · · allocation methodology, the issue is that the timing
·6· · · of rate cases differ, and they have to differ across
·7· · · states.· We cannot process six rate cases
·8· · · simultaneously at any given time.· It's a pretty big
·9· · · undertaking.
10· · · · · And as a result of that, the timing of the rate
11· · · cases would naturally reflect different assumptions.
12· · · Because if we filed a rate case today, it would
13· · · reflect maybe a test period forecast that is a year,
14· · · 18 months from today.· But next year, it might be 18
15· · · months from that point in time.
16· · · · · And so there's a rolling assumption period being
17· · · rolled into each of the rate case.· And that -- that
18· · · assumption affects the load forecast that is being
19· · · used to calculate these allocation factors that we've
20· · · been looking at.
21· · · · · The underlying calcu- -- the underlying input for
22· · · these generation resource allocators, they are
23· · · essentially load inputs.· And so as time rolls
24· · · forward, we would use the most recently available
25· · · loads data.· And as a result of that, because the
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·1· · · timing of the cases, they aren't synchronized, those
·2· · · load factors would differ, but also to throw into
·3· · · sort of the mix the fact that rate-base assumptions
·4· · · do differ across states as well, and so the
·5· · · established revenue requirement out of each case
·6· · · would also be different.· Forecasted capital for
·7· · · investments for the different test period would also
·8· · · be different.
·9· · · · · The authorized rate of return, capital structure,
10· · · all could differ across states.· And so because of
11· · · all those variables being different, adding onto the
12· · · timing and the two divergent allocation
13· · · methodologies, it would be very, very rare if at all
14· · · possible for at any given point in time if we took,
15· · · like, a single calendar year for the approved
16· · · allocation percentages to add up to 100.
17· Q· ·So it's fair to say that it's not necessarily a
18· · · temporary state, then.· The over- and under-recovery
19· · · is pretty consistent given that these GRCs are
20· · · happening on a rolling basis?
21· A· ·So these differences in allocation factors, I would
22· · · probably characterize them as, like, kind of, like,
23· · · similar to regulatory lag.· It is kind of a given
24· · · with the paradigm that we have to work with in
25· · · ratemaking.· The important thing, though, is if you
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·1· · · look at across any given state where we make these
·2· · · calculations, in Table 2 that you pointed to, you add
·3· · · it across each of these states.
·4· · · · · When we present a case to any commission to
·5· · · establish rates, we do add up to 100 percent cost
·6· · · allocation and nothing more in that case.· In
·7· · · totality, we always present a system cost allocation
·8· · · that's 100 percent.· And, sure, that we have had two
·9· · · allocation factor -- sorry -- two allocation
10· · · methodologies in the past, but that's precisely the
11· · · thing that 2026 protocol is seeking to rectify, is to
12· · · reunify the allocation of cost across our six states
13· · · into one methodology.
14· Q· ·Okay.· So just looking at Table 2 again, these cases,
15· · · when they're presented to individual states, they all
16· · · add up to a hundred percent.
17· A· ·Yes.
18· Q· ·But when you take all the states together, they
19· · · exceed a hundred percent?
20· A· ·Yes.· But, again, we're adding almost like apples to
21· · · at least pears.· Because they are not reflecting the
22· · · same underlying base period test period assumptions
23· · · as we often do in rate -- we have to make those
24· · · assumptions when we set rates.
25· Q· ·Does the company track how often it under-recovers
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·1· · · from its revenue requirement?
·2· A· ·The company files results of operations in five of
·3· · · its six states.· The Commission basis report in
·4· · · Washington is -- it's our result of operations.· So
·5· · · through those results of operations, you would be
·6· · · able to track whether the company is over- or
·7· · · under-earning or on track.· But to the extent that
·8· · · you were referring to on a generation resource level,
·9· · · that's just not something that is trackable.
10· Q· ·So the company does not track where it's under-
11· · · recovering?
12· A· ·We track overall only because revenue requirement is
13· · · established as an annual level of cost recovery and
14· · · rate of return.
15· Q· ·But from let's say an accounting perspective, the
16· · · company could not look at its recovery overall and
17· · · say, We're under-recovering.· Where is this under-
18· · · recovery happening?
19· A· ·To some -- some pieces that have sufficient detail
20· · · that inform our rate case, in our rate cases, those
21· · · pieces could potentially be isolated, but not
22· · · everything can be tracked that way.
23· Q· ·Can plant be tracked that way?

24· A· ·Cannot be.
25· Q· ·Okay.· Now, you talked about this a little already.
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·1· · · But also at your rebuttal testimony on Page 5,
·2· · · Lines 15 to 17.
·3· A· ·15 to 17, you said?
·4· Q· ·Mm-hmm.
·5· A· ·Yeah.
·6· Q· ·You stated there that it's not reasonable that
·7· · · recovery should add up to a hundred percent due to
·8· · · the timing of GRCs and the fact that Washington
·9· · · currently uses a different allocation methodology
10· · · than the rest of the system.
11· A· ·Yes.
12· Q· ·Is that correct?
13· A· ·Yes.
14· Q· ·Okay.· PacifiCorp chooses the timing of its GRCs,
15· · · correct?
16· A· ·We manage the timing of our GRCs.· Correct.· But we
17· · · don't -- we can't control regulatory lag.· We also
18· · · don't dictate our allocation methodologies.· They are
19· · · as -- as approved.
20· Q· ·But you choose in which order you file the GRCs
21· · · across the states?
22· A· ·To an extent, yes.
23· Q· ·And you choose whether you file a GRC or whether you
24· · · file a PCORC?
25· A· ·I'm not sure if we entirely get that choice.· That



Page 312
·1· · · might be a legal question.
·2· Q· ·Okay.· Well, we can reserve that, then --
·3· A· ·Okay.
·4· Q· ·-- for your counsel.
·5· · · · · I now want to look at Cross Exhibit SLC-96, which
·6· · · is -- and look at Paragraph --
·7· A· ·Did you say "96"?
·8· Q· ·I'm sorry.· 9X.
·9· A· ·Okay.
10· Q· ·We're getting towards the end of the day.· My
11· · · caffeine has worn off.
12· A· ·I get it.· It's a long day.· I was there too.
13· · · · · 9X.
14· Q· ·Great.
15· · · · · And then we're looking at Paragraph 56, which I
16· · · believe is on Page...
17· A· ·56.
18· Q· ·It's on Page 23.
19· A· ·23.· Yep.· I'm there.
20· Q· ·Goes on to 24, but I don't think we're going to be --
21· · · we might be going on 24.
22· · · · · Now, the relevant provision, it says that
23· · · PacifiCorp claimed it was entitled to full recovery
24· · · of its prudently incurred costs systemwide and should
25· · · not bear the risk that state decisions about cost
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·1· · · recovery will not in combination ensure this
·2· · · entitlement.· This Commission rejected that position,
·3· · · stating, in fact, the company created and accepted
·4· · · the risk that divergent allocation decisions among
·5· · · the states might result in under-recovery when it
·6· · · chose to merge 20 years ago.
·7· · · · · The Commission's order approving the merger, read
·8· · · together with the merger order of the Oregon
·9· · · Commission, makes clear that this risk existed, but
10· · · the company was aware of it, and the company accepted
11· · · that it alone would bear the risk.
12· · · · · Is that true?
13· A· ·That is what the words say on the page.
14· Q· ·And, Ms. Cheung, you do not know, since the
15· · · implementation of the WCA, how many -- in how many
16· · · years PacifiCorp's costs have -- collection of costs
17· · · have been exceeded a hundred percent; is that
18· · · correct?
19· A· ·I can't say for certain whether cost recovery have
20· · · exceeded or have not been up to 100 percent.· But if
21· · · we look at the overall earnings reflected in our
22· · · Commission basis report, it would indicate that for
23· · · most of -- most recent years at least, the ROE has
24· · · not met our authorized level even.
25· Q· ·And it's PacifiCorp's current position that the
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·1· · · current allocation methodology as implemented is not
·2· · · currently over-collecting costs?
·3· A· ·To the best of my knowledge, it is not creating an
·4· · · over-earning situation for the company.
·5· Q· ·And you only know about that overcollection based on
·6· · · the overall revenue requirement, not based on
·7· · · specific pieces that make up that revenue
·8· · · requirement, such as specific resources or plant or
·9· · · power costs, any of that?
10· A· ·Yes, that's the most readily evidence that I can -- I
11· · · can look at.
12· Q· ·Okay.· PacifiCorp models how allocation factors
13· · · across its jurisdiction impact total cost recovery;
14· · · isn't that correct?
15· A· ·Can you repeat that question.
16· Q· ·So PacifiCorp models or does an accounting exercise
17· · · about how allocations as approved by different
18· · · commissions across its jurisdictions impact its cost
19· · · recovery.
20· · · · · Is that correct?
21· A· ·I'm not sure that is being done on a proactive basis.
22· · · I mean, when we propose an allocation methodology
23· · · change, that certainly gets looked at, like we do
24· · · here today, and we have presented the evidence in
25· · · support of a change in allocation methodology.
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·1· · · · · But once an allocation methodology is approved,
·2· · · I'm not aware of any proactive ongoing evaluation to
·3· · · match that over- or under-earning aside from our
·4· · · annual results of operations.
·5· Q· ·So PacifiCorp, once it -- once you say it goes
·6· · · through a bunch of GRCs and a bunch of states,
·7· · · doesn't sit down and look at how all the results of
·8· · · those GRCs come together to impact overall company
·9· · · earnings?
10· A· ·I don't do that analysis.
11· Q· ·Do you know if that analysis exists?
12· A· ·I'm not aware if that analysis exists.
13· Q· ·In your rebuttal testimony, looking at Page 10,
14· · · Lines 17 to 18.
15· A· ·Are we finished with the 9X?
16· Q· ·Yes.
17· A· ·Okay.
18· Q· ·Sorry.
19· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· What page
20· · · are we at?
21· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Page 10 of the
22· · · rebuttal testimony, Lines 17 to 18.
23· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Rebuttal testimony.
24· · · Page 9?
25· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· 10.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· 10.
·2· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Mm-hmm.
·3· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Okay.
·4· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· And then Lines 17 to
·5· · · 18.
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Okay.
·7· Q· ·(By Ms. Strauss)· There you state, The approved
·8· · · allocation percentages should not be expected to sum
·9· · · to 100 percent?
10· A· ·Yeah.
11· Q· ·This gets back to what you were talking about
12· · · earlier, correct?
13· A· ·Yes.
14· Q· ·Okay.· So based on the information -- well, hold on.
15· · · · · My understanding is the 2026 protocol has been
16· · · filed in Washington and has been filed in other
17· · · states, correct?
18· A· ·Yes.
19· Q· ·Okay.· Based on the information that PacifiCorp used
20· · · to make its filings for the 2026 protocol across
21· · · those states, do you know what percentage recovery
22· · · PacifiCorp expects if the 2026 protocol is approved?
23· A· ·If 2026 protocol is approved, it should all add up to
24· · · 100 percent.
25· Q· ·Okay.· And that's assuming every single state
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·1· · · approves the exact version that PacifiCorp filed?

·2· A· ·I mean, yes.· But there could also be agreed-upon
·3· · · modification, so...
·4· Q· ·But if each state's agreeing to different

·5· · · modifications, it's no longer 100 percent unless

·6· · · magically all those numbers work out?

·7· A· ·I mean, if any given state is determined to deviate
·8· · · from that, that 100 percent allocation, which I don't
·9· · · see a reason why that should be -- I mean, anything
10· · · less than 100 percent cost recovery is just punitive.
11· · · The company incurs prudent costs to serve customers,
12· · · to provide reliable, safe service, and those costs
13· · · should be 100 percent recoverable.· And the company's
14· · · proposal is certainly to do just that, to recover 100
15· · · percent of costs and -- and have the opportunity to
16· · · earn the authorized level of return on investment.
17· Q· ·So there's no possible situation that, if one

18· · · jurisdiction or one state approves a slightly

19· · · different version of the 2026 protocol, that that

20· · · could result in over-recovery because of what the

21· · · other states have approved?

22· A· ·That's not my testimony.· I think hypothetically if a
23· · · state insists on adopting a version that is different
24· · · than everybody else, then the reality would result in
25· · · them being potentially off from that 100 percent
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·1· · · allocation.· But what I'm saying is that shouldn't be
·2· · · the goal.
·3· Q· ·Yeah, I'm not saying that that's the goal.
·4· · · · · I'm asking about the likelihood that if a state
·5· · · deviates from the -- from the as-filed version of the
·6· · · 2026 protocol, there is the chance that allocation
·7· · · could exceed a hundred percent?
·8· A· ·There is always the chance, but I can't speak to the
·9· · · likelihood.
10· Q· ·Okay.· And there's always a chance, then, that cost
11· · · recovery could exceed a hundred percent?
12· A· ·It could also be under.
13· Q· ·Absolutely.· Because where one exists, the other also
14· · · exists.
15· A· ·Right.
16· Q· ·Okay.· Now, I'm assuming that PacifiCorp modeled the
17· · · 2026 protocol in terms of how that would work for
18· · · allocations and cost recovery; is that correct?
19· A· ·I'm not sure I understand the question.
20· Q· ·Let me rephrase it.
21· · · · · I'm assuming that, in proposing or in creating
22· · · the 2026 protocol, PacifiCorp did modeling to
23· · · understand how its costs would be recovered under
24· · · that protocol if it is approved by the states?
25· A· ·I think that's probably more of a strategy question.
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·1· · · I'm more responsible for the implementation of the
·2· · · 2026 protocol as it's presented in this case.
·3· Q· ·Okay.· So you don't know the process that went into
·4· · · testing how the 2026 protocol would behave if
·5· · · implemented?
·6· A· ·I don't understand what you mean by "testing."
·7· Q· ·So modeling how the allocation under that protocol
·8· · · would result in cost recovery.
·9· A· ·So the way that it would impact Washington cost
10· · · recovery is quantified in this case.· That is the
11· · · non-net power cost rate change that is quantified in
12· · · this -- in -- in my testimony.
13· Q· ·Okay.· Can you point, then, to the analysis where the
14· · · 2026 protocol -- scratch that.· Never mind.
15· · · · · I'm going to move on.
16· · · · · Okay.· So you stated in your -- looking at your
17· · · rebuttal testimony again, Page 12, starting at
18· · · Line 17.
19· A· ·12.· 17.· Yep.
20· Q· ·And this spans a couple pages.· I'm not going to make
21· · · you read through the whole thing.· We're not going to
22· · · read through the whole thing.
23· A· ·I appreciate that.
24· Q· ·But just -- you're familiar with this part of your
25· · · testimony, correct?
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·1· A· ·I believe this is the part where we talk about --
·2· · · this is a point that I alluded to earlier, where
·3· · · over-allocation is not automatically to be equated to
·4· · · over-recovery.
·5· Q· ·Okay.· So in this section, you state that the only
·6· · · way to assess over- versus under-recovery is by
·7· · · taking the difference between the company's actual
·8· · · earnings and the company's approved level of
·9· · · earnings.
10· A· ·Right.
11· Q· ·Is that correct?· Okay.
12· · · · · So that's looking at the system as a whole?
13· A· ·No.· That could be -- that could be a Washington view
14· · · specifically because we do file annual results of
15· · · operations or Commission basis reports on a
16· · · Washington allocated basis.
17· Q· ·Okay.· But that's not -- that analysis is not based
18· · · on individual components.· It is based on the revenue
19· · · requirement as a whole for that state hypothetically?
20· A· ·Yes.
21· Q· ·Okay.· So essentially that means, as long as
22· · · everything evens out in the end, the company is
23· · · supposedly collecting a hundred percent?
24· A· ·As long as the company's results show essentially --
25· · · if actual earnings show that we are not only
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·1· · · recovering our costs but also earning our authorized
·2· · · return, that is when we're a hundred percent
·3· · · compensated.
·4· Q· ·Okay.· But, hypothetically, then that could mean you
·5· · · could be over-collecting on one generating resource,
·6· · · like Chehalis, and under-collecting on a different
·7· · · resource -- say Hermiston -- for one state, but in
·8· · · another state, you could be over-collecting on
·9· · · Hermiston and collecting just the right amount on
10· · · Chehalis, and that results in an overcollection on
11· · · Chehalis?
12· A· ·So this earnings comparison, this has to be done, at
13· · · least in my view, in my opinion, it needs to be done
14· · · on a state-by-state basis.· Because, remember, it's
15· · · not just about recovery of costs.· It's also the
16· · · opportunity to earn an authorized level of return.
17· · · And that level of return is different across the
18· · · state.
19· · · · · So whether -- weather the company is over-earning
20· · · in each jurisdiction ought to be evaluated on a
21· · · state-by-state basis.· And the evaluation that I'm --
22· · · I've shown here is a state-by-state analysis for that
23· · · reason.
24· Q· ·So I understand that.
25· · · · · So is it done on a state-by-state basis?· You
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·1· · · said, in your opinion, it should be.
·2· · · · · Is it done on a state- --
·3· A· ·So our --
·4· Q· ·-- by-state basis?
·5· A· ·-- annual results of operations are filed by state --
·6· · · for five of our six states.· So that's what I was
·7· · · able to point to in Table 3 of my rebuttal testimony,
·8· · · as the state ROE, and that's reported in each of
·9· · · those reporting periods.
10· Q· ·Okay.· Thank you.
11· · · · · Now, I assume if PacifiCorp is under-recovering,
12· · · they would seek a rate increase from a Commission?
13· A· ·Right.· So hypothetically if our results of
14· · · operations for any given state shows that we are
15· · · drastically under-earning, I would imagine they're --
16· · · it's likely to expect a rate case on the horizon.
17· Q· ·Okay.· And PacifiCorp looks at that from the
18· · · perspective of the state in isolate?
19· A· ·For the most part, yes.· Because rate recovery is a
20· · · process that's done on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction
21· · · basis.
22· Q· ·Absolutely.· Understand.
23· · · · · Does -- does PacifiCorp ever look across its
24· · · system to determine if one state is over-recovering
25· · · in an area that a different state is
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·1· · · under-recovering?
·2· A· ·To my knowledge, that's not analysis that's being
·3· · · done.
·4· Q· ·Okay.· I want to talk a little bit about the SG-F
·5· · · factor.
·6· A· ·Sure.
·7· Q· ·Now, you say in testimony that PacifiCorp used -- has
·8· · · used a 75 percent demand / 25 percent energy
·9· · · weighting for more that 30 years --
10· A· ·Yes.
11· Q· ·-- correct?· Okay.
12· · · · · And that means that started roughly in the mid
13· · · 1980s, if my math is correct?
14· A· ·So in the context of Washington's rate recovery
15· · · paradigm and for cost allocation purposes for
16· · · PacifiCorp, it was adopted as a 75 percent demand, 25
17· · · percent energy weighting, since the adoption of WCA
18· · · in 2006, and that was the first adopted -- officially
19· · · adopted rate allocation methodology in Washington.
20· Q· ·Okay.· So the 75 percent / 25 percent has been in
21· · · Washington since 2006?
22· A· ·Officially, yes.
23· Q· ·Officially.
24· · · · · And before that, it was something else?
25· A· ·Before that, there was no official allocation
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·1· · · methodology since the merger in 1989.· It took 14
·2· · · some-odd years after that for a rate case order to
·3· · · specifically address allocation methodologies.· In
·4· · · that time -- in that gap time period, any reporting
·5· · · purposes sort of filings, those were done based on
·6· · · whatever the other system jurisdictions were using
·7· · · for the most part.· And that's just me reading
·8· · · history.· I obviously was not around at that time.
·9· Q· ·I understand.· I was not either.
10· · · · · But you say the 75 percent / 25 percent was used
11· · · by the company for 35 years prior if not officially
12· · · in Washington State?
13· A· ·Yes.· So the 75 percent / 25 demand energy, as I
14· · · understand it, has always been the -- the classif- --
15· · · the energ- -- the classification used in the
16· · · allocation of production cost and transmission cost,
17· · · I believe.
18· Q· ·Okay.· And you would agree that the energy mix of
19· · · today's power production is a bit different than when
20· · · that started in the 1980s?
21· A· ·I can't speak to that.· I am not an engineer.
22· Q· ·Okay.· No worries.
23· · · · · But you would agree that -- you would agree that
24· · · today's energy mix and with Washington CETA
25· · · compliance obligations in the near future, the energy
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·1· · · mix will necessarily need to start leaning away from
·2· · · thermal generation, correct?
·3· A· ·I think that's generally a true statement.· But,
·4· · · again, as a revenue requirement person, I'm more the
·5· · · money person.
·6· Q· ·I understand that.· These are things that are in your
·7· · · testimony, so I want to make sure I understand --
·8· A· ·I don't --
·9· Q· ·-- what you're saying.
10· A· ·-- know that I testified to the leaning away from
11· · · thermal --
12· Q· ·Okay.
13· A· ·-- resources necessarily.
14· Q· ·Yeah, I mean, I'm talking more about the weighting of
15· · · the demand and energy --
16· A· ·Got it.
17· Q· ·-- factor.
18· · · · · And so you would agree, given that Washington
19· · · CETA is going to require 80 percent renewable non-
20· · · emitting starting in 2030, you would agree that
21· · · indicates a shift in system benefits away from demand
22· · · and towards energy?
23· A· ·I don't know that I can speak to that.
24· Q· ·Okay.
25· · · · · Okay.· And the 75/25 percent that was reflected
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·1· · · in the WCA that we were just talking about, that was
·2· · · adopted in 2006.
·3· · · · · The only documentation the company offered in
·4· · · support of that split is a discussion paper filed in
·5· · · the 2005 docket, correct?
·6· A· ·I can't remember if it was 2005 or 2006, but the --
·7· · · there was a -- what do they call it?· It is a -- it
·8· · · was an exhibit in the '05 case, yes -- that was
·9· · · sponsored by Dave Taylor -- documenting that 75 --
10· · · the analysis that was done to reaffirm essentially
11· · · the 75/25 percent demand energy split, there -- the
12· · · 75/25 split was adopted in 2006.
13· · · · · And as I was reading through the allocation
14· · · methodology history, it appears that in 2013, there
15· · · has been -- there had been proposals to switch away
16· · · from the 75/25 classification at one point, but the
17· · · Commission had rejected it.· And in that order -- I'm
18· · · trying to recall off memory, so, you know, subject to
19· · · check, I believe there was explicitly consideration
20· · · to the fact that the 75 percent / 20 -- 75 percent
21· · · demand / 25 percent energy split, that is something
22· · · that is shared across the six states.
23· · · · · And unless -- I think in the order, it said
24· · · something along the lines of, unless there's a
25· · · substantial record to justify a deviation, that that
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·1· · · consistency is -- is important.· And I think that's
·2· · · also my testimony in this, in this docket.· The
·3· · · consistency and harmonization across states as we're
·4· · · striving to a 100 percent cost allocation going
·5· · · forward, that's an important goal.
·6· · · · · · · · · · · · MS. STRAUSS:· Okay.· That's all the
·7· · · questions I have.
·8· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Thank you.
·9· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
10· · · · · Any redirect from -- well, I'll just confirm with
11· · · public counsel.· Any cross?
12· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Public counsel waives
13· · · cross for this witness.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
15· · · · · Any redirect from the company?
16· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. KUMAR:· Yes, Your Honor.· Give
17· · · me a -- if I may have a moment just to get my --
18· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Yes.· Please go
19· · · ahead and feel free to take a -- take a second.
20· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. KUMAR:· Better organized.
21
22· · · · · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION
23· · · BY MR. KUMAR:
24· Q· ·Ms. Cheung, I believe you were asked a question about
25· · · PacifiCorp controlling the timing of its general rate
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·1· · · cases.
·2· A· ·Yes, I was.
·3· Q· ·Does PacifiCorp control the timing of its general
·4· · · rate cases in California?
·5· A· ·No.· I believe in California, we're held to a
·6· · · three-year rate case cycle.· There is some ability to
·7· · · seek -- like, to postpone it, but generally we're on
·8· · · a three-year rate case cycle.
·9· Q· ·And for this PCORC, was the timing of this PCORC
10· · · ordered by the Commission at the result of a request
11· · · of another party in PacifiCorp's MYRP?
12· A· ·Yes, I do believe this was a requirement for a PCORC
13· · · to be filed by April 1st of this year.
14· Q· ·And in the past, has the timing of PacifiCorp's, I
15· · · believe last PCORC as well was determined as an
16· · · outcome of a Commission proceeding as well?
17· A· ·Yes, that's true.· So, generally speaking, the
18· · · company would have some leeway to control some of
19· · · that timing.· However, it is also not uncommon for
20· · · those to be required or ordered out of rate case
21· · · outcomes.
22· Q· ·And are you generally familiar with new legislation
23· · · that was passed in Oregon that requires the Oregon
24· · · Commission to set a schedule for general rate
25· · · proceedings?
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·1· A· ·Yes, I have started to hear about that, and I've
·2· · · started to learn about that.
·3· Q· ·So in Oregon, the timing of the company's rate cases
·4· · · may not be in the company's control as well?
·5· A· ·Going forward, that may be a new reality we have to
·6· · · contend with, yes.
·7· Q· ·Okay.· And is it the nature of dynamic allocation
·8· · · factors that are based on sort of those load-based
·9· · · factors, that as the timing changes and the timing is
10· · · determined in different states, they will naturally
11· · · have a certain minor level of difference?
12· A· ·Yes.· I believe I spoke to that a little bit as we
13· · · talked about the inputs that go into rate cases and
14· · · the rolling timing of those.
15· Q· ·I believe you spoke to this as well, so this is a
16· · · little bit redundant.
17· · · · · But is it the company's goal that the -- with the
18· · · 2026 protocol to eliminate the major systemic over-
19· · · and under-allocation of resources that has occurred
20· · · in the past since sort of the adoption of a separate
21· · · Washington methodology?
22· A· ·Yes, that is -- that is the goal.· From case to case,
23· · · period to period, it is uncommon for allocation
24· · · factors like the SG factor, even on a dynamic basis,
25· · · to swing drastically.· Really, the bigger contributor
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·1· · · to why allocation factors don't add up to 100 percent
·2· · · is the use of two distinct allocation methodologies
·3· · · across our six states.
·4· Q· ·Staff counsel asked you a series of questions on, you

·5· · · know, sort of any sort of -- the existence of any

·6· · · sort of analysis on under- and over-recovery across

·7· · · the system on maybe an item-by-item basis.

·8· · · · · Would such an analysis be easy to do?

·9· A· ·No.· So the bigger -- the -- the revenue requirement
10· · · in rate cases are established at a fairly high level
11· · · of detail.· The input that we start with is
12· · · generally -- at least for PacifiCorp it is -- for --
13· · · it's a base period accounting record.· So at that
14· · · level, we would still have fairly good detail.
15· · · However, as you kind of roll the data forward into a
16· · · forecast period or a test period, you start having to
17· · · make adjustments -- regulatory adjustments, pro forma
18· · · adjustments -- that's at a much higher level detail
19· · · than, like, a generation plant-level detail, per se.
20· · · · · So more often than not, it's simply broadly made
21· · · at a FERC account-level detail, and that just doesn't
22· · · allow us the ability to track every penny of the
23· · · authorized revenue requirement back to a specific
24· · · plant.
25· Q· ·And so if you look at sort of an analysis based on
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·1· · · rate cases and the timing of those rate cases, it
·2· · · would also not take into account regulatory lag
·3· · · that's occurring as the company adds new capital
·4· · · additions between rate cases, correct?
·5· A· ·Yes, that's correct.
·6· Q· ·And at which time, if the company -- because of
·7· · · regulatory lag, the company earns zero on --
·8· · · generally on new capital additions?
·9· A· ·Yes, that's true.
10· Q· ·Now, I apologize.· I lost my train of thought there.
11· · · · · I believe staff counsel asked you a series of
12· · · questions regarding, you know, a sort of analysis on
13· · · overall under-recovery and over-recovery, and you
14· · · turned to Table 3 in your testimony, correct?
15· A· ·I do recall that, yeah.
16· Q· ·Does Table 3 sort of depict the company's overall
17· · · sort of earnings across five of its states and
18· · · identify the company's sort of under-recovery in
19· · · Washington in particular?
20· A· ·Yes, it does.
21· Q· ·Especially during the past, I believe, '22, '23, and
22· · · '24?
23· A· ·That's correct.
24· Q· ·And so the company, in '22 and '23 and '24, hasn't
25· · · really been at risk of over-recovery in Washington,
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·1· · · has it?

·2· A· ·On aggregate as a whole, the results would show that
·3· · · the -- the Washington rates that are being collected
·4· · · are not enough to cover all costs and give us the
·5· · · authorized level of investment that's approved in the
·6· · · last rate case, or the most recent rate case.
·7· Q· ·And generally with regards to the company's earnings,

·8· · · does Washington have an earnings test?

·9· A· ·Yes, it does.· Especially under the MYRP paradigm,
10· · · there is -- there is absolutely an associated
11· · · earnings test.
12· Q· ·Could we briefly discuss the 75/25 sort of demand

13· · · energy for the SG factor?

14· A· ·Sure.
15· Q· ·Have you estimated the impact of staff's proposal of

16· · · moving away from a 75/25 to, I believe it's a 66 --

17· A· ·I actually have done that in my rebuttal testimony.
18· · · And based on -- this analysis was based on the direct
19· · · filed analysis, of course.
20· · · · · But on Page 23 to 24 of my testimony, we did
21· · · estimate the revenue requirement impact in this -- in
22· · · this case of adopting staff's proposal on the
23· · · energy -- the demand energy classification.
24· · · · · And the result of that is -- it showed that the
25· · · non-net power cost revenue requirement would -- would
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·1· · · drop by about 1.8 million.· But as I was informed by
·2· · · company witness Mitchell, net power cost, itself,
·3· · · would actually go up by $2 million, so the net impact
·4· · · is about a wash.
·5· Q· ·And if the net impact is a wash, then would the
·6· · · principles of consistency and harmonization seem to
·7· · · drive a appropriate choice here?
·8· A· ·I would agree with that.· And I would also say that,
·9· · · in examining the -- the history of this issue, it
10· · · seems to be consistent over time that that's
11· · · something that we want to strive for.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · MR. KUMAR:· I have no further
13· · · questions at this time.
14· · · · · · · · · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
15· · · · · Any questions from the bench?
16· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Yes, please,
17· · · Your Honor.· Thank you.
18· · · · · So back to SG-F weighting.· I understand, you
19· · · know, consistency.· But in your testimony that you've
20· · · just referred to, you discuss, I think, 40 separate
21· · · studies.· But you haven't done -- the company hasn't
22· · · done a study since 2005; is that correct?
23· · · · · · · · · · · · THE WITNESS:· I'm not aware of any.
24· · · · · · · · · · · · COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Okay.· If
25· · · not, why not?
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· You know, I don't
·2· ·know.· I think holding onto consistency -- I mean,
·3· ·consistency is -- is a good principle.· As far as
·4· ·cost allocation goes, no party has done any further
·5· ·analysis since.· And where we are already allocating
·6· ·on two separate allocation methodologies, I think
·7· ·maybe not trying to find further deviations might
·8· ·be -- might have been a reason why no one's thought
·9· ·to examine further.
10· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· Do you think
11· ·there might be underlying assumptions that have
12· ·changed between now and 2025 that are relevant to the
13· ·SG-F factor weighting?
14· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· It is -- it is
15· ·possible.· But I don't know that I've seen any
16· ·analysis or evidence that would indicate that --
17· ·like, that proves that just yet.
18· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:· All right.
19· ·All right.· Thank you.· Nothing -- nothing further
20· ·from me.
21· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Good
22· ·afternoon, Ms. Cheung.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Good afternoon.
24· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· So I think
25· ·you were here when I asked a question of witness
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·1· ·Link, and he graciously deferred it to you.· So now
·2· ·you get to answer this question.
·3· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Absolutely.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· And this has
·5· ·to do with the Chehalis plant and the recovery or --
·6· ·yeah, the recovery of depreciation or remediation
·7· ·costs.
·8· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Right.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· So I had
10· ·asked witness Link whether the company would be -- in
11· ·the deferral petitions it's filing in other states or
12· ·plans to file in other states, whether the company
13· ·would be asking for deferral of the depreciation /
14· ·remediation costs of the Chehalis plant.
15· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· So I guess I'll first
16· ·point out that, to the extent that Chehalis plant is
17· ·in all the states' rates right now, all those states
18· ·are paying depreciation expense, which are built on
19· ·depreciation rates that encompass some estimated
20· ·level of decommissioning.· So all the states that are
21· ·benefitting from the plant are paying some level of
22· ·estimating decommissioning.
23· · · ·And so if the approval comes through, that
24· ·Chehalis becomes 100 percent a Washington resource,
25· ·at that point the company's deferral for the net
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·1· ·impact of the 2026 protocol implementation across the
·2· ·states would reflect essentially a cessation of that
·3· ·depreciation expense continuing in the other states'
·4· ·rates.· So we would -- we would essentially stop
·5· ·collecting depreciation expense from them for that.
·6· · · ·And as far as Washington goes, to the extent that
·7· ·any decommissioning costs have already been paid,
·8· ·that would be tracked in Washington's rate base and
·9· ·provides a credit to Washington customers until such
10· ·time the actual decommissioning costs become known
11· ·and a sound cost-causation-based methodology can be
12· ·developed to allocate those costs across the states.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.· So
14· ·you do recognize that the purpose of collecting
15· ·depreciation / remediation is to reflect the need to
16· ·address winding down -- the cost of winding down a
17· ·plant and the cost-causation elements of those who
18· ·benefit from that plant over time should be
19· ·contributing to that cost?
20· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yes.· And I heard
21· ·Mr. Link say that.· I fully agree with that
22· ·sentiment.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.· So
24· ·what would happen as you -- if I can just paraphrase
25· ·what I just heard you say:· That under the 2026
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·1· ·protocol as is designed right now, the other states
·2· ·would no longer contribute depreciation costs related
·3· ·to the Chehalis plant, which includes the
·4· ·decommissioning and remediation costs?
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Right.· So when they
·6· ·stop taking service from it, essentially that would
·7· ·be when the depreciation expense that they pay in
·8· ·would stop.
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· But at the
10· ·point that the plant is out of service, there may be
11· ·a question about whether there are additional
12· ·depreciation and remediation costs that need to be
13· ·recovered, and you're -- what I thought I heard you
14· ·say is at that point there would be an assessment of
15· ·whether other states are required to contribute to
16· ·that cost.
17· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Right.· And so that's
18· ·all going to be part of Phase 2 where --
19· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· -- decommissioning
21· ·cost allocation gets determined.
22· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· Okay.  I
23· ·think that answers my question.· I think I had
24· ·another couple, so let me look at my notes here.
25· · · ·I'll just say I agree with you that we also can't
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·1· ·handle multiple rate cases at the same time.  I
·2· ·sympathize with that sincerely.
·3· · · ·I think that was it.· So thank you for sticking
·4· ·with it today.
·5· · · · · · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you, all, for
·6· ·having me.· Thank you, all, for staying late for me.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Anything further?
·8· ·Okay.
·9· · · ·At this point in time, I believe that concludes
10· ·the questions for you, Ms. Cheung, so you may be
11· ·excused.
12· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Witness excused.)
13
14· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Before we
15· ·wrap up for the day, I think, Commissioners, are you
16· ·still okay with taking witness Stokes first tomorrow,
17· ·given that no other party has --
18· · · · · · · · · · ·COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:· If that's
19· ·her preference, yes, that's fine.
20· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Okay.· We
21· ·will go ahead and plan on starting with witness
22· ·Stokes in the morning.
23· · · ·And with that, I'd ask the parties:· Is there
24· ·anything further before we wrap up for the day?
25· · · ·I'll just go ahead and start with the company.
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. KUMAR:· I'd just like to
·2· ·confirm that we're starting at 9 a.m. tomorrow just
·3· ·like we did today.
·4· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· I can confirm
·5· ·9 a.m.
·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. KUMAR:· Okay.
·7· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Anything from
·8· ·staff?
·9· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· Staff had the same
10· ·question, so --
11· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.
12· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. STRAUSS:· -- answered.
13· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Public counsel?
14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SYKES:· Nope, nothing further
15· ·from me.
16· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you.
17· · · ·AWEC?
18· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. PEPPLE:· Nothing else from me.
19· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· And The Energy
20· ·Project.
21· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. ZAKAI:· Nothing further.
22· ·Thanks.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you
24· ·very much.· We are off the record.
25· ·////
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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·(Proceedings adjourned at
·2· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5:32 p.m.)
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·1· ·STATE OF WASHINGTON )· · ·I, John M. S. Botelho, CCR, RPR,
· · · · · · · · · · · · ·) ss· a certified court reporter
·2· ·County of Pierce· · )· · ·in the State of Washington, do
· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·hereby certify:
·3
·4
· · · · · That the foregoing proceedings were conducted in my
·5· ·presence and adjourned on October 7, 2025, and thereafter
· · ·were transcribed under my direction; that the transcript is
·6· ·a full, true and complete transcript of the said proceedings
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                       Allocation Methodology

25                     Agreement.

0008

 1                COMPANY EXHIBIT INDEX (Continuing)

 2      EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.

 3   RTL-9X            Comparison of heat rate, gas      34

                       prices, and capacity at

 4                     Chehalis, Hermiston, and Jim

                       Bridger Units 1 & 2.

 5

     RTL-10X           PacifiCorp Response to PC         34

 6                     DR 58.

 7   RTL-11X           PacifiCorp Response to PC         34

                       DR 59.

 8

     RTL-12X           PacifiCorp Response to PC         34

 9                     DR 74.

10   RTL-13X           PacifiCorp Response to PC         34

                       DR 135.

11

     RTL-14X           Public Counsel Response to        34

12                     PacifiCorp DR 2.

13   RTL-15X           Public Counsel Response to        34

                       PacifiCorp DR 5.

14

     RTL-16X           PacifiCorp Response to PC         34

15                     DR 153.

16   RTL-17X           PacifiCorp Response AWEC          34

                       DR 61 (1 pp.).

17
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 1                     BE IT REMEMBERED that on Tuesday,

 2   October 7, 2025, at 621 Woodland Square Loop

 3   Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 9:00 a.m., the

 4   following proceedings were had, to wit:

 5

 6                       <<<<<< >>>>>>

 7

 8                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Let's be on the

 9   record.

10       Good morning.  It is Tuesday, October 7th.  The

11   time is 9 a.m.  My name is Connor Thompson.  I am an

12   administrative law judge with the Washington

13   Utilities and Transportation Commission, and I am

14   presiding in this matter along with the commissioners

15   and Administrative Law Judge Bijan Hughes.

16       We are here today for an evidentiary hearing in

17   Docket UE-250224, which is captioned, respectively,

18   Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission

19   vs. PacifiCorp, doing business as Pacific Power &

20   Light Company.

21       Let's go ahead and start by taking short

22   appearances, starting with the company.

23                     MR. LOWNEY:  Good morning.  My name

24   is Adam Lowney from the law firm of McDowell Rackner

25   Gibson appearing today on behalf of PacifiCorp.
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 1       And with me is Matt McVee, also with McDowell

 2   Rackner Gibson, and Ajay Kumar and Tiffanie

 3   Ellis-Burke of PacifiCorp.

 4                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 5       And for staff.

 6                     MS. STRAUSS:  Good morning.  My

 7   name is Josephine Strauss.  I'm the AAG with the

 8   Washington State Attorney General's Office

 9   representing staff.  And with me, I have Colin

10   O'Brien, also an AAG representing staff.

11                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

12   much.

13       And for public counsel.

14                     MR. SYKES:  Yes.  This is Rob

15   Sykes, assistant attorney general, with --

16   representing public counsel.

17                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

18       And the Alliance of Western Energy Consumers.

19                     MR. PEPPLE:  Good morning.  This is

20   Tyler Pepple with Pepple Moser representing the

21   Alliance of Western Energy Consumers.  Also with me

22   is Michelle Madsen.

23                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

24   much.

25       And for The Energy Project.
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 1                     MR. ZAKAI:  Good morning, Your

 2   Honor.  My name is Yochi Zakai.  I'm with the law

 3   firm of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger here today on

 4   behalf of The Energy Project.

 5                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 6       Let's go ahead and talk about our plans for this

 7   hearing.

 8       First, we will turn to the admission of prefiled

 9   exhibits and testimony.  We will then follow with

10   brief opening statements limited to ten minutes each

11   before we turn to the cross-examination of witnesses

12   following the parties' agreed-upon order of

13   presentation, which we'll get to here in just a

14   moment.

15       We will be taking witnesses individually today.

16   We'll plan on a mid-morning break.  And I just want

17   to remind the parties to please keep your microphones

18   muted unless you are speaking and also not to use

19   video for any portions of the hearing unless you have

20   a speaking role.

21       Let's go ahead and talk about the order of

22   witnesses quickly.

23       PacifiCorp has suggested an alternate order of

24   witnesses from what was included in the cross time

25   estimates that was sent out.  That order is Steward,
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 1   Link, Mitchell, Wilding, Ghosh, Lipinski, and Cheung.

 2       Does any party have any objection to that witness

 3   ordering?

 4       And I can repeat that again, if you'd like.  Do

 5   you need it again?  Okay.

 6       Steward first.  And then Link second.  Mitchell

 7   will be third.  Wilding will be fourth.  Ghosh will

 8   be fifth.  Lipinski will be sixth.  And Cheung will

 9   be seventh, for the company.

10       And then prior to the hearing, we did have some

11   questions regarding witness availability.  There were

12   a couple of witnesses which did not have cross

13   indicated by any of the parties, but the Commission

14   does have questions for a couple of those witnesses.

15       One is John D. Wilson for staff.  Mullins we had

16   cross for.  Another would be Robert Earle for public

17   counsel.  And then also we have at least one question

18   for Shaylee Stokes from The Energy Project.

19       I might propose, just due to the length of

20   questioning that it looks like it'll be for witness

21   Stokes, that perhaps we take witness Stokes first

22   after the company just so as not to prolong her

23   having to wait to testify.

24       Would that be okay with The Energy Project?

25                     MR. ZAKAI:  Thank you, Your Honor.
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 1   I'd advise witness Stokes to likely be available in

 2   the afternoon, but I can -- I can chat with her.  I

 3   think that would probably be okay.

 4                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Wonderful.

 5       And I'm not entirely certain we'll get through

 6   all of the company's witnesses by this afternoon, but

 7   we'll definitely do our best to do so.

 8       Okay.  I think that covers the order of

 9   witnesses.

10       Does any party have any recommended changes,

11   problems with witness availability that we should

12   know about at this time?

13       I'll go ahead and start with company.

14                     MR. LOWNEY:  No, we have no

15   concerns with -- we have no concerns with the

16   proposed schedule.

17       One question.  We had two witnesses that were not

18   identified for cross-examination and were not

19   identified by you just moments ago for commissioner

20   questions:  Isaiah Zacharia and Dan MacNeil.  May

21   those witnesses be excused as of this morning?

22                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Those

23   witnesses may be excused.

24                     MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.

25                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.
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 1       And, staff, any changes, recommendations to the

 2   witness list ordering?

 3                     MS. STRAUSS:  None, Your Honor.

 4                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

 5       Public counsel?

 6                     MR. SYKES:  None.

 7                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  AWEC?

 8                     MR. PEPPLE:  No concerns.

 9                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy

10   Project?  Thank you.

11       Okay.  Back to technical difficulty instructions.

12   If you are having any technical issues or you observe

13   that a party or representative has dropped off the

14   online meeting, please mention that in the chat.  The

15   chat should be reserved for technical issues and

16   requests for breaks only.

17       Then before we get to the admission of exhibits,

18   I will note that -- and thank all the parties for

19   providing a list of individuals who can participate

20   in the confidential sections of this hearing.  If we

21   need to go into a confidential session, we will take

22   a short break to ensure that everybody in the room

23   and everybody online is able to participate in that

24   confidential session.

25       I've sent that list of individuals to our records
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 1   staff who is supporting us today.  And so we

 2   hopefully won't have to take any excess delay if we

 3   need to go into a confidential session.  So thank you

 4   again to the parties for sending that ahead of time.

 5       Are there any questions before we turn to the

 6   admission of exhibits?

 7       Okay.  Let's go ahead and address exhibits.

 8       Do the parties stipulate to the admission of all

 9   the prefiled exhibits testimony, including

10   cross-examination exhibits?

11                     MR. LOWNEY:  Your Honor, on behalf

12   of PacifiCorp, we do not object to the admission of

13   all of the prefiled exhibits, including cross

14   exhibits, with the exception of five that I'll list

15   right now.

16       These are all designated for Joelle Steward, so

17   they're all "JRS":  8X, 13X, 14X, 15X, and 16X.  And

18   these were all exhibits that were provided by public

19   counsel to be used by their cross-examination.

20       We would not stipulate to their admission, and we

21   would ask that if -- they only be admitted upon a

22   proper foundation, which can only occur during the

23   cross-examination of witness Steward.

24                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Very well.

25   We can get to the admission of those five exhibits at
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 1   that point in time.

 2       Does staff have any objections to any of the

 3   exhibits?

 4                     MS. STRAUSS:  Yes, Your Honor.

 5   Staff is objecting to cross exhibits for Jacque

 6   Hawkins-Jones.  That would be JHJ-2X, JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X,

 7   and JHJ-5X, but only DR 27 of that final exhibit.

 8                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  And would

 9   you mind saying those one more time for me.

10                     MS. STRAUSS:  Yes.  JHJ-2X, 3X, and

11   4X, and then 5X, but only DR 27.  And then the basis

12   for all those would be relevance since they have to

13   do with a previously litigated docket that is not the

14   subject of this proceeding.

15                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Very well.

16       Does the company have a response?

17                     MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  So

18   those four exhibits all relate to -- specifically

19   relate to the testimony filed by witness

20   Hawkins-Jones.  Exhibit 2X addresses the currently

21   approved allocation methodology, which is a

22   substantial portion of this proceeding.  Cross

23   Exhibit 3 and 4 are both related to the stipulation

24   filed in that proceeding, the 2020 rate case of

25   PacifiCorp.  And Exhibit 5X specifically relates to
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 1   the recommendat- -- one of the recommendations from

 2   the witness in their cross-answering testimony.

 3                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any response?

 4                     MS. STRAUSS:  Yes.  Your Honor,

 5   Jacque Hawkins-Jones has not actually testified to

 6   the substance of the 2019 docket.  She mentions the

 7   WIJAM in passing just as it relates to moving forward

 8   in a prospective view on this docket.

 9       But we're not relitigating past issues.  We don't

10   bring up the substance of any sort of joint testimony

11   agreement surrounding the WIJAM.  Staff's concern

12   really is the prospective forward-looking nature of

13   this docket, not the historical aspect of a prior

14   allocation methodology.

15                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Why don't

16   we do this.  When we get to the cross-examination of

17   that witness -- we'll refrain from admitting those

18   four exhibits at this time.  Counsel, you can frame

19   your questions as you see fit pertaining to the

20   testimony of Ms. Hawkins-Jones at the -- the time of

21   her cross, and then we can deal with the admission at

22   that point in time.

23       Okay.  So we've got those four marked.  And just

24   to be clear on JHJ-5X, the objection is only to

25   DR 27?
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 1                     MS. STRAUSS:  Yes, Your Honor.

 2                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

 3       Public counsel, any objection to any exhibits?

 4                     MR. SYKES:  No objection from

 5   public counsel.

 6                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 7       AWEC.

 8                     MR. PEPPLE:  Yes, Your Honor, so

 9   not necessarily an objection right now, but I haven't

10   had an opportunity to confer with PacifiCorp about

11   Cross Exhibits BGM-12CX through BGM-21CX, which are

12   Mr. Mullins' work papers.  We're not ready to

13   stipulate to those yet, but I would propose that I

14   can maybe confer with the company during a break at

15   some point, and then we can revisit those.

16                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We will

17   refrain from admitting those at this time.  And

18   please confer with the company during our morning

19   break or during lunch, and we'll revisit that issue

20   at that point in time.

21       And for The Energy Project, any objections?

22                     MR. ZAKAI:  No objections.

23                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Wonderful.

24       Let's go ahead and admit all of the exhibits,

25   cross exhibits, and testimony submitted by the
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 1   parties, with the exceptions of JRS-8X, JRS-13X,

 2   JRS-14X, JRS-15X, and JRS-16X, as well as JHJ-2X,

 3   JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27 of JHJ-5X.  The rest of

 4   those will be admitted.

 5       And then we will also refrain from admitting at

 6   this time BGM-12XC through BGM-21XC.  And we will

 7   revisit that after a break so that AWEC has a chance

 8   to confer with the company.

 9                            (All exhibits, cross exhibits,

10                             and testimony -- excluding

11                             JRS-8X, JRS-13X, JRS-14X,

12                             JRS-15X, JRS-16X, JHJ-2X,

13                             JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27

14                             of JHJ-5X, BGM-12XC,

15                             BGM-13XC, BGM-14XC,

16                             BGM-15XC, BGM-16XC,

17                             BGM-17XC, BGM-18XC,

18                             BGM-19XC, BGM-20XC, and

19                             BGM-21XC -- admitted.)

20

21                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe there

22   are a few outstanding motions in this proceeding.  As

23   Judge Hughes indicated yesterday, those will be taken

24   care of via order shortly.  I do not think any of

25   those motions bear on our proceeding today.  And so
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 1   unless there's a motion from any party at this point

 2   in time or somebody would like to correct me on the

 3   applicability of any of those outstanding motions, we

 4   can go ahead and proceed.

 5       Does anybody have any last-minute motions?

 6       Okay.  Let's go ahead and begin with our opening

 7   statements.  And we'll go ahead and begin with the

 8   company.

 9                     MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.

10       Good morning, Chair Rybarik, Commissioner

11   Rendahl, Commissioner Doumit.  For the record, my

12   name is Adam Lowney, with the law firm of McDowell

13   Rackner Gibson, and I'm appearing today on behalf of

14   PacifiCorp.

15       I'd like to start by thanking you for the

16   opportunity to appear today.  Understanding that

17   we'll be filing post-hearing briefs and knowing the

18   parties have extensive cross-examination, I'll keep

19   my remarks brief and focus on the two key issues in

20   the case:  The Washington 2026 protocol and net power

21   costs, or NPC.  I'd like to begin, however, with a

22   brief synopsis of the company's overall

23   recommendations.

24       Based on its rebuttal filing, the company

25   proposes a net power cost decrease of $1.5 million.
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 1   Accounting for the non-net-power-cost elements

 2   required to match costs and benefits produces a

 3   modest overall increase of only $12.1 million, or

 4   roughly 2.8 percent.

 5       By way of comparison, had the company continued

 6   using the Washington Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation

 7   Methodology, or the WIJAM, net power costs would have

 8   been approximately $80 million higher.  So even with

 9   the update to the non-NPC elements to reflect

10   implementation of the 2026 protocol, rates would be

11   roughly $68 million -- rates will be roughly

12   $68 million lower than they would have been using the

13   WIJAM.

14       In addition to producing overall -- lower overall

15   rates in this case, the 2026 protocol also provides a

16   path to meeting Washington State energy goals while

17   maintaining reliable and affordable service.  The

18   protocol creates a Washington-specific resource

19   portfolio which allows PacifiCorp to more effectively

20   plan for Washington based on a fixed allocation of

21   resources that will not decrease if loads in other

22   states grow.

23       As part of that Washington-specific planning, the

24   protocol will also enable PacifiCorp to more

25   efficiently incorporate additional Washington situs
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 1   assigned resources to grow and adapt that portfolio.

 2   And by assigning more resources to the

 3   Washington-specific portfolio, the protocol

 4   dramatically reduces the exposure of Washington rates

 5   to the market, which will create rate stability and

 6   lower overall net power costs.

 7       Under the 2026 protocol, Washington now has

 8   sufficient resources on an energy basis to serve

 9   Washington load, thereby eliminating from the NPC

10   forecast the so-called open position that has been a

11   controversial element of the WIJAM because it made

12   Washington rates more exposed to volatile market

13   prices.

14       To be clear, this does not mean that PacifiCorp

15   will not continue to rely on market transactions to

16   serve Washington customers.  Rather, it means that

17   from a ratemaking perspective, the rates set for

18   Washington under the 2026 protocol will have less

19   exposure to market prices, which previously served as

20   a proxy for the difference between Washington load

21   and the physical resources allocated to meet that

22   load.

23       These benefits are directly responsive to the

24   Commission's prior directives to reduce the market

25   open position and allow for State situs assigned
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 1   resources.

 2       The 2026 protocol also immediately increases the

 3   allocation of resources that can be used to

 4   demonstrate compliance with CETA, which better

 5   positions the company to cost-effectively meet

 6   Washington State policy goals.  The 2026 protocol

 7   provides for the managed dispatch of Chehalis to

 8   effectuate the energy transition without threatening

 9   reliable service to customers.  The protocol also

10   reduces the allocation of capacity from Jim Bridger's

11   gas converted units.

12       Together, these gas plant allocations provide

13   local control over a resource in Washington while

14   maintaining the share of a resource that can support

15   transfers of wind generation from the east.  And the

16   2026 protocol achieves all this while maintaining

17   access to the broader system benefits from

18   PacifiCorp's expansive transmission system.

19       The Washington 2026 protocol is not a new

20   concept.  It is in many ways simply the extension of

21   concepts identified in the 2020 protocol.  However,

22   diverging state energy policies have made it

23   increasingly challenging to maintain a system

24   resource portfolio and difficult to reach agreement

25   on a new allocation methodology that would apply to
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 1   all the states.

 2       PacifiCorp has been engaged in discussions, both

 3   internal and external, to address these issues for

 4   nearly a decade.  While PacifiCorp would have

 5   preferred to file a negotiated agreement, that was

 6   simply not possible.  That fact, however, should not

 7   take away from the benefits of the 2026 protocol.

 8       Most of the issues -- most of the issues raised

 9   by the parties seek individual adjustments with no

10   evaluation of the interrelated impacts to utility

11   service, financial health of the company, or the need

12   to plan for an uncertain future.  In the end,

13   PacifiCorp must comply with its operational and

14   reliability obligations while meeting Washington

15   State energy policies, and the 2026 protocol provides

16   the tools to do that without putting customers at

17   risk.

18       Now turning to forecast net power costs.  To

19   recap, the company's rebuttal recommendation is for

20   an overall decrease of $1.5 million, which is

21   achieved in part through the realignment of resources

22   under the 2026 protocol.  Recall that under the

23   WIJAM, net power costs would have been roughly $80

24   million higher.

25       The company's forecast was based on the
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 1   state-of-the-art industry-standard Aurora model.  The

 2   forecast begins with a total company simulation and

 3   then allocates specific resources from that forecast

 4   to Washington.  This two-step process -- forecast,

 5   then allocate -- has been used since the WIJAM was

 6   adopted and ensures an accurate NPC forecast is built

 7   into rates that can then be fairly reconciled in a

 8   power cost adjustment mechanism.  Neither the company

 9   nor any party has proposed a different two-step

10   process for allocating net power costs to Washington.

11       The total company simulation that serves as the

12   foundation for Washington allocated costs must be

13   based on the real world and reflect physical and

14   reliability constraints that impact system dispatch.

15   This means that even resources that are not allocated

16   to Washington for ratemaking must be correctly

17   accounted for when modeling dispatch of the company's

18   system.  PacifiCorp cannot jeopardize system

19   reliability in actual operations, and rates should

20   reflect this fact; for example, by correctly modeling

21   transmission system constraints.

22       It is also -- it is also critical to consider the

23   total system.  Because even under the 2026 protocol,

24   Washington does not have sufficient dispatchable

25   resources to fully integrate its level of
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 1   intermittent resources.  This means that resources

 2   that are not included in Washington rates are still

 3   providing real, tangible benefits to Washington

 4   customers.

 5       Put another way, Washington rates would

 6   undoubtedly increase if Washington were assigned

 7   sufficient dispatchable resources to fully integrate

 8   Washington assigned renewable resources.  The

 9   company's allocation of costs is therefore inherently

10   conservative.

11       Parties' recommendations to set net power

12   costs -- parties' recommendations to set net power

13   costs without regard for the total system or without

14   regard for reliability obligations or without regard

15   for physical plant limitations or without regard for

16   resources that benefit Washington but are not

17   included in rates should therefore be rejected.

18       In conclusion, the Commission should approve the

19   2026 protocol and the company's forecasted net power

20   costs which together produce a modest overall rate

21   increase of $12.1 million, or 2.8 percent.

22       Thank you again for the opportunity to provide

23   this opening statement.  And PacifiCorp looks forward

24   to presenting its case over the next couple of days.

25                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very
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 1   much.

 2       And for staff.

 3                     MS. STRAUSS:  Good morning,

 4   Commissioners and Judges.

 5       In this limited-power-cost-only proceeding, the

 6   core issue from staff's perspective is what should be

 7   taken care of now and what should be preserved for

 8   the company's next general rate case.  Generally

 9   speaking, coal-related costs need to be removed from

10   rates and the NPC forecast baseline updated

11   accordingly.  However, non-NPC costs in the proposed

12   2026 protocol should be preserved for later

13   consideration in the next GRC.

14       Staff has reservations about the 2026 protocol.

15   And given the truncated time of this proceeding and

16   the evidence in the record, staff is not comfortable

17   recommending adoption of this protocol at this time.

18   Strictly speaking, concerns raised by AWEC and public

19   counsel should be further explored, and specifically

20   concerns regarding overcollection under the WIJAM

21   investigated so such an issue can be prevented from

22   reoccurring under future allocation methodologies.

23       Additionally, 100 percent allocation of Chehalis

24   to Washington may resolve short-term policy issues,

25   but it comes on the eve of CETA's 2030 deadline with

0043

 1   uncertainty about how the resource will play into the

 2   company's obligation to meet 80 percent renewable

 3   non-emitting power by that time.

 4       While staff acknowledges that parts of the 2026

 5   protocol appear better than the WIJAM, there are

 6   still too many unknowns that prevent staff from

 7   recommending that the proposed protocol be adopted.

 8   Thank you very much.

 9                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

10       Public counsel.

11                     MR. SYKES:  Good morning, Judges

12   and Commissioners.  My name is Rob Sykes.  I'm an

13   assistant attorney general representing the public

14   counsel unit.

15       This is an unusual proceeding.  This is not a

16   simple power cost update.  Instead, we're here to

17   evaluate PacifiCorp's unilateral cost allocation

18   protocol, the 2026 protocol, in what would otherwise

19   be a narrow proceeding.

20       The fundamental legal principle in this

21   proceeding, as in any ratemaking proceeding as

22   reflected in Title 80 of the RCW, is that rates need

23   to be just, fair, and reasonable.  And that is a

24   consideration that should be taken into account when

25   evaluating the PacifiCorp's 2026 protocol.
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 1       Although the Commission has ordered PacifiCorp to

 2   propose a new cost allocation methodology that is

 3   fair to Washington, the company's filing ultimately

 4   follows its decision to unilaterally terminate the

 5   multistate process.

 6       PacifiCorp's decision, replacing a long-standing

 7   collaborative with a unilateral proposal, should

 8   dramatically raise the company's burden of proof to

 9   prove the fairness of its proposal, particularly as

10   the rate increase in its predominantly rural area

11   services -- or rural service areas will be

12   substantial.

13       Now, I'll admit public counsel was not involved

14   in the MSP, and there are reasons for that that we

15   could get into on another day.  But it was the only

16   venue where parties could propose alternative

17   methodologies that might lead to a fair outcome for

18   its customers.

19       It should therefore come as little surprise that

20   PacifiCorp proposes an outcome that has not been

21   tested against other proposals.  As far as the

22   Commission can tell, PacifiCorp's proposal may be in

23   the best interest of PacifiCorp or the customers, but

24   it has no way to determine which.

25       By way of example, the 2026 protocol proposes to
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 1   allocate the Chehalis plant to Washington on a situs

 2   basis and remove Hermiston from rates.  But when

 3   asked whether the company compared other

 4   alternatives, they responded that no analysis was

 5   needed to make that decision.

 6       The Commission will see, as it reviews evidence,

 7   that the company has not provided -- or company's

 8   failure to provide evidence permeates the entire

 9   filing.

10       For instance, PacifiCorp proposes creating

11   separate gas and power hedge books for Washington but

12   responded in discovery that it did not perform an

13   analysis of that decision.  The record shows that

14   PacifiCorp relies on an information asymmetry to its

15   advantage to recoup costs without sufficient

16   justification.

17       PacifiCorp's allocation methodology is also

18   incredibly shortsighted.  When asked who should bear

19   future CCA costs, the company could not answer.  The

20   company cannot explain how it will achieve CETA's

21   2030 targets by allocating a gas plant to Washington

22   on a situs basis.

23       So the question then becomes what the remedy

24   should be.  Public counsel was the only party that

25   provides an alternative allocation proposal.  And the
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 1   Commission can decide whether or not public counsel

 2   met the burden of proof on that proposal.  Or the

 3   Commission can accept the allocation protocol with

 4   one or more adjustments as the parties, including

 5   public counsel, have recommended.

 6       But ultimately what the Commission must do is

 7   hold PacifiCorp to a higher standard to prove its

 8   2026 protocol is in the fairness to customers and

 9   will result in just, fair, and reasonable rates.

10   Thank you.

11                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

12       And for AWEC.

13                     JUDGE HUGHES:  I'm going to ask to

14   remind people to turn their cameras on when they're

15   speaking.

16                     MR. PEPPLE:  Good morning,

17   Commissioners, Judge Thompson, and Judge Hughes.

18   Tyler Pepple for the Alliance of Western Energy

19   Consumers.

20       Since 20 -- since PacifiCorp's 2020 rate case,

21   customer rates have increased by over 70 percent.  A

22   significant portion of this is related to power

23   costs.  In this case, PacifiCorp proposes a new power

24   cost allocation methodology for Washington that

25   overall helps mitigate these cost increases relative
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 1   to what would occur under the existing allocation

 2   methodology.

 3       The most significant of these impacts is the

 4   reassignment of the Chehalis gas plant entirely to

 5   Washington.  This change both materially reduces

 6   PacifiCorp's Washington allocated power costs and

 7   increases Washington resource adequacy position.

 8   AWEC recommends that the Commission approve this

 9   reassignment.

10       Other changes PacifiCorp proposes as part of its

11   new allocation method, however, AWEC does not

12   recommend the Commission approve.  In many cases,

13   this is because the change falls outside of the scope

14   of this limited-issue power-cost-only rate case, such

15   as changes to the system overhead factor and the

16   establishment of how coal decommissioning costs --

17   coal decommissioning and remediation costs will be

18   assigned to Washington.

19       These issues are better addressed in a general

20   rate case where all of PacifiCorp's costs and

21   revenues can be reviewed.  Importantly, by deferring

22   a final decision on a complete cost allocation

23   methodology, the Commission will also not be making

24   permanent allocation decisions in this case.  This

25   means that the Commission will have the opportunity
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 1   to revisit any allocation decisions it makes in this

 2   case in a future rate case.

 3       Outside of cost allocation, AWEC has a number of

 4   concerns with how PacifiCorp models its power costs.

 5   The company, for instance, models wind dispatch in a

 6   manner that reduces these plants' output far below

 7   what they have historically generated, both

 8   increasing costs and modeled emissions to Washington.

 9   It also proposes a new hedging transaction cost in

10   this case that it has never before identified but

11   materially increases Washington's power costs.

12   PacifiCorp offers no compelling evidence to support

13   this new cost, and it should be rejected as staff,

14   AWEC, and public counsel all recommend.

15       The adjustments parties recommend in this case

16   coupled with the ones PacifiCorp has already

17   accepted, like removal of a CETA cost adder,

18   demonstrate that this case should result in a

19   reduction to customer rates on January 1st.  Such a

20   result will be welcome relief to customers who are

21   facing an affordability crisis regardless of whether

22   we are talking about residential, commercial, or

23   industrial customers.

24       By accepting the reassignment of Chehalis to

25   Washington and rejecting PacifiCorp's unsupported
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 1   changes to its power cost modeling, the Commission

 2   can achieve this result while still ensuring an

 3   accurate power cost forecast.  Thank you.

 4                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

 5   much.

 6       And for The Energy Project.

 7                     MR. ZAKAI:  Good morning,

 8   Commissioners, ALJs, parties.

 9       This weekend, the Mariners scored a rare playoff

10   win.  And I'm sure some in this room wish we would

11   end today's hearing a little bit early to watch the

12   next game.

13       I'd like to take us back to the last time the

14   Mariners were in the playoffs.  The year was 2022.

15   Things were different.  There was no Big Dumper, and

16   the M's lost three games in a row to the Astros.

17       PacifiCorp's bills were also really different in

18   2022.  Fans in Yakima and Walla Walla had an average

19   residential electric bill that was 70 percent lower

20   than today.  A lot of those fans earn the minimum

21   wage.  And since 2022, Washington's minimum wage has

22   increased $2.17 per hour, or about 15 percent.  A lot

23   of those fans rely on Social Security and disability

24   income.  And since 2022, the Social Security cost-of-

25   living increases have totaled about 20 percent.
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 1       TEP asks you to put yourself in the shoes of

 2   those low-income fans and imagine trying to reconcile

 3   a 15 to 20 percent cost-of-living increase with a 70

 4   percent increase in bills.  To keep the lights on,

 5   low-income fans will forego not only a game-time beer

 6   but basic necessities, such as food and medicine, in

 7   order to pay utility bills.

 8       More than specific recommendations, TEP's request

 9   in this case is for the Commission to consider the

10   overall context when making decisions.  This means

11   considering the context of already authorized bill

12   increases to deal with power costs, as well as

13   PacifiCorp's progress towards acquiring new resources

14   to reduce its market exposure and meet its CETA

15   obligations.

16       If PacifiCorp had made reasonable investments in

17   fixed-priced contracts for non-emitting resources,

18   then it could have avoided many of the market

19   purchases driving the 70 percent bill increase over

20   the past four years.  Instead, each iteration of its

21   clean energy implementation plan shows the company

22   falling further behind in its acquisition of

23   renewables.  PacifiCorp missed the opportunity to

24   invest in fixed-cost renewables when costs were low,

25   tax credits were abundant, and tariffs nonexistent.
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 1       I want to focus on the forward-looking

 2   implications of this.  Because PacifiCorp has not

 3   acquired sufficient clean energy, the investments

 4   needed to meet CETA's 2030 targets are looming large

 5   in ratepayers' future.  These necessary future

 6   investments, which the Commission repeatedly remind

 7   PacifiCorp about in recent power cost and resource

 8   planning orders over the past 10 to 15 years, is

 9   context that should inform your decision in this

10   case.  Given this context, regulating in the public

11   interest requires the Commission to order PacifiCorp

12   to correct course towards the use of less gas plants

13   and reduce rates.  Thank you.  And go M's.

14                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

15   much.

16       At this point in time, we will go ahead and

17   proceed with our first witness.  Our first witness

18   today will be Joelle Steward.

19       Okay.  Thank you.  If you would please raise your

20   right hand, and I can swear you in.

21       Do you swear and affirm that you will tell the

22   truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

23                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

24   ////

25   ////
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 1      JOELLE R. STEWARD,         having been first duly sworn

 2                                 by Administrative Law Judge

 3                                 Thompson, was examined and

 4                                 testified as follows:

 5

 6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You

 7      may be seated.

 8          And, Counsel, if you could introduce the witness,

 9      please.

10                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  Thank

11      you.

12

13                        DIRECT EXAMINATION

14      BY MR. McVEE:

15  Q   Good morning.  Could you state your name -- state and

16      spell your name for the record, please.

17  A   Good morning.  My name's Joelle Steward.  It's

18      J-o-e-l-l-e S-t-e-w-a-r-d.

19  Q   And what is your position at PacifiCorp?

20  A   I am the senior vice president of regulation.

21  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits

22      in this proceeding?

23  A   Yes, I did.

24  Q   And do you have any changes to the testimony or

25      exhibits at this time?
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 1  A   I do not.

 2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions that are

 3      in your testimony again today, would you have the

 4      same response?

 5  A   Yes.

 6                        MR. McVEE:  This witness is

 7      available for cross-examination.

 8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

 9      much.

10          And I believe staff has indicated cross for this

11      witness?

12                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Yes, Your Honor.

13

14                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

15      BY MR. O'BRIEN:

16  Q   Good morning, Ms. Steward.

17  A   Good morning.

18  Q   So we are going to start with some of your testimony

19      on over-recovery of costs.  There was a lot of

20      testimony about that in the response testimony, and

21      you have some response in your rebuttal.

22          Starting on Page 20 of JRS-2T, specifically at

23      Lines 3 to 5, you testified that the Washington

24      Commission has not been concerned with over- or

25      under-recovery of costs on a system basis.

0054

 1  A   I'm sorry.  Could you say the line number again.  Oh.

 2      3 through 5.  Okay.  Yes.

 3  Q   3 through 5.

 4  A   I'm there.

 5  Q   Is it your testimony the Commission should not be

 6      concerned with how the company is allocating its

 7      plant on a systemwide basis?

 8  A   Oh.  No.  We understand.  All of our states are

 9      interested in how we're allocating cost, but we also

10      recognize that each state has responsibility for

11      setting rates for their jurisdiction, and it's not

12      necessarily dependent on what other jurisdictions

13      determine.

14  Q   Would it be fair, just, reasonable, and sufficient

15      for the Commission to approve rates that are likely

16      to result in PacifiCorp significantly over-collecting

17      on a resource from all its jurisdictions?

18  A   Could you say that again.

19  Q   Of course.

20          Would it be fair, just, reasonable, and

21      sufficient for the Commission to approve rates that

22      are likely to result in PacifiCorp significantly

23      over-collecting on a resource from all its

24      jurisdictions?

25  A   Well, the last allocation protocol, the last two
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 1      allocation protocols, both the WCA and WIJAM, had an

 2      over-allocation of certain recourses to Washington,

 3      which was really the basis of that statement, that

 4      other resources are under-allocated.  And so there's

 5      a lot of moving pieces in there.  And the risk that

 6      we're going to be over-allocated and over-recover

 7      across all of our states for all of our costs, based

 8      on my experience, is pretty low.

 9  Q   And can you give an example of under-allocated

10      resources?

11  A   Well, we have somewhere around 200 different types of

12      resources or 200 different resources between owned

13      and contracted resources.  In the WCA and the WIJAM

14      allocation methodologies, the resources on the west

15      had 20 percent allocation to Washington and no

16      allocation of their resources on the east.

17          So, like, our Hunter and Huntington plants that

18      are located in Utah, Washington was not paying for.

19      But for all of our other states, we were also then

20      not getting recovery of those -- that Washington

21      share of about 8 percent of those resources.

22          So when you look at all of the different

23      resources together, some were over-allocated.  Most

24      of them were under-allocated.  And so it's kind of a

25      mixed bag.
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 1  Q   So you're testifying that most of the resources were

 2      under-allocated, though?

 3  A   From the Washington perspective --

 4  Q   Yes.

 5  A   -- or from a system perspective?

 6  Q   Let's say both.

 7  A   I mean, it's -- there's a lot of math that goes on

 8      there.  But we had a higher allocation of the

 9      resources in the west, a lower allocation of the

10      resources in the east.  The net of that in the math

11      was actually an under-allocation of the total of

12      those resources.

13  Q   And do you believe it's reasonable or there is a

14      reasonable amount for PacifiCorp's actual revenues to

15      exceed its actual costs for a resource on a

16      systemwide basis?

17  A   For a specific resource?

18  Q   Yes.

19  A   No.  And that's pretty difficult to try to calculate.

20      And I know Ms. Cheung talks about how we have a lot

21      of different timing of cases across states.  But for

22      a single resource, you may have differences in what

23      was in base.  Some states actually have differences

24      in depreciation rates, with Oregon having a faster

25      depreciation rate than other states.  And you have
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 1      different ROEs across different states.  So it's not

 2      an easy apples-to-apples comparison all the time, if

 3      actually ever.

 4  Q   And at what point, if any, should the Commission take

 5      action if it learns that the company's actual

 6      revenues exceeds actual costs for a resource on a

 7      systemwide basis?

 8  A   Well, I think that's pretty challenging.  I mean, we

 9      don't calculate and we don't provide -- the

10      Commission is setting rates for Washington, looking

11      at what is reasonable for cost and rates and services

12      for our Washington customers.  And so trying to say

13      that we're over-recovering in another state, I think

14      we have challenges that that's not really their

15      jurisdiction that's making some other sort of

16      judgement.  And we -- 'cause we don't calculate,

17      like, a total-company single-point-in-time revenue

18      requirement.  And really, again, that's -- goes to

19      Ms. Cheung's testimony.

20  Q   That actually leads pretty well into my next -- the

21      next part of your testimony I want to look at.

22          On Page 22, at Footnote 55, you quote the --

23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Can you

24      repeat that, please.

25                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Page 22 of
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 1      Footnote 55.

 2          We good to go?  Perfect.  Awesome.

 3  Q   (By Mr. O'Brien)  All right.  So you quote the

 4      Commission standard as being fair, just, and

 5      reasonable for used and useful property in this

 6      state.

 7          So a core part of that question is determining if

 8      Washington's share of total system costs is properly

 9      allocated to the state, correct?

10  A   Correct.

11  Q   And if a resource is over-allocated across the

12      company's jurisdictions, that would mean that

13      customers are going to be paying for property that's

14      not used and useful in this state, yes?

15  A   It's used and useful.  It's not -- maybe I

16      misunderstood your question.  I mean, it's not

17      located in the state, but it's used and useful for

18      customers in this state as part of our system.

19  Q   Yes.

20          But if you've got say an over-allocation of say

21      110 percent across all of your jurisdictions, that's

22      going to inherently mean that there are customers

23      that are paying for property that isn't used and

24      useful in the state because that property doesn't, in

25      reality, exist.  You've got 110 percent allocation on
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 1      a property, you can't have 110 percent of the

 2      property functioning.

 3  A   That has been the circumstance that we've been living

 4      with for the past couple decades in Washington in

 5      that there has been an over-allocation of certain

 6      resources and under-allocation of others.

 7          And so I guess I'm not quite sure I understand

 8      your question.  Because not all our -- our total

 9      resources are not over-allocated.  Some are; some

10      aren't.  But when you look across our total

11      portfolio, they have not been over-allocated.  What

12      we are trying to do now, starting with the Washington

13      2026 protocol as well as the 2026 protocol we filed

14      in all of our other states, is try to get all of our

15      states on the same basis of an aligning so it's a

16      hundred percent cost recovery, hundred percent

17      allocation across all states.

18  Q   Yes.

19          But the point I'm trying to make is that, for

20      plants that is over-allocated, customers in that

21      instance would be paying for resources they are not

22      actually getting.  Because if the property is

23      over-allocated across your jurisdictions, there are

24      customers that are not actually receiving the benefit

25      percentage-wise that they are being billed for, yes?
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 1  A   I don't think I agree with the premise of the

 2      question.  Because if a commission has determined

 3      that allocation, then they've determined that that is

 4      the allocation of what is used and useful for that

 5      resource.

 6          And so that's where -- I am struggling with, I

 7      think, the premise, that it's therefore not used and

 8      useful for that customer or the customers in that

 9      state, because then that is the allocation that a

10      state has determined is appropriate.

11  Q   All right.  Well, we'll move on from that.

12          So talking about the SG-F factor.  So just for

13      clarity:  When we're talking about fixed allocation

14      of resources and SG-F in your testimony, that's the

15      same thing, right?

16  A   Yes.

17  Q   Okay.  And SG-F is based on historic share of system

18      generation, correct?

19  A   Yes.

20  Q   And the company is going -- or is proposing to use

21      SG-F primarily for allocation of non-emitting

22      resources and purchase power.

23          That's kind of the two buckets it's going to be

24      used for?

25  A   The SG-F, yes.  And Mr. Link's testimony lays out --
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 1      has the tables on that, and I do -- do not, so...

 2  Q   So, in effect, what the company is proposing is to

 3      use historic system generation as calculated now to

 4      permanently make decisions for allocations of

 5      non-emitting resources, correct?

 6  A   Yes.

 7  Q   And under that proposal, as I said, it would be

 8      permanent, so the Commission would be approving a

 9      plan to never update those allocations in the future,

10      correct?

11  A   I've been around long enough to say never say

12      "never."  But, I mean, certainly what we're proposing

13      here is to set a solid base so that we can move

14      forward with our plans to serve our customers

15      reliably and affordably as well as to meet our CETA

16      compliance.

17  Q   So talking about that CETA compliance.  On Page 11 of

18      your testimony, you state that updating the SG-F

19      factor could result in lower renewable and

20      non-emitting allocation due to lower load growth.

21  A   Sorry.  I was turning.  You said Page 11?

22  Q   Yes.

23  A   Which line?

24  Q   Page 11.

25  A   In rebuttal?
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 1  Q   Yeah.  Page 11, rebuttal.  You state that lower

 2      renewable and -- sorry.

 3          You state updating the SG-F factor could result

 4      in lower renewable and non-emitting allocation due to

 5      lower load growth.

 6  A   I don't see SG-F on that page.

 7  Q   It's going to be Lines 3 to 6.  You don't say SG-F --

 8  A   Oh.

 9  Q   -- but you state the allocation factor.

10  A   Oh.  Right.  So I'm addressing staff's proposal.

11      Adding this process creates a significant cost

12      allocation risk to Washington customers by exposing

13      them to a future reduction in the allocated share of

14      non-emitting resources.  That piece.  Yeah.

15  Q   Yes.

16          So if an updated SG-F factor would reduce the

17      amount of renewable energy that the company allocated

18      to Washington below that required by CETA, what would

19      the company do?

20  A   In the future?

21  Q   Yes.  In the future.

22  A   We're not proposing to update it in the future.

23  Q   I'm saying that under a scenario where the company --

24      or where the Commission accepts staff's proposal to

25      periodically update the SG-F factor, what would the
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 1      company do if that updated SG-F factor would reduce

 2      renewable energy resources below what CETA required?

 3  A   It would require us to procure even more resources to

 4      meet CETA compliance, which is why we need a solid

 5      base and some certainty right now to plan around.

 6  Q   Isn't it the case that most future resources that the

 7      company has planned to meet CETA requirements would

 8      be situs-assigned?

 9  A   So we currently have an RFP for a situs assignment of

10      resources to Washington, and we certainly anticipate

11      going forward.  We are looking to procure resources

12      on a more targeted basis based on compliance or need

13      for a specific state, or potentially across multiple

14      states if there is a consistence -- consistency in

15      policies and resource need.

16          So we're not making a predetermination that there

17      wouldn't -- that in the future there couldn't be

18      shared resources, but right now what we're looking at

19      that's right in front of us is a situs assignment of

20      new resources for Washington.

21  Q   Okay.

22  A   And similarly in Oregon.

23  Q   Situs assignment doesn't use the SG-F factor, though,

24      right?

25  A   Right.
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 1  Q   And one of the primary purposes of the SG-F factor is

 2      to allocate costs and benefits to different

 3      jurisdictions, yes?

 4  A   Yes.  For our existing resources.

 5  Q   So work through this with me.

 6          The company is going to be situs-assigning a lot

 7      of these renewables.  Won't that lead to -- doesn't

 8      that have a very high chance at least of leading to a

 9      large oversubscription problem in Washington where

10      the generation you're adding is exempt from the

11      balancing tool that's meant to keep costs in check?

12  A   I'm sorry.  I don't think I understand your question.

13      But if it's speaking to the resource need and how

14      those resources work in our operations, I would

15      actually point to Mr. Link and Mr. Wilding on how

16      those resources would work as part of our overall

17      portfolio, if at all.

18          But part of our approach here is to start to step

19      into being able to meet specific state needs with

20      specific state resources, and this is -- to do that,

21      we need to start with our current resources, how

22      we're going to allocate those, so we have a solid

23      base to plan from.

24  Q   So the problem I'm trying to address -- and maybe it

25      is a better question for Mr. Link -- is just the idea
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 1      that you are going to be specially situs-assigning

 2      these resources.  Separate from that, you've also got

 3      this SG-F balancing tool that will be helping to

 4      assign and allocate these resources.

 5          But isn't the problem that, if you've got two

 6      different tools, both assigning resources, you're

 7      going to end up with ultimately the plant being

 8      assigned to Washington being significantly

 9      oversubscribed for renewables to the point that

10      Washington customers are having to pay for a plant

11      that they don't need?

12  A   So I think the risk of oversubscription is pretty

13      low.  We just -- if -- if we're going to be

14      fulfilling the -- Washington's resource need to serve

15      customers, we will stop procuring new resources.

16          But what we're doing with the SG-F is we have

17      this large portfolio of resources.  We need a

18      starting point of how do we still maintain the

19      benefit, the value to all of our customers of that

20      current portfolio.

21          And so for Washington, because Washington has the

22      first deadline of getting coal out of rates -- so

23      Washington was our first step.  Coal is coming out of

24      rates in this filing.  We want to fix the base of our

25      current resources so we know what to start to plan
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 1   for for more situs resources going forward.

 2       And so I don't think there's a risk of

 3   over-allocation.  Because as we add other resources,

 4   as we've proposed in the 2026 Washington protocol as

 5   well as in the 2026 protocol for all the other

 6   states, is that that resource procurement will be

 7   more targeted in the future based on the energy

 8   policies of a state as well as the resource needs

 9   across the states.

10       But for -- as we go forward with more resource

11   procurement, I don't think there's a big risk that

12   Washington is going to end up with an over-allocation

13   of new resources.

14                     MR. O'BRIEN:  All right.  That's

15   all my questions for you, Ms. Steward.  Thank you.

16                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

17   much.

18       Public counsel, I believe you indicated some

19   cross for this witness as well.  You can go ahead and

20   proceed when you're ready.

21                     MR. McVEE:  I'm sorry, Your Honor.

22   I just wanted to check.  Procedurally would you

23   prefer redirect after all of the cross-examination or

24   in between?

25                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  We'll plan on
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 1      doing redirect after, and then we'll go to bench

 2      questions after that.

 3                        MR. McVEE:  Great.  Thank you.

 4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 5

 6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

 7      BY MR. SYKES:

 8  Q   Good morning, Ms. Steward.  I don't think I'll have

 9      too many questions for you.

10          I want to confirm.  You're senior vice president

11      of regulation with Rocky Mountain Power, which is the

12      east side of the system?

13  A   No.  I'm senior vice president for PacifiCorp.  So

14      all six -- the regulatory process for all six of our

15      states is under me essentially.  I currently live in

16      Salt Lake City.  I used to live in Portland, as I've

17      been on both, lived on both sides of our system.

18  Q   Okay.  So as part of your job, you oversee the

19      regulatory filings in PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions?

20  A   Yes.

21  Q   And you oversaw this filing?

22  A   Yes.

23  Q   So you're familiar with all the testimony in this

24      case from PacifiCorp's witnesses?  At least in a

25      general sense.
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 1  A   Most of it.  Some pieces I didn't read.

 2  Q   There's a lot of numbers there?  There's a lot of

 3      numbers?

 4  A   Yeah.

 5  Q   Okay.  And your direct testimony summarizes the

 6      standards the Commission has historically employed to

 7      approve interjurisdictional cost allocation

 8      methodologies; is that right?

 9  A   I believe so, yes.

10  Q   And your rebuttal testimony discusses the

11      affordability data of public counsel witness Callahan

12      Moriyasu?

13  A   Yes.

14  Q   Okay.  Staff raised a point -- and I want to follow

15      up on briefly -- about over-allocation.

16          So PacifiCorp's proposing to allocate Chehalis to

17      Washington on a situs basis, correct?

18  A   On -- yeah.  I'm sorry.  I thought you said "not on a

19      situs basis."

20          On a situs basis --

21  Q   On a situs basis.

22  A   -- yes.

23  Q   Okay.  And I apologize.  This might be a better

24      question for Ms. Cheung, but I'm going to ask you

25      just in case.
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 1          Are you aware of the current allocation of

 2      Chehalis just across all six jurisdictions?

 3  A   Yes.

 4  Q   About a hundred and fourteen and a half percent?

 5  A   Yeah.  If you want to do the math, yeah.

 6  Q   Okay.  And after this filing, you have other filings

 7      in other -- in the other five states to remove

 8      Chehalis from their rates?

 9  A   Correct.

10  Q   Okay.  And they may or may not agree?

11  A   Correct.

12  Q   Okay.

13          All right.  So let's turn to your testimony

14      briefly.

15          Can you turn to your testimony, Page 7, Lines 14

16      through 18.

17                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  In which

18      testimony?

19                        MR. SYKES:  I'm sorry.  The direct

20      testimony.  Thank you.

21  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So Line 14:  Is the proposed

22      change in Washington's cost allocation methodology

23      driving the rate increase in this case?

24          Line 16:  No, it is not.

25          Can we agree that the non-NPC base rates are
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 1      increasing in this -- in this -- in this case on

 2      account of the allocation of Chehalis?

 3  A   Yes.  But what this is also saying is that absent the

 4      change in the allocation under the current WIJAM, the

 5      net power costs would be higher than the total

 6      increase in this case.

 7  Q   Okay.  So my question is actually about the non-NPC.

 8  A   Yes.

 9  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

10          Have you -- let's see here.

11          So then it increases the non-NPC base rates by

12      about 21 million.  Does that sound correct?

13          Maybe that's a better question for Ms. Cheung?

14  A   Yes.

15  Q   Which is more than 50 percent of the requested

16      revenue requirement increase in this case?

17  A   Yes.  Power costs go down with this allocation

18      approach.

19  Q   NPC per megawatt hour will go down, correct?

20  A   The net change is a decrease.

21  Q   There will be a decrease.

22  A   It's a decrease in power costs.

23  Q   There will be an increase in natural gas burn expense

24      assigned to Washington, correct?

25  A   You'd have to talk to Mr. Mitchell about that level
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 1      of detail.

 2  Q   That's fair.

 3          One other point that staff raised a moment ago.

 4      You currently have a 2025 situs RFP in effect or

 5      issued current; is that right?

 6  A   For Washington, yes.

 7  Q   Okay.  I'm going to list some years here.

 8          2011.  PacifiCorp did not issue an RFP, correct?

 9  A   Mr. Link is in charge of origination and all those

10      RFPs, so I would actually defer to him.  I don't --

11  Q   Understood.  I'll ask Mr. Link.

12  A   -- recall.

13  Q   So PacifiCorp currently allocates costs under the

14      WIJAM, correct?

15  A   Yes.

16  Q   Okay.  And that's appended to the 2020 protocol?  Yes

17      or no?

18  A   Yes.  Yeah.

19  Q   Okay.  And the 2020 protocol grew out of the

20      multistate process, correct?

21  A   Yes.

22  Q   And that was terminated in July 2024; is that right?

23  A   Yeah, around then.  I guess so.

24  Q   And the 2020 protocol, that -- let me think the best

25      way to put this -- that contemplates the parties
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 1      developing a replacement protocol during -- after the

 2      interim period, correct?

 3  A   Correct.  The 2020 protocol is in effect through the

 4      end of this year, and so we were in discussions about

 5      what would take into effect beginning 2026.

 6  Q   And this -- so the 2026 protocol proposed in this

 7      case, that is a -- that is a -- it is PacifiCorp's

 8      proposal absent the input of other parties.

 9          Is that a fair way to put it?

10  A   No.  I mean, we've been in negotiations and

11      discussions with this very diverse group of

12      stakeholders for years, but we weren't able to get to

13      a resolution.  And so it's hard to say it's without

14      their input.

15          I mean, from folks who were engaged and

16      participating, we have a sense of where people --

17      they're interested in.  But since we weren't able to

18      get a resolution, we needed to be able to move

19      forward, and we felt like we were getting too mired

20      in sort of analysis paralysis.

21          And so since we bear the responsibility of

22      obtaining cost recovery, we decided it was -- we

23      were -- it was going to be more prudent for us to

24      file something so we could get something done,

25      recognizing we were taking a risk in not going into
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 1      the 2026 protocol with an agreement.

 2  Q   So I think that answers my question in part.

 3          So this is not part -- the 2026 proposal does not

 4      arise out of a negotiated agreement?

 5  A   Correct.

 6  Q   Okay.  Can you turn to your direct testimony,

 7      Page 13, Lines 3 through 15.

 8  A   Yes.

 9  Q   I need to get there too.  There we go.

10          Okay.  In developing the 2020 protocol, did the

11      company identify principles to help evaluate

12      development of a transitional approach to cost

13      allocations?

14          Yes.  In some of these points -- so part of that

15      is to provide a long-term durable solution, correct?

16  A   Correct.

17  Q   Part of that is to enable compliance with State

18      policies; is that correct?

19  A   Correct.

20  Q   It is fair to say you're familiar with CETA and the

21      Climate Commitment Act, correct?

22  A   Correct.

23  Q   And CETA requires electric utilities to be

24      carbon-neutral by 2030 -- is that right? -- to your

25      understanding?
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 1  A   Carbon-neutral by 2030?

 2  Q   Yes.  80 percent renewable?

 3  A   Right.  Okay.  Yeah.

 4  Q   And then 20 percent alternative compliance.

 5          And the CCA provides for no-cost allowances for

 6      Washington retail electric loads to mitigate cost

 7      burden; is that right?

 8  A   I'm sorry.  Could you say that question again.

 9  Q   The Climate Commitment Act provides for no-cost

10      allowances for Washington retail electric load to

11      mitigate cost burden.

12          Does that sound --

13  A   Yes.

14  Q   -- correct to you?  Okay.

15          And PacifiCorp has received fewer no-cost

16      allowances every year since the beginning of the

17      program?

18  A   I couldn't speak to that, how many allowances we get

19      every year.

20  Q   And Ecology set an overall program emission allowance

21      gap which declines every year?

22  A   I couldn't speak to that.  Mr. Wilding or Ms. Ghosh

23      are more familiar with the details of that.

24  Q   I'd like to turn to an exhibit.

25          Can you please turn --
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 1  A   Or Mr. Link.

 2  Q   Can you please turn to JRS-9X.

 3  A   I am there.

 4  Q   I can get there too.

 5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Hold on just

 6      one minute.  We don't have all of these in paper form

 7      yet, so we're looking.

 8                        MR. SYKES:  I need a moment too, so

 9      take your time.

10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Yeah, just

11      give us a minute.

12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just to be clear,

13      public counsel, this is response to Public Counsel

14      Data Request 74?

15                        MR. SYKES:  It is.

16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Thank you.

17  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So this is public -- this is

18      PacifiCorp's response to Public Counsel Data

19      Request 74.

20          Question:  Should PacifiCorp's petition to

21      Ecology fail to result in an assignment of sufficient

22      no-cost allowances to reflect the use of Chehalis to

23      serve Washington retail load, does PacifiCorp propose

24      that shareholders pay for additional allowances, or

25      does PacifiCorp propose that Washington
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 1      ratepayers...for additional allowances?

 2          Answer has got two parts.  First paragraph is an

 3      objection.  I don't have a question about the

 4      objection.

 5          That second part is a statement of fact.  Do you

 6      agree that that is a factual statement?

 7  A   At that time, it was.

 8  Q   Okay.

 9  A   It has now -- we now have approval from Ecology for

10      full allowances.

11  Q   Okay.  So my question is about the allowances that in

12      the future PacifiCorp will not get.

13  A   What's the question?  I'm sorry.

14  Q   PacifiCorp will get -- there are fewer no-cost

15      allowances issued every year?

16  A   That's my understanding.  But, again, Mr. Wilding,

17      Link, or Ghosh are much more involved in the

18      compliance and particularly the work with Ecology.

19      In fact, Mr. Wilding's group is the one that handles

20      the no-cost allowances.

21  Q   How about this?

22          So future -- the allocation of future no- -- the

23      allocation of future Climate Commitment Act costs,

24      has that decision been made about who will share, who

25      will bear those costs?
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 1  A   No.  We don't know what that looks like.  I mean, but

 2      ultimately it is a cost of serving Washington

 3      customers, and so I don't see a circumstance where it

 4      would be a shareholder cost.

 5          If it is a resource that's necessary for

 6      providing safe, reliable service and affordable

 7      service, that that would be part of our cost of doing

 8      business.  And if there are costs associated with

 9      dispatch for meeting CCA, that would be factored in

10      as part of that dispatch stack as well.

11          So, no, as long as it's a part of our doing

12      business, we don't believe that should be a

13      shareholder cost.

14  Q   Okay.  So that's a downside risk of the allocation of

15      Chehalis for Washington customers?

16  A   That's a downside risk regardless.  I mean, right

17      now, because other states have not allowed us

18      recovery of those costs, because of Washington's

19      policy, we are absorbing $38 million a year.  We

20      can't continue to absorb these costs of complying

21      with Washington law.  It is a financial burden on the

22      company to meet our obligations.

23  Q   Those financial burdens on the company, I understand

24      that now.

25          So the proposal from shifting Chehalis to
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 1      Washington is to shift the financial burden to the

 2      customer.

 3          Is that a fair characterization?

 4  A   No.

 5  Q   Okay.  What is the fair characterization?

 6  A   The costs necessary for providing service to

 7      Washington customers, if it's a part of our cost of

 8      doing business, that is the cost that customers

 9      should be paying.

10  Q   Understand.

11          So you and I can agree it is a cost that will be

12      allocated to customers?

13  A   Yes.

14  Q   Okay.  And I want to shift gears again.

15          Can you please turn to your rebuttal testimony.

16      This is Page 31, Lines 1 and 2.

17  A   I'm sorry.  31?

18  Q   Page 31, Lines 1 and 2.

19          Witness Earle argues -- also argues that unless

20      there are no other alternatives, PacifiCorp must

21      present alternatives to meet its burden of proof.

22          Needless to say, you disagree with that

23      statement?

24  A   Sorry.  I need to read the whole context to...

25  Q   That's fair.  Go ahead.
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 1  A   So could you ask the question again.

 2  Q   Sure.

 3          So I'm reading Line 1 and 2.  And you know what?

 4      Let's go back to 30, Line 21, so we get the whole

 5      sentence.

 6          Public counsel witness Earle also argues that

 7      unless there are no other alternatives, PacifiCorp

 8      must present alternatives to meet its burden of

 9      proof.

10          I believe PacifiCorp disagrees with that

11      statement?

12  A   So my response is then on --- beginning on Line 8.

13      And so it's not as -- it's, I think, more

14      contextural.

15  Q   Okay.

16  A   I would believe we did present a burden of proof.

17  Q   I understand you believe you met the burden of proof.

18          But you didn't present any alternatives --

19      correct? -- any alternative allocation methodologies

20      in this case?

21  A   I mean, no, we did not.  I mean, we -- we started

22      with -- trying to present an alternative is a risky

23      business actually.  So what we've started with is our

24      set of guiding principles that you actually had us

25      look at on Page 13 and then what is the most logical
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 1      route.  And that's what we've proposed.

 2  Q   Okay.

 3  A   The alternative currently is WIJAM.  And what we're

 4      shown is that, under WIJAM, it's more costly.

 5  Q   All right.  Can we turn to Exhibit JRS-10X.

 6  A   I'm there.

 7  Q   Okay.  So this is -- this is PacifiCorp's response to

 8      public counsel's Data Request 153.

 9          The question I have is about Subpart D:  Did

10      PacifiCorp perform any analysis regarding the

11      differential between the allocation of Chehalis and

12      the acquisition of alternative generation sources

13      from now until 2030?

14          I'll go down to the answer:  The company is not

15      clear on how public counsel defines alternative

16      generation and what alternatives PacifiCorp is being

17      requested to consider.  However, no analysis is

18      necessary to review Washington's load and resource

19      balance to determine if Chehalis is necessary part of

20      the generation portfolio for Washington.

21          Did I read that correct?

22  A   Yeah.  I wasn't actually reading it while you were

23      talking, so I'm going to --

24  Q   That's fair.

25  A   Yeah.
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 1  Q   It's no analysis was necessary, was PacifiCorp's

 2      response?

 3  A   Yes.  I mean, it's -- I don't know what that analysis

 4      would be.  When I say we have, like, 200 different

 5      types of resources, we'd be in endless amounts of

 6      evaluation under a pretty vague question.  So as I've

 7      said, you know, our approach is what is the most

 8      logical route to serving Washington customers given

 9      the guiding principles and trying to get a hundred

10      percent allocation across all of our system.

11  Q   Okay.  So Subpart I of that Question D:  If the

12      question to Subpart -- there's a typo -- D is "yes,"

13      provide any and all analysis and associated

14      documentation, et cetera.

15          So based on the answer to Part D that no analysis

16      was necessary, is it fair -- is it fair for public

17      counsel and the Commission to interpret that as no

18      analysis was done?  None was provided in that answer

19      to this DR.

20  A   No, I don't agree no analysis was done.  I don't know

21      what analysis you may be generically referring to in

22      terms of alternatives.  I mean, we've done an

23      analysis that includes Mr. Wilding's testimony that

24      looks at the load resource balance for Washington and

25      how what we're proposing maintains and actually
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 1      improves that load resource balance.

 2          We've done, you know, analysis of, I think

 3      it's mainly -- I mean, we had several witnesses

 4      that -- oh.  Mr. Mitchell.  That's who I was thinking

 5      of -- of the power cost associated with the

 6      allocation.

 7          So I don't agree we haven't done no analysis.

 8      But in terms of, like, have we done some alternative

 9      generic analysis, I don't know what that's referring

10      to, and I think that's what we're saying in this

11      response.

12  Q   Okay.  But nothing is provided in response to

13      Subpart I?

14  A   No.  We have our own entire filing in -- as our --

15      for our case here, so we did not provide something in

16      addition in response to this DR.

17  Q   The answer to Subpart D does not refer to your

18      filing, nor does the question ask for it.  So...

19  A   Okay.  Sorry.  That was, I guess, implied.

20  Q   Okay.  Last topic I want to turn to.

21          So PacifiCorp's asking the Commission to approve

22      a new allocation methodology.  And in your testimony,

23      you refer to the -- well, how about you go to your

24      direct testimony.  Sorry.  Your rebuttal testimony.

25      This is Page 32, Line 1.
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 1          Okay.  The Commission is generally agreed with a

 2      principled approach based on whether the allocation

 3      method meets the statutory requirement that assets

 4      included in rates are used and useful and there are

 5      quantifiable direct or indirect benefits to

 6      Washington customers commensurate with costs.

 7          So in your testimony, this is the standard that

 8      we're working with to approve the methodology, an

 9      allocation agreement?

10  A   At least in part, yes.

11  Q   Okay.  So in part.

12          So can you and I agree, then, that the Commission

13      should apply all Washington law and all Commission

14      orders to determine -- or to approve an allocation

15      agreement?

16  A   Yeah.

17  Q   Okay.  I want to talk about your rebuttal testimony a

18      little more.  If you can please turn to Page 27,

19      Lines 20 and 21.

20          You know what?  Let's get the whole question just

21      to give some context.

22          Do you agree with witness Moriyasu's analysis of

23      the company's proposed rates relative to inflation?

24          Answer:  No.

25          But at the bottom there:  Using the CPI for all
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 1      urban customers for electricity in the west, the

 2      average residential customer bill in 2010, adjusted

 3      for inflation, would be $154.69.

 4          Did I read that correctly?

 5  A   Yes.

 6  Q   So using the CPI for all urban consumers of

 7      electricity in the west is what should have been used

 8      per your testimony?

 9  A   Should have been -- I mean, I think what I was just

10      trying to -- we certainly understand our costs have

11      increased, and a lot of those costs are fortunately

12      temporary in nature and will start falling off next

13      year.  We are not -- we are fully aware of the rate

14      pressures that our customers are facing, that we are

15      facing.  And so my point was really just a refinement

16      of, yes, our costs have gone up, but the costs on the

17      west, in particular, you can see have actually gone

18      up more than national average.

19          And so it was just providing a perspective.

20      Like, I'm not going to quibble about, you know, how

21      much our costs go -- went up.  We know they've gone

22      up.  And, fortunately, they're hopefully -- they'll

23      start coming down.  But that still goes to why we

24      need in this filing a new solid base from which to

25      work so that we can have more stability hopefully in
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 1      our customers' rates and as we plan for the future.

 2  Q   Okay.  So two follow-ups to that.

 3          So Puget Sound Energy costs have gone up as well.

 4      Is that a fair guess at least?

 5  A   I believe so.  And I think you had a -- there was a

 6      cross exhibit in there that had Puget Sound Energy

 7      and Avista.

 8  Q   Okay.

 9  A   Which I didn't -- I haven't done -- independently

10      verified those numbers, but --

11  Q   But --

12  A   -- yes, I could see that --

13  Q   -- you've seen --

14  A   -- they also --

15  Q   -- the exhibit?

16  A   -- went up.  Yes.

17  Q   Okay.

18          Okay.  Can we actually turn to that exhibit.

19      It's JRS-13X.

20                        MR. LOWNEY:  PacifiCorp objects to

21      the use of this exhibit.  These are numbers that the

22      witness has not been able to verify.  They're

23      presented, and we have no basis nor had an

24      opportunity to review.

25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Let's go ahead and
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 1      let public counsel work on laying foundation.  I

 2      think that was the initial objection.  And then feel

 3      free to object.

 4  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So you haven't had a chance to do

 5      your own analysis of these numbers that I'm about to

 6      show you; is that right?

 7  A   I have not.

 8  Q   But you've had a chance to look at them, it sounds

 9      like?

10  A   Yes.

11  Q   Okay.  And you have no reason to dispute them?

12  A   I have no reason to dispute them, no.

13                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  I'd like to

14      introduce these numbers for illustrative purposes so

15      the Commission can see them.  Is that fair, Counsel?

16                        MR. McVEE:  No, I mean, I don't

17      understand.  If you're -- we continue our objection.

18      If you're using for illustrative purposes, you're

19      still going to make some comparison, but we have no

20      idea whether they're valid or not.

21                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  Ms. Steward has

22      had a chance to look at them, but the company could

23      have done an analysis between when I filed this and

24      today.

25                        MR. McVEE:  I think that this is
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 1      for cross-examination.  I mean, we don't know what

 2      the calculation is.  We don't -- we haven't been able

 3      to look at each one of the numbers.  If there's any

 4      comparison of the numbers, they could be right, but

 5      they may not.  And so any discussion, you know, using

 6      these numbers is going to be on facts that have not

 7      been -- been proven.

 8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I think

 9      given the witness's answer that she has no reason to

10      dispute the numbers and public counsel's caveat that

11      they'll be used for illustrative purposes, we'll go

12      ahead and admit the exhibit and give it its due

13      weight in our consideration of it.  Thank you.

14                               (Company Cross-examination

15                                Exhibit JRS-13X admitted.)

16

17  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  Do you have this -- it's a

18      spreadsheet.  Do you have a way to look at it?

19  A   Yeah.  Oh.  I'm not looking -- I'm looking at a

20      printed version of it.

21  Q   Okay.  That's fine.

22          So at the bottom here, we have -- at the bottom

23      table, we have PacifiCorp's rates, PSE's rates, and

24      Avista's rates standardized to 1200 kilowatt hours.

25          PacifiCorp's rates increased -- from 2022 to

0088

 1      current have gone up 71 percent.

 2          Do you have any reason to dispute that number?

 3  A   No.  I mean, again, I did not verify it, but I have

 4      no reason to dispute it.  I'm not sure -- anyway, no,

 5      I don't.

 6  Q   I'd like to talk about PacifiCorp's service area for

 7      a moment.  I have a map, but I don't think it makes

 8      sense to pull it out.

 9          PacifiCorp serves Benton County, Columbia County,

10      Garfield County, Yakima County, and Walla Walla

11      County.

12          Does that sound correct?

13  A   Yes.

14  Q   Okay.  Have you looked at -- has PacifiCorp ever

15      reviewed the median income in any of these counties?

16  A   Certainly our folks have through different

17      proceedings before the Commission.

18  Q   The company has reviewed the median income in these

19      counties in other proceedings?

20  A   I know we've done a lot through the equity advisory

21      group and different proceedings looking at, you know,

22      setting our -- I can't think of the terminology --

23      the -- the different metrics that we've agreed to, to

24      continue to track.  And so, yes, I know parts of my

25      staff have looked at census data and stuff like that,
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 1      but yeah.

 2  Q   Okay.  So part of your staff have looked at census

 3      data?

 4  A   Oh.  Certainly.

 5  Q   Okay.  Which would include median incomes?

 6  A   Certainly.

 7  Q   Okay.  So as you oversee the staff, have you ever

 8      reviewed those numbers?

 9  A   Not recently.

10  Q   Not recently.

11          At some point have you?

12  A   I -- I don't actually recall.  I mean, I've reviewed

13      filings that may have included those.

14  Q   I think I'm running out of time, so I want to be

15      quick here.

16          Have you ever been to any of the communities in

17      these counties?

18  A   I certainly have.

19  Q   Have you been in Dayton, Washington?

20  A   In what?

21  Q   Dayton, Washington, and Walla Walla County?

22  A   Boy, I don't remember I've been to Dayton.  I've

23      been -- I've been on several meetings touring

24      facilities, meeting with members of the community

25      action programs and participants on our EAG.  But I

0090

 1      can't remember if I've been to Dayton.

 2  Q   Can you and I agree that these communities are

 3      not what most people would call urban?

 4  A   That they are not urban?

 5  Q   They are not urban.

 6  A   Oh.  Correct.  I mean, we serve a pretty rural part

 7      throughout our entire six states.  We are more of a

 8      rural utility than we are an urban utility.  And

 9      Washington is no different.

10  Q   Okay.  I think I'm going to get an objection on this

11      too, but I'd like to turn to JRS-14X.

12  A   Okay.

13  Q   So you've testified that your staff has reviewed the

14      median incomes or the census data in these

15      communities?

16  A   I would presume as part of our work in looking at the

17      vulnerable communities and preparing our different

18      metrics.

19  Q   Okay.  So I just want to confirm PacifiCorp's -- or

20      compare PacifiCorp's service area there listed with

21      PSE's service area.

22                        MR. McVEE:  So, again, we have

23      to -- as counsel anticipated, we're objecting to this

24      cross exhibit.  This is just information that the

25      witness has said that hasn't reviewed recently.  This
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 1   is --

 2                     MR. SYKES:  She testified that she

 3   has reviewed it, though.

 4                     MR. McVEE:  In the past.  But

 5   not -- this is 2024 information.  And so I believe

 6   that -- well, through '22, '23, '24.  And I believe

 7   she said in the past or members of her staff have

 8   reviewed as part of other proceedings.

 9       So object as to relevance of this relative to the

10   request and the PCORC and the -- and allocation

11   methodology.

12                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Do you have any

13   response as to the relevance objection?

14                     MR. SYKES:  I believe it's

15   relevant.  Public counsel has made affordability part

16   of its case.  She has rebutted that testimony.  She

17   has said that you should use the CPI urban area -- or

18   urban metric of inflation.

19       Here, we're looking at the counties PacifiCorp

20   serves and comparing median income in those -- in

21   those counties, and I submit that's relevant.

22       Her staff has had a chance to look at this data

23   in the past.  I don't know when in the past, but she

24   has seen this at some point.  I'm willing to just

25   show it now and not put it in the record, but I think
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 1   it should be shown.

 2                     MR. McVEE:  But the witness has not

 3   raised -- she raised issues specific about an

 4   alternative inflationary index.  But she did not

 5   challenge and say that there was no inflationary

 6   impact or challenge the rates relative to inflation,

 7   of the company.

 8                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  As to the

 9   exhibit, itself, it looks like it is data from a

10   government website.  I see no infirmity with the

11   exhibit, itself.  And I do believe as to overall

12   costs, it should be admitted and given its due

13   weight.

14       As to the witness's specific knowledge of the

15   numbers contained therein, the witness can only

16   answer to the best of their ability, and so there may

17   be another objection, I presume, if we get beyond the

18   witness's knowledge.  But for the purposes of the

19   exhibit, itself, we can go ahead and admit that one

20   as well.  That's JRS-14X.

21                            (Company Cross-examination

22                             Exhibit JRS-14X admitted.)

23

24                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  And you can go

25   ahead and proceed with your questions.
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 1  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So this is my last question

 2      for you.

 3          So comparing PacifiCorp's service territory and

 4      PSE's service territory, can we agree that PSE has a

 5      higher income, higher median income?

 6  A   Yes.

 7                        MR. SYKES:  That's all I have.

 8      Thank you.

 9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

10          And does that conclude your cross-examination?

11                        MR. SYKES:  It does.  Thank you,

12      Your Honor.

13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

14          At this point, would the company like to conduct

15      any redirect?

16                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.

17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And sorry, I don't

18      mean to cut you off.  I just want to confirm that

19      AWEC and The Energy Project have no cross for this

20      witness.  Okay.  Thank you.

21          You may proceed.

22                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.

23      ////

24      ////

25      ////
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 1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 2      BY MR. McVEE:

 3  Q   Is it true that there's no cost shift of CCA cost

 4      associated with Chehalis from shareholders to

 5      customers because the Washington retail load receives

 6      no-cost allowances?

 7  A   Correct.

 8  Q   Is the future -- in the future, as no-cost allowances

 9      are reduced, is it fair to say that the situs

10      assignment of Chehalis will allow PacifiCorp the

11      flexibility to operate in accordance with Washington

12      energy policy?

13  A   Yes.

14  Q   If PacifiCorp had presented alternatives, would it

15      have been more likely to result in an under- or

16      over-allocation of resources across all

17      jurisdictions?

18  A   Yes.  Because then we get into a situation of states

19      picking and choosing, and there are -- more often

20      than not, it would be the -- the company losing.  And

21      so it's -- what we're proposing is a hundred percent

22      allocation across all the states.

23  Q   And then one final question.

24          Is the 2020 protocol -- when was that originally

25      set to terminate?
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 1  A   I want to say the end of '23.

 2  Q   So it was extended.

 3          Was that termination extended?

 4  A   Yes.  It was extended for two years.

 5  Q   So there was not agreement during the anticipated

 6      period for further negotiations for the post-interim

 7      period methodology, correct?

 8  A   Correct.

 9                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.  No more

10      questions.

11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

12          And just quick housekeeping for the record.

13      During this testimony, we admitted JRS-13X and

14      JRS-14X, which were objected to earlier.  But just

15      looking at the list, JRS-8X has already been admitted

16      as CM-3, an exhibit for public counsel.  But we did

17      not admit JRS-15X nor JRS-16X.

18          Thank you.  At this point in time, we'll go ahead

19      and turn to questions from the bench.

20                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes.  Just

21      briefly, Ms. Steward.  Thanks.

22          Public counsel asked you about the company's

23      intention to remove the costs of Chehalis from rates

24      and the other jurisdictions.  I don't ask you this to

25      question your veracity or to -- or sincerity of the
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 1   company's intention, but I just want more background

 2   here.

 3       Has the company made this statement of its

 4   intention other than in your testimony?  In other

 5   words, is there some -- in a protocol or something

 6   you have -- you know, where would one find this?

 7                     THE WITNESS:  So we made the

 8   statement in all of our filings --

 9                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.

10                     THE WITNESS:  -- across all the

11   states.  So we have indicated to them that we do

12   intend to file a deferral.  We have not yet done

13   that, because we're kind of waiting on just the

14   outcome of this proceeding.  Because it wouldn't

15   really make sense for us to file a deferral to remove

16   it from rates if it's not approved as a situs

17   resource for Washington in this proceeding.

18                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Right.

19       Assuming that it is and those filings go forward,

20   how -- other than maybe to go look at, you know, what

21   happens in those other states, is there a way to sort

22   of validate that that has happened, that the

23   deferrals were granted and show us that, I guess?

24                     THE WITNESS:  You can certainly be

25   part of a compliance --
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 1                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yeah.

 2                     THE WITNESS:  -- with a Commission

 3   order that we --

 4                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Right.

 5                     THE WITNESS:  -- provide those

 6   notices.

 7                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank

 8   you.  Thanks.

 9                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

10                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  That's it.

11   That's all from me.  Thank you.

12                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Good

13   morning, Ms. Steward.

14                     THE WITNESS:  Good morning.

15                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So this may

16   be in someone else's testimony, and you can refer me

17   to them for a later question.  But this goes to the

18   conversation about -- conversation with staff about

19   the SG-F factor.

20       Now, you did say, We never say "never."

21                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

22                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Which is

23   true, right?

24                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

25                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  We deal with
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 1   the case in front of us at the time.

 2       But when would it be appropriate, in your mind,

 3   for the Commission to relook at or for the company to

 4   propose modification in Washington to the SG-F

 5   factor?  Because you are going to be going through

 6   this process with other states.  Things may or may

 7   not be approved the way the company asks for it to be

 8   allocated.

 9       So at what point would it make sense to revisit

10   that fixed allocation?

11                     THE WITNESS:  It's hard to say.  I

12   mean, certainly -- what we've been trying to balance

13   is some level of certainty with flexibility to adapt

14   in the future.  But what we're starting with is we

15   need some certainty to work on planning for

16   Washington in this case.

17       Going forward, based on the outcomes of the other

18   states, if we are left with a material hole of cost

19   allocations, we would likely make filings.  I don't

20   know how we would address that in Washington at this

21   point.

22       I mean, we feel pretty firm about the need for

23   fixing those what are currently system-allocated

24   resources for Washington.  But if there is a material

25   hole we want to address in the future, I think we
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 1   would make an application to do that.  But it's hard

 2   to -- to say exactly when that could be.

 3                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And the SG-F

 4   factor is the arguments -- and, again, it may not be

 5   in your testimony.  It may be in others.  It's

 6   blurring together in my brain at the moment.  That's

 7   why we have these hearings.

 8       The basis is that Washington is not growing at

 9   the same pace as other states and maybe does not have

10   data centers or other, you know, large -- large

11   demand in Washington versus other states and that

12   it's appropriate to fix it for that demand purpose,

13   for the load purpose.

14       Is that -- is that appropriate, or am I mixing

15   things up in my head?

16                     THE WITNESS:  I wouldn't say it's

17   the basis.  I think that is a characteristic we're

18   taking at this time.  We certainly have a resource

19   need in Washington in order to meet our compliance

20   obligations for CETA.

21       Other states -- and we've addressed this in the

22   2026 protocol -- you know, where they do, we are

23   seeing some large data center loads.  And while we

24   haven't proposed to fix allocations there, we are

25   proposing that that -- those individual resources --
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 1   or the resources needed to serve significant load

 2   growth, that makes a mess of dynamic allocations,

 3   that those be dealt with within the state.

 4       So it wouldn't be subject to big swings in those

 5   allocations.  But for Washington, it's -- as I said,

 6   it's not really the basis for our proposal, but I

 7   think it's just an aspect of why it is appropriate at

 8   this time to still try to fix those allocations.

 9                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  And

10   PacifiCorp needs not only resources to meet CETA.  It

11   also needs resources to meet resource adequacy,

12   correct?

13                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Yes.

14                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So

15   it's both?

16                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

17                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  Thank

18   you.

19                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe

20   that concludes our questions.

21       You may be excused at this point in time.

22                     THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

23                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

24                            (Witness excused.)

25   ////
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 1                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  At this point in

 2   time, let's go ahead and take a ten-minute break.  We

 3   will be off the record.  We will return at 10:50 for

 4   our next witness.  Thank you.

 5                            (Pause in proceedings from

 6                             10:40 a.m. to 10:53 a.m.)

 7

 8                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Welcome

 9   back, everybody.  It is now 10:53 a.m.  Let's please

10   be back on the record.  Thank you.

11       We will go ahead and proceed to our next witness,

12   who is Richard Link, for the company.  And let me

13   turn my camera back on.

14       Okay.  Thank you very much.

15       If you would please raise your right hand, and

16   I'll swear you in.

17       Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you

18   will give today will be the truth and the whole

19   truth?

20                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

21

22   RICK T. LINK,              having been first duly sworn

23                              by Administrative Law Judge

24                              Thompson, was examined and

25                              testified as follows:
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 1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You

 2      may be seated.

 3

 4                        DIRECT EXAMINATION

 5      BY MR. McVEE:

 6  Q   Good morning.

 7  A   Good morning.

 8  Q   I believe there's -- we'll have to make a quick

 9      correction for the witness's name.

10          Could you state and spell your name for the

11      record, please.

12  A   Yes.  My name is Rick T. Link, spelled R-i-c-k T.

13      L-i-n-k.

14  Q   Thank you.

15          And what is your position at PacifiCorp?

16  A   I am senior vice president, resource planning and

17      procurement.

18  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits

19      in this proceeding?

20  A   Yes.

21  Q   And do you have any corrections to your testimony or

22      exhibits --

23  A   No.

24  Q   -- today?

25  A   No.
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 1  Q   And if I were to ask you the questions in your

 2      testimony again today, would you have the same

 3      response?

 4  A   Yes.

 5                        MR. McVEE:  All right.  The witness

 6      is available for cross-examination.

 7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

 8      much.

 9          And apologies about using your wrong name.

10          Staff, you've indicated cross for this witness.

11      You may proceed when you're ready.

12                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Thank you, Your

13      Honor.

14

15                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

16      BY MR. O'BRIEN:

17  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.

18  A   Good morning.

19  Q   All right.  So let's start with some of your

20      testimony about recovery in the case.

21          So you testify in RTL-3T on Page 15.  And I'll

22      give you a second to get to there.

23  A   Thank you.

24          I'm there.

25  Q   All right.  You testify there that the company's not
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 1      seeking to overcollect on its costs.

 2          So just to be clear up front:  The Commission and

 3      the company should be trying to ensure as close to a

 4      hundred percent allocation as possible, correct?

 5      That's the ideal?

 6  A   Yes.  We are -- I think even as Ms. Steward alluded

 7      to, one of the outcomes we're shooting for here is to

 8      get a hundred percent -- the opportunity to get a

 9      hundred percent cost recovery through a set of

10      allocation methodologies and assumptions that add to

11      one essentially.

12  Q   And as has been previously stated, some resources are

13      over-allocated, and some are under-allocated within

14      your system, just on a resource-by-resource basis?

15  A   Not in our proposal.  So are you talking about --

16  Q   As currently stated.

17  A   Yes.

18  Q   What major resources are under-allocated across the

19      system currently?

20  A   Without getting into a unit by unit -- I can't go

21      through all 200-ish that Joelle mentioned in her

22      testimony this morning.  You know, for example, we

23      have gas facilities on the east side of our system --

24      Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, et cetera -- that

25      are not allocated to Washington.  It will also
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 1      include coal facilities that are operating today that

 2      are not allocated to Washington as well, as a few

 3      examples.

 4  Q   And that's in the record currently?

 5  A   I don't know if, based off what's been submitted into

 6      the record today, exactly -- I was just answering

 7      your question.

 8  Q   And one of those major resources that the company is

 9      seeking to reallocate and is currently

10      under-allocated would be Rolling Hills, yes?

11  A   Rolling Hills, just -- it's a bit of a different

12      story with Rolling Hills.  The allocation we've

13      proposed in our filing adding to Washington's

14      allocation is the percentage that the Washingt- --

15      sorry -- the Oregon commission did not accept into

16      rates years ago.

17  Q   And it would be fair to say that if, slash, when

18      Rolling Hills, the unallocated portion, is allocated

19      to Washington, that would significantly narrow what

20      the company is claiming is under-allocated across its

21      system, yes?

22  A   Not even close.  You know, I mention gas plants.

23      Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, those units, in

24      terms of capacity, dwarf the amount we're proposing

25      to allocate to Washington when it comes to Oregon's
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 1      unallocated share.

 2  Q   And these other facilities, they -- it's not that

 3      they are just under-allocated or would be reallocated

 4      to Washington.  You're saying they're under-allocated

 5      across the system?

 6  A   I'm saying the -- when you add up all the allocation

 7      factors among the six jurisdictions or states in

 8      which we operate, they don't add to one.  They're

 9      less than one.

10  Q   Moving on a little bit.

11          You heard my discussion with Ms. Steward earlier

12      about the oversubscription risk with SG-F and

13      situs-assigned renewables, yes?

14  A   I did hear that.

15  Q   And just to kind of rehash a little bit, SG-F is

16      separate from situs assignment and won't account for

17      situs resources, yes?

18  A   They're two separate things.  Situs is essentially

19      100 percent allocation factor, and SG-F is a fixed

20      allocation factor derived from history, four years of

21      history.  Round numbers, it's right around 8 percent.

22  Q   But when you're assigning one or the other, they

23      don't take each other into account, so SG-F won't

24      account for situs-assigned resources?

25  A   I'm not sure I understand the question of how one
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 1      resource affects an allocation potentially of

 2      another.

 3          The proposed allocation methodologies for SG-F

 4      are for existing resources, not for new resources,

 5      moving forward.  Those are addressed in a separate

 6      clause within our proposed '26 allocation

 7      methodology.

 8  Q   I think you actually answered my question just there.

 9          So the same question to you, then.  Isn't there a

10      inherently -- inherent risk of oversubscription for

11      customers if you've got these two separate ways of

12      adding resources or allocating resources to the

13      system, that you're inherently going to have some

14      risk of more resources on the system for Washington

15      than what Washington customers need?

16  A   I think those are two separate questions, at least as

17      I'm hearing it.

18          So I don't think there's any risk that there will

19      be an over-allocation of future resources to

20      Washington.  For existing resources, our proposal is

21      again not to over-allocate anything.  In fact, it's

22      the opposite.  It's to create a new and establish a

23      new baseline, as Ms. Steward mentioned, where

24      everything sums to one.  Nothing's under.  Nothing's

25      over.  And that would apply for forward-looking
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 1      resources as well.

 2          And so I really don't see any risk of an

 3      over-allocation.  I mean, subject to commissions

 4      making different decisions through the various

 5      proceedings we're going through.  But in terms of our

 6      proposal, we're not proposing a methodology that

 7      would incorporate risk for over-allocation to

 8      Washington customers.

 9  Q   All right.  So we're going to move on slightly.

10          In your testimony, your rebuttal testimony,

11      RTL-3T, on Page 7, Lines 6 to 7, and then again on

12      Page 10, you state the Commission's already found the

13      Rolling Hills facility to be prudent, correct?

14  A   Correct.

15  Q   And as the basis for that conclusion, you cite to

16      Docket UE-191024, which was the adoption case for the

17      WIJAM.

18  A   Can you -- you said -- you gave me two page numbers.

19      I just want to make sure I'm seeing the correct

20      reference.

21  Q   Yeah.  I believe the citation is on Page 7.

22  A   And this is -- I'm sorry.  This is RTL-3T?

23  Q   Yes.

24  A   What line on Page 7?

25  Q   Either way, what is the basis for your conclusion?
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 1  A   Basically, generally, it's Rolling Hills is

 2      incorporated into Washington rates through a prior

 3      rate proceeding, I think both in its initial form and

 4      as a repowered facility a few years back.  And from

 5      that standpoint, that's how I draw the conclusion

 6      that the Commission has established that it's a

 7      prudent resource, used and useful, for inclusion in

 8      Washington rates.

 9  Q   And that prior rate case was the WIJAM case.  That

10      was what originally incorporated the repowering, yes?

11  A   That's why I was asking for the reference to make

12      sure I was getting the right case.  I don't out of

13      memory recall the specific case, but if -- if you do

14      see a footnote, I would assume that footnote is

15      accurate to the best of my knowledge.

16  Q   So let's just say subject to check for...

17  A   Fair enough.

18  Q   So please turn to Page 4 of Exhibit RTL-8X, the cross

19      exhibit that is the WIJAM MOU.

20  A   I'm there.

21  Q   All right.  So looking at Term 2 of the WIJAM, titled

22      "Prudence," you see the first line stating the

23      proposed allocation of a particular expense or

24      investment under this agreement is not intended to or

25      will not prejudge the prudence of those costs?
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 1          Do you see that line?

 2  A   I do.

 3  Q   So given that term, do you believe that the WIJAM can

 4      establish prudence of a resource?

 5  A   I don't think the WIJAM, itself, would be a method to

 6      establish prudence.  It's the usual cast of

 7      characters that establish prudence on whether it's

 8      used and useful, whether it's beneficial for

 9      customers, and things of that nature, the -- the

10      traditional prudence standard.

11  Q   So we're going to go back to your rebuttal testimony

12      now, RTL-3T.

13  A   Okay.

14  Q   You argue that staff's proposals don't take into

15      account the cost of bringing new generation online,

16      correct?

17  A   Can you point me to the...

18  Q   That would be Page 7, Line 11.

19  A   So on Page 7, Line 11, I'm answering the question

20      around whether I agree with staff's hundred-and-

21      forty-five-dollar-per-megawatt-hour calculation.

22  Q   Yes.

23  A   And I -- and I say no and explain why.

24  Q   Yes.

25  A   Yes.
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 1  Q   And you're saying that specifically for Rolling

 2      Hills, staff is not accounting for many tax credits

 3      or clean energy and production tax credits that would

 4      be of -- that would no longer be available now,

 5      correct?

 6  A   Yeah, generally, the answer is on Page 7.

 7  Q   So just as a baseline, even if Rolling Hills has

 8      reallocated as Pac requests, will that be enough to

 9      meet your clean energy interim targets?

10  A   Well, no.  We're not -- well, we don't really have at

11      this point interim targets for the next compliance

12      period.  We're wrapping up the last one.  So that's

13      the first caveat, I'll say, to address that question.

14      It's kind of unanswerable from that standpoint.

15          I will say it doesn't necessarily get us to a

16      hundred percent compliance with 2030-and-beyond

17      targets at that point.

18  Q   So a lot of your testimony here relies on the idea

19      that credits are no longer available, correct?

20  A   Are you referring to tax credits?

21  Q   Yes.  Tax credit -- PTCs specifically.

22  A   I think I mention -- and with a bit of time, I'm sure

23      I could point you to the right line.  I think you

24      know where it is.

25          But I do note that, with recent activities at the
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 1      federal level, that in legislation that have passed,

 2      we're looking at a sharp phaseout of tax credits that

 3      we were planning for, in addition to changes in rules

 4      around qualification for tax credits that inject a

 5      fair amount of uncertainty as to whether entities,

 6      the taxpayers that are relying on those tax credits,

 7      will be able to qualify in the end.  So, yes, I do

 8      make mention of that in my testimony.

 9  Q   So that argument's inherently hindsight, though,

10      isn't it?  You're saying the Commission should accept

11      a high-cost facility because a competing facility

12      would now not qualify for incentives and tax credits.

13      But those credits were available at the time you

14      would have been constructing an alternative facility,

15      yes?

16  A   I don't agree with the premise of the question.  I

17      think my testimony is simply trying to address the

18      testimony from staff, which express the cost of

19      Rolling Hills on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.

20          And -- and so I'm highlighting the fact that if

21      you're going to compare that and then further

22      evaluate that relative to perhaps other options or

23      alternatives, that there are other factors that one

24      needs to consider.

25          I mean, when we established prudence and came in
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 1      and looked for a cost recovery of really all our wind

 2      facilities over the last decade-plus, a big part of

 3      the analysis and benefit scenarios relies to tax

 4      credits.

 5          So I'm just highlighting that, you know, throwing

 6      a number out of a hundred and forty-five dollars per

 7      megawatt-hour, for folks who have some familiarity

 8      with wind power purchase agreement prices and things

 9      of that nature, will probably look at that and

10      indicate that is a really high cost for a resource.

11          And so I'm indicating that that's misleading.

12      It's not netting out, you know, tax credits, as one

13      example in part of my rebuttal testimony.

14  Q   You state that the company chose to repower the

15      Rolling Hills wind plant in late 2019, yes?

16  A   I believe so.  I know I've talked about it.  I just

17      from memory can't remember the exact date.  So

18      subject to check, that's --

19  Q   That is --

20  A   -- that's fine.

21  Q   -- Page 7, Line 16 and 17.

22  A   Thank you.

23  Q   And there were clean energy and production tax

24      credits available at that time for alternative wind

25      facilities, yes?  These -- the credits that you're
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 1      talking about that are no longer available now?

 2  A   You know, I -- I believe that there were some form of

 3      tax credits available at that time.  Precisely which

 4      and in what form of certainty, I cannot recall

 5      without really going back.

 6          There has been a fair amount of volatility and

 7      short-term changes to tax credits.  Certainly tax

 8      credits were eligible for Rolling Hills at that point

 9      in time.  Again, it's one of the key value drivers to

10      that project.

11          And I'm not -- I'm just trying to be thorough in

12      my response in the sense that there's just a lot --

13      has been a lot of changes in tax credits.  Yes, they

14      were available.  At what level, I can't recall.

15  Q   Do you know if the company has put in any

16      contemporaneous documentation to show it considering

17      alternatives to that 2019 repowering?

18  A   I believe we would have had something in the filing

19      to approve that in rates.  I don't recall

20      specifically what that testimony is.  I would have to

21      go back and look.

22  Q   How long has PacifiCorp known about the CETA targets

23      it was meant to achieve by 2030?

24  A   I mean, we've -- it's hard for me to put an exact

25      time frame on it.  I know legislation was passed.
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 1      And since that point in time, we have understood what

 2      the targets generally meant.

 3          And there have been rule-makings and things of

 4      that nature to establish precisely how that would be

 5      viewed and accounted for, how compliance would be

 6      measured.  So it's a bit of a -- I'll call it a

 7      transition to understanding with increasing clarity

 8      over time, but certainly have been aware of our

 9      obligation since the law was passed.

10  Q   And you've had interim goals that you were supposed

11      to meet in getting to that eventual CETA target in

12      2030, yes?

13  A   We have had and we will have, yes, interim targets

14      associated with CETA.

15  Q   And the company's had some trouble meeting those

16      goals, yes?

17  A   The Commission has found that we did not satisfy

18      meeting our interim targets in the last period.  And,

19      you know, we'll establish those targets between now

20      and 2030 and the current filing in front of the

21      Commission, as I understand it.

22  Q   All right.  So I'm going to pivot a bit to RTL-3T,

23      Page 10.  We're looking at Lines 3 to 6.

24  A   I'm there.

25  Q   Okay.  You testified that Rolling Hills is
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 1      preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer PTCs.

 2          Does the company dispatch consider PTC

 3      curtailment decisions on a Washington-allocated or a

 4      systemwide basis?

 5  A   I'm trying to think of that in the context of my

 6      answer to this question.

 7          It would just be on the cost for the resource

 8      perspective.  So I don't know how to translate that

 9      into a cost allocation methodology.  But whatever the

10      actual cost incurred or opportunity cost, in the case

11      of lost production tax credits, are used to establish

12      dispatch to the best of my knowledge.  Mr. Wilding,

13      I'll highlight, is in charge of dispatching our

14      system on a day-to-day basis, and you may want to ask

15      him as well.

16  Q   So just as an example for illustrative purposes, if a

17      facility in -- that was allocated to a different

18      jurisdiction and the Rolling Hills facility both are

19      producing production tax credits and Rolling Hills is

20      curtailed, would that decision be made based on the

21      production tax credits that Rolling Hills -- would

22      the curtailment decision be based purely on

23      production tax credits that Rolling Hills could give

24      to Washington, or would it be made based on the

25      production tax credits that would be lost to the
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 1      company's entire system?

 2          So if that other facility allocated to some other

 3      jurisdiction could make more production tax credits

 4      on the whole, would Rolling Hills still be curtailed?

 5  A   So I think I answered it, but I'll try to maybe do it

 6      maybe a different way.

 7          I think we -- subject to, again, confirming with

 8      Mr. Wilding, it was my understanding that we would

 9      establish dispatch for the facility on its actual

10      cost without expressly considering the allocation.

11      The reason -- and maybe this is part of why you're

12      asking, but the reason Rolling Hills is

13      preferentially curtailed is not because of

14      allocations.  It's because not all of the wind

15      turbines at Rolling Hills are -- were repowered, and

16      so the tax credits' impact of curtailing that unit

17      relative to others is lower.

18          And that's the reason that that -- so that's

19      actually a benefit to curtail that resource first in

20      the stack to maintain the full eligibility for other

21      facilities in that constrained part of the system.

22  Q   And in that scenario, which jurisdiction would

23      receive the benefit of the PTCs generated from the

24      facility in that other jurisdiction?

25  A   If it's not curtailed, I assume?
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 1  Q   If a other juris- -- if a facility in a different

 2      jurisdiction or an allocation to a different

 3      jurisdiction is not curtailed at the expense of

 4      Rolling Hills being curtailed.

 5  A   Every state, all of them, both under the WIJAM and

 6      under our proposed allocation methodology.

 7  Q   Under your new -- under the 2026 protocol?

 8  A   Under both.  The Washington -- the recurrent protocol

 9      and our proposal.  In other words, these resources

10      are a hundred percent allocated across all six

11      jurisdictions today that are in this area except for

12      Rolling Hills, which you identify.  I believe in your

13      question, you asked for the resources other than

14      Rolling Hills that are being curtailed.

15  Q   No.

16          What I'm asking is:  Rolling Hills is curtailed

17      for a facility in a different jurisdiction because

18      that facility in that other jurisdiction would lose

19      fewer PTCs.  They would -- you would get more PTCs

20      out of this other facility.

21          Who gets the credits for this other facility?

22      Does Washington get any of the benefit from those

23      credits --

24  A   Yes.

25  Q   -- that are produced?
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 1  A   Sorry.  Yes.  Washington, Oregon, Utah, Wyoming,

 2      Idaho, and California customers.

 3  Q   But how does that work when PTCs are allocated based

 4      on jurisdiction?

 5  A   It's -- there -- so that resource is running as a

 6      result of Rolling Hills being curtailed in this

 7      hypothetical scenario.  The resource which is

 8      running, which is generating production tax credits,

 9      is 100 percent allocated to all states, and so the

10      tax credits flow through to costs to all states.

11  Q   But -- so you're saying that the company is

12      allocating PTCs to all states even though the

13      facilities they're generated at are allocated to

14      specific states?

15          Am I understanding that correctly?

16  A   So today under -- under the WIJAM, it was one of the

17      changes the WIJAM established relative to the WCCA

18      that it replaced, was to broaden the scope of

19      resources that can serve Washington customers, to

20      include renewable and non-emitting resources on the

21      east side of our system.  And at that point, we took

22      one step closer relative to the WCA to getting a more

23      consistent allocation methodology as it relates to

24      those resources.

25          And so I am saying that a hundred percent of that
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 1      resource is allocated to all six of our jurisdictions

 2      and that all the PTCs would flow back to Washington

 3      customers in accordance with the WIJAM allocation

 4      methodology for Washington's share.

 5  Q   So when Rolling Hills was curtailed, the company has

 6      to purchase substitute power through the WEIM, right?

 7  A   Let me think about that.

 8          Not necessarily.  And -- and we don't necessarily

 9      purchase power through -- that may just be semantics.

10      The W -- WEIM would rebalance -- sorry -- is a

11      balancing market and would settle according to bids

12      and directives through that market.

13          And really the circumstances depend upon what the

14      system conditions are at the time, right?  We have a

15      broad system of resources.  We have access to market.

16      If a resource is not generating for any reason, other

17      resources can fill that void across the system.  It

18      may be market purchases.  In the instance of a

19      curtailment of Rolling Hills, it could be for

20      reliability purposes in the local transmission

21      system, and it could be for economics as well.

22      Meaning it would be lower costs to curtail the

23      resource than not to curtail the resource in general.

24  Q   In those instances, that power would be allocated

25      through the SG-F and subject to a system balancing
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 1      adjustment, right?  I think you just testified

 2      basically to that.

 3  A   When it comes to any system balancing adjustments, if

 4      you're pertaining to net power costs, then I would

 5      defer those questions for Mr. Mitchell, who is

 6      certainly our power cost expert.

 7  Q   So since 2008, Rolling Hills has been subject to a

 8      disallowance by the Oregon PUC, correct?

 9  A   It was simply not included in rates.

10  Q   And that unallocated portion is still producing RECs,

11      though, yes?

12  A   Generally a REC is produced for every megawatt-hour

13      of production, so yes.

14  Q   And what currently happens with those RECs?  Are they

15      sold and kept as shareholder profits?  What does the

16      company do with them currently?

17  A   To date, they've just sat in -- in the books.  I

18      believe they're sitting in WREGIS, is my

19      understanding.  But Mr. Wilding could speak to that

20      better as well.  He's got a team that manages our --

21      our REC book, but we've -- they're collecting dust on

22      the shelf, as I understand it today.

23  Q   And so would that be accounted for in your PCAM

24      filings or any of the company filings?  Where would

25      that be shown?

0122

 1  A   I can't speak specifically to which filings and where

 2      things are shown.  But what I can generally speak to

 3      as a policy witness is that, if a resource is in

 4      rates, then it's in the filings.  And if it's not,

 5      it's not in the filings.

 6          So the share that's allocated to Oregon

 7      historically has not been included in those types of

 8      filings, because they're not in rate base.

 9  Q   And same basic question about PTCs.

10          Rolling Hills is going to be producing those even

11      for the unallocated portion, yes?

12  A   Correct.

13  Q   And do you know where those are going as far as are

14      they being kept as shareholder profits?  Are they

15      being kept in WREGIS?

16  A   It's not necessarily a profit thing.  And, again, I'm

17      going to qualify I'm not the CFO.  I don't do

18      PacifiCorp's taxes, per se.  But it is a tax credit,

19      and they get ultimately claimed through the

20      appropriate tax credit process.  The cost allocation

21      methodology is not, per se, an issue when you're

22      filing tax returns with the IRS.

23  Q   All right.  So moving on to the Chehalis plant.

24          Chehalis is going to be a hundred percent

25      reallocated to Washington permanently, yes?
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 1  A   That's our proposal, yes.

 2  Q   And what percentage of the company's total power mix

 3      in Washington will Chehalis contribute?

 4  A   I don't have that number off the top of my head.  It

 5      can be calculated a number of ways in terms of

 6      energy, in terms of capacity on a resource adequacy

 7      basis.  So there are different ways to look at that

 8      question.  I don't have it straight off the top of my

 9      head as we sit here now.

10  Q   Fair to say a pretty sizable chunk?

11  A   I don't know.  I think that's a bit of a

12      subjective -- a subjective view.  So I'll -- I'll

13      maybe not opine on that until I see the numbers.

14          But I do recognize Chehalis is a large facility

15      and it's a dispatchable facility here in Washington.

16      I just haven't done the math to relate it to size of

17      load in relation to all the other resources included

18      in our proposal.

19  Q   And this reallocation is being proposed despite the

20      fact that CETA will require a hundred percent

21      non-emitting resources by 2030, yes?

22  A   I don't agree with that statement.

23          CETA, itself, requires essentially -- I'll use

24      the term generically -- environmental attributes to

25      achieve compliance in 2030.  You know, and in my
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 1      understanding, that could be a summation of renewable

 2      energy credits for renewable resource, potentially

 3      other attributes related to non-emitting resources

 4      that qualify under the legislation to hit the

 5      targets.  They're compared to retail load.

 6          And that's how the basic math works to establish

 7      whether 80 percent has been achieved, or more.  And

 8      then in 2030, there's the alternative compliance

 9      option for things like unbundled renewable energy

10      credits that can be used as well.  Importantly, the

11      point of me highlighting those nuances is it doesn't

12      directly limit an obligation on physical emissions.

13  Q   So that kind of segues well into my next question,

14      which is:

15          Does the company plan on removing Chehalis from

16      its allocations to Washington in 2030, or does it

17      plan on some -- in some other way curtailing

18      Chehalis's allocation to Washington?

19  A   You know, dispatch decisions will be made based off

20      the economics going forward.  We do not plan to

21      remove it expressly to achieve compliance.

22          Again, as I just noted, compliance isn't measured

23      based off the output from Chehalis.  We will

24      economically dispatch that facility to the benefit of

25      our Washington customers.  And, frankly, assigning a
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 1      hundred percent of it to Washington allows us to do

 2      that in a way that is consistent with CETA by

 3      balancing the intermittency of -- of the output from

 4      wind and solar facilities, which will largely be the

 5      primary component of our 2030 compliance.

 6      Information to hit the compliance targets will be

 7      from wind and solar facilities.  And we need

 8      something to balance that across -- across time.

 9          But, no, we're not expressly planning to remove

10      or retire it at a certain date.

11  Q   Does the company have any plans to sell production

12      from Chehalis on the open market after 2030?

13  A   I'd suggest you ask that to Mr. Wilding.  But we do

14      not -- we do not have long-term contracts or any

15      plans to make contracts for wholesale sales out of

16      Chehalis.  It is -- in the transmission world, it is

17      a designated network resource used to serve retail

18      load for our customers, and we intend to maintain

19      that status with our transmission function to use it

20      for load service in our system.

21  Q   Then looking at your Exhibit RTL-2, which is the

22      Washington 2026 protocol.  I'm specifically going to

23      Paragraph 11.

24          So that document states that decommission

25      decisions will come in Phase 2 of the company's
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 1      protocol filings, yes?

 2  A   That's correct.

 3  Q   If the company were to determine that it should

 4      decommission part or all of Chehalis, is the -- would

 5      that decision leave Washington customers, Washington

 6      ratepayers, with all of the decommissioning costs?

 7  A   I can't answer that today, for the very reason of,

 8      you know, we just read Section 11 that we're speaking

 9      of approval of, which is that we'll establish, you

10      know, a proposal for that in Phase 2 as we laid out

11      in our filing.

12  Q   But, hypothetically, if the decision were to be

13      decommissioning, that would leave Washington

14      customers with the rates, or with the cost of that,

15      yes?

16  A   Again, my answer is the same.  I don't know what --

17      what Washington's allocations specifically will be.

18      Our proposal will be to tie it to cost-causation

19      principles just as we've set that as a foundation

20      for -- for this filing.

21          It's -- you know, you're asking me to answer a

22      question which is -- is one of the -- the very things

23      of why we're postponing and pushing this out to

24      Phase 2.  We needed to get Phase 1 filed to get coal

25      out of rates in Washington much sooner that than we
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 1      had the ability to tackle all of the hard issues that

 2      might come in a Phase 2 approach.  This is but one of

 3      them.

 4                        MR. O'BRIEN:  All right.  Mr. Link,

 5      thank you.  That's all my questions.

 6                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 8          Public counsel, you may proceed when you're

 9      ready.

10

11                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

12      BY MR. SYKES:

13  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.  It is still morning.

14  A   Good morning.

15  Q   You have access to BGM-3, by chance?  Maybe counsel

16      can make it available to you.

17  A   I believe I can.  It may take me a moment to find it.

18  Q   That's okay.  Take your time.

19  A   Remind me of the initials.

20  Q   BGM.  Brad Mullins.

21  A   Thank you.

22  Q   Yeah.

23  A   And this is direct testimony, or...?

24  Q   Yes.  This is his direct.  So this is Exhibit 3 to

25      his direct.
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 1          And when you've got it, I'm looking at Page 21.

 2  A   This is Exhib -- sorry -- Exhibit BGM-3?

 3  Q   Exhibit BGM-3.

 4  A   I have that labeled on the file that I have as

 5      PacifiCorp responses to data requests.  Maybe I'm in

 6      the cross folder.

 7  Q   That is it.

 8  A   Okay.

 9  Q   Yeah.  That's it.

10          So I'm looking at Page 21 of that exhibit.

11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Page 21 of 30

12      listed on the top of the page?  Is that --

13                        MR. SYKES:  Yes.

14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- how you're --

15                        MR. SYKES:  Yes --

16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- numbering?

17                        MR. SYKES:  -- Commissioner.  Thank

18      you.

19                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you for that.

20          Almost there.

21                        MR. SYKES:  Yep.  Take your time.

22                        THE WITNESS:  Make sure I'm in the

23      right spot.  Data Request 39?

24                        MR. SYKES:  That's it.

25                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.
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 1  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So I understand you're not the

 2      sponsor of this data request response, but I still

 3      want to ask you a question about it.

 4          So the question is:  Will assigning 100 percent

 5      of Chehalis to Washington subject Washington to

 6      reliability issues?  For example, if Chehalis has an

 7      outage, how will PacifiCorp serve Washington

 8      customers?

 9          Response:  No, the 100 percent allocation of

10      Chehalis to Washington has no impact on reliability.

11          Then the last sentence:  In the event Chehalis

12      has an outage, Washington is still part of the

13      PacifiCorp system, and PacifiCorp will reliably serve

14      Washington load.

15          Do you agree with that answer?

16  A   Yeah, I'm -- I'm in agreement with Mr. Wilding's

17      answer to that question.

18  Q   Okay.  So we're currently operating under the WIJAM

19      in Washington.

20          Do you agree that the allocation protocol is

21      rather than -- is not a complex formula to track

22      electrons?  It is a -- it is a -- it is a ratemaking

23      tool?

24  A   Before I answer that question -- and I'm sure I will

25      ask you to repeat it at this point -- my Zoom is
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 1      telling me that the update is complete.  And I cannot

 2      see myself, and I don't know if that's an issue, so I

 3      at least wanted to raise it.

 4                        MR. SYKES:  If we can go off the

 5      record?

 6                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  We still see you,

 7      but --

 8                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.

 9                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- but...

10                        THE WITNESS:  Sorry.  Okay.

11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But we've resolved

12      what was likely a cybersecurity threat there.

13                        THE WITNESS:  I think I'm back on

14      track.  So I'm sorry for the distraction.  Can you

15      please repeat the question.

16                        MR. SYKES:  Sure.  I'll even try to

17      ask it better.

18  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So can we agree that the WIJAM is not

19      a formula trying to track electrons; it's a

20      ratemaking tool designed to allocate costs?

21  A   Yes.

22  Q   Okay.  And that's the same as the 2026 protocol,

23      correct?

24  A   Yes.

25  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp has been before the Commission
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 1      before, and it has stated that it dispatches as a

 2      system; is that correct?

 3  A   Historically, that is correct.  We dispatch our

 4      resources as a system.

 5  Q   Do you agree that the flow of electricity is governed

 6      by the laws of physics and not by state lines or

 7      allocation methodologies?

 8  A   I am an environmental scientist in my training, but,

 9      yes, I agree.  That's my understanding.

10  Q   I may have misheard.  But did you testify in response

11      to a staff question that Washington does not include

12      enough dispatchable generation?

13  A   I don't remember the exact context of the question

14      and the response, but I do generally recall that --

15      that -- that concept, and it's ensuring that -- it's

16      recognition that there is a need for reliable

17      operation of the system.  And part of that need is

18      met with dispatchable generation.

19          And for -- if we are going to incur costs to

20      maintain a reliable system, then Washington customers

21      need to -- from a context of an allocation

22      perspective, should pay for the resources needed to

23      provide that reliable service.

24  Q   Okay.  So despite the lack of dispatchable

25      generation, Washington ratepayers have always
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 1      received reliable service?

 2  A   As far as I know, yes, we do have reliable service in

 3      Washington, yes.

 4  Q   Do you agree -- this might be a better question for

 5      Mr. Mitchell, but I'm going to ask.

 6          Do you agree that coal plants in the east half of

 7      the system provide ancillary services for Washington

 8      ratepayers?

 9  A   Coal resources in the east balancing authority area

10      provide ancillary services for the physical

11      transmission system.

12  Q   Understood.

13          And as of the end of this year, Washington will

14      no longer be paying for those resources?

15  A   There are -- there are certain resources that

16      Washington has been paying for that will no longer be

17      paying for, and we're not adding new coal, so

18      Washington will be out of coal by the end of this

19      year.

20  Q   Understood.  Thank you.

21          Okay.  Can you please turn to your rebuttal

22      testimony.  This will be RTL-3T.

23  A   I am there.  Thank you.

24  Q   Okay.  So I'm looking at Line 3, starting on Line 3.

25      Public counsel proposed --
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 1                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Sorry.  What

 2      page are we on?

 3                        MR. SYKES:  Sorry.  This is

 4      Page 21.

 5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.

 6                        THE WITNESS:  I'm there.

 7  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So this is Line 3, beginning

 8      on Line 3.  Public counsel proposes a 15 percent

 9      disallowance penalty for PacifiCorp allegedly failing

10      to perform an alternative analysis.  Is this

11      appropriate or reflective of actual circumstances?

12          No, public counsel's proposed penalty for

13      PacifiCorp allegedly failing to perform an

14      alternative analysis is simply without merit and

15      undermined by a completely unworkable alternative

16      presented by public counsel.

17          So you disagreed with Dr. Earle on his

18      recommendation, correct?

19          In your answer, though, I just want to confirm:

20      You're not denying that PacifiCorp didn't perform an

21      alternative analysis?

22  A   Not in the -- I think the context in which public

23      counsel has phrased it in its -- in its case, in its

24      testimony.  I mean, technically the WIJAM is an

25      alternative.
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 1  Q   Okay.  So the analysis is -- the alternative is the

 2      WIJAM?

 3  A   I'm just saying that is an alternative.  I'm not

 4      saying it's the alternative, but yes.

 5  Q   Okay.  But that is the -- that is -- is that the

 6      primary alternative that we're working from,

 7      comparing the 2026 protocol to you?

 8  A   I mean, we've certainly made, in a lot of the

 9      witnesses' testimony in this case, a comparison to

10      the WIJAM to show the difference and the impacts from

11      what's there today, but also which could continue,

12      depending on how the Commission determines to move

13      forward in this proceeding, as well.

14  Q   So the comparison is between WIJAM and the 2026

15      protocol?

16  A   Those are the comparisons made in my testimony,

17      Ms. Ghosh's testimony, Ms. Steward's testimony, and a

18      lot of the testimony.

19  Q   Did the company consider allocating less than a

20      hundred percent of Chehalis and keeping some

21      allocation of Hermiston?

22  A   Can you clarify over what time frame you're

23      referencing?

24  Q   Let's say from -- in any time during the 2020

25      protocol to now.
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 1  A   I really can't speak to the specifics of that

 2      question.  I can say that we looked at all kinds of

 3      different alternatives over the years, the many, many

 4      years of which we've been, you know, reviewing cost

 5      allocation methodologies and their subsequent

 6      versions and changes over time.

 7          And in this proceeding, it became pretty apparent

 8      that the best option was the one that we proposed

 9      with regard to Chehalis.

10  Q   And none of those alternatives you just mentioned

11      were included in the company's filing?

12  A   No, my -- my answer earlier was in reference to -- I

13      mean, that's why I asked over what time frame.  And

14      you mentioned over the previous protocol.  It's a

15      long time.  There have been a lot of alternatives.

16          We did not pull from all of those alternatives

17      and pick one and include it in our filing.  We

18      included the '26 protocol as our proposed allocation

19      methodology.

20  Q   Okay.  Compared to the WIJAM?

21  A   And we made comparisons throughout our case to the

22      WIJAM.

23  Q   Okay.  There was a question that was asked to

24      Ms. Steward about RFPs.

25          Did you hear that question?
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 1  A   I'd prefer it if you repeated it for me if you're

 2      going to ask me to answer.

 3  Q   Sure.

 4          Let's actually go to RTL-13X.

 5  A   Did you say 13X?

 6  Q   Yes.

 7          And this is PacifiCorp response to Public

 8      Counsel DR 153.

 9  A   Okay.  I think I may have a labeling issue, but I

10      will find that data request.

11                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Is that 153

12      or 135?  Mine says 135.

13                        MR. SYKES:  153.

14                        THE WITNESS:  Mine also says 135.

15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe that is

16      labeled RTL-16X.

17                        MR. SYKES:  Oh.  Okay.  RTL-16X.

18                        THE WITNESS:  That lines up with

19      what I'm seeing.

20                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.

21  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Can you look at Question B in that

22      DR:  Please confirm or deny whether PacifiCorp agrees

23      that the company did not conduct or issue all-source

24      RFPs in 2011, 2013, 2015, 2017, or 2021.

25          And the answer to that following the
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 1      qualification is:  Confirmed.

 2          Do you see that?

 3  A   I do.

 4  Q   Okay.  And you are one of the sponsors to this

 5      exhibit, or to this DR response?

 6  A   I am.

 7  Q   Okay.  153C:  Please confirm or deny whether

 8      PacifiCorp agrees that the company canceled the

 9      proposed 2022 all-source RFP.

10          Question -- or answer is:  Confirmed.

11          Is that correct?

12  A   That's what it says.

13  Q   Okay.  There's currently a -- there's currently --

14      PacifiCorp has issued a 2025 RFP.

15          Is that -- am I correct in saying that?

16  A   Yes.  The Commission has approved a 2025 situs RFP

17      for Washington.  I believe bids are due today or

18      tomorrow, from my recollection, so it is quite

19      active.

20  Q   And these resources are likely not to come online

21      before 2029.

22          Is that a fair -- fair assessment?

23  A   Yeah.

24  Q   Okay.  Can we go back to your rebuttal testimony,

25      RTL-3T.
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 1          Okay.  So I'm looking at Page 20, Lines 12,

 2      through 21, 2.

 3  A   Page 20, Lines -- could you say the line numbers

 4      again, please.

 5  Q   Yes.  Page 20, starting at Line 12.

 6          Okay.  Mandating an end to the allocation of

 7      Chehalis and Jim Bridger on December 31st, 2029,

 8      would put customers under -- at a substantial risk of

 9      changed circumstances.

10          Can you and I agree that 2030 -- or that CETA's

11      2030 requirements are a known changed circumstance

12      relative to today?

13  A   I know of -- I'm a little confused by the wording of

14      the question.  I know of it today.  I will know if in

15      twenty thir- -- I'm confused by the question.  So I'm

16      aware that there is a CETA compliance target in 2030.

17  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp has to meet 80 percent renewable in

18      2030?

19  A   The standards are, yes, as discussed, I think, in my

20      responses earlier, yeah.

21  Q   PacifiCorp has to plan for replacing these units

22      anyway; is that correct?

23  A   No, it's not.

24  Q   Okay.  But it has to plan for acquiring new

25      resources, correct?
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 1  A   Correct.

 2  Q   Okay.  Now, there was inflationary pressure in 2020

 3      through 2022; is that correct?

 4  A   I believe I know what you're referring to.  There

 5      have been inflationary pressures for a long period of

 6      time.  But maybe clarify what you're seeking or point

 7      me to something that you're speaking to.

 8  Q   Okay.  So the RFP that had been canceled -- 2021 --

 9      there was significant inflation in 2021 coming out of

10      COVID; do you recall?

11  A   Well, so we had a 2020 RFP.

12  Q   Okay.  2020 RFP.

13  A   Which -- and a 2022 RFP, which may come -- I don't

14      know.  Maybe you can clarify why that's not

15      inconsistent with my previous testimony?

16  Q   Sorry.  That's consistent.  That was me misspeaking.

17  A   I don't know that it is.  I'm -- I'm clarifying.  So

18      the -- the -- for -- for example, the data

19      response -- I forget the exhibit number that you

20      walked me through relating to RFPs, and I confirmed

21      that the words on the paper said as you were reading

22      them.  I think there's a -- it can be misleading.

23          So the question asked about all-source --

24  Q   Yes.

25  A   -- RFPs.  I coincidentally took over the planning
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 1      group right around 2011.  So through that entire time

 2      frame, I have been responsible for the planning and

 3      the associated procurement that follows.

 4          Under Washington's rules, historically, back then

 5      in particular -- they've changed, I know, over

 6      time -- an all-source RFP required that a

 7      solicitation include things like market purchases,

 8      energy efficiency, demand response, to name a few.

 9          We issued many RFPs since 2011 through now that

10      weren't necessarily all-source RFPs as the question

11      asked.  We sought waivers for the need to include --

12      the reason I listed those three items, those were

13      routinely waivers that we sought in seeking approval

14      of RFPs in Washington at that time.  Not that we

15      weren't pursuing them.  We were getting approval to

16      pursue them under a different pathway.  Different

17      ways to procure energy efficiency, by example.

18          So maybe it's worth clarifying at this point that

19      we have done a lot of resource procurement since

20      2011, not technically an all-source RFP as defined

21      under Commission's rules at the time.

22  Q   So you've contended in your rebuttal testimony that

23      the allocation of additional wind is not possible in

24      part because that wind is allocated to other states.

25  A   I think, can you point me to my testimony --
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 1  Q   Sure.

 2  A   -- that you're referencing.  Sorry.

 3  Q   I have actually lost it in here.  But I can ask

 4      another witness this question.

 5          So I guess my question is:  Chehalis is currently

 6      allocated to other states and provides benefits to

 7      those states, correct?

 8  A   Yes.

 9  Q   Okay.  Chehalis has allocated to Utah something like

10      45 percent?

11  A   I will use that as a general reference as my

12      understanding of what the current SG factor generally

13      is for Utah.

14  Q   Okay.  All right.  That is it.  Thank you.

15          Actually, I'm sorry.  I do have one more

16      question.

17          When we reach 2030 and there is a -- and

18      PacifiCorp has to be 80 percent renewable, will --

19      the company will have to reduce the dispatch of

20      Chehalis; is that correct?

21  A   I don't believe that's correct.

22                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  Nothing further.

23      Thank you.

24                        THE WITNESS:  You're welcome.

25      Thank you.
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 1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 2          I believe AWEC has indicated cross for this

 3      witness.  You can proceed when you're ready.

 4                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Judge.

 5

 6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

 7      BY MR. PEPPLE:

 8  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.

 9  A   Good morning.

10  Q   Still ten minutes.

11  A   Yeah.

12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And if you could

13      please turn on your camera.

14                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes.

15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

16      much.

17  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Are you at least generally aware

18      that AWEC's witness Mr. Mullins has raised concerns

19      with how PacifiCorp is modeling its wind resources?

20  A   Yes.

21  Q   And are you also aware that, as partial support for

22      his recommendation, Mr. Mullins referenced testimony

23      that you filed in Oregon that stated that one of the

24      benefits of the new Gateway South transmission line

25      is reduced wind curtailments?
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 1  A   I guess I'll put it this way.  I'm certainly aware

 2      that there's a cross exhibit with my testimony from

 3      the Oregon --

 4  Q   Okay.  Well --

 5  A   -- case.

 6  Q   -- you'll lead me right to it.  So that's, I think,

 7      RTL-18CX.

 8          And I will just flag that there is confidential

 9      information in this exhibit.  I don't intend to

10      reference any of it.  But if your answers require

11      referencing any of it, we should stop.

12  A   Yeah, I'll do that.  And I will note that even -- it

13      looks like folks on my own team have tried to change

14      my name as well.

15  Q   So if you could turn to Page 11 of this exhibit,

16      which is Page 9 of the testimony.

17          And just to confirm:  This is the testimony that

18      you filed in Oregon in Docket UE-451, correct?

19  A   That's correct.

20  Q   Okay.  So starting at Line 13 of this page.

21          Are you there?

22  A   Yes, I am.

23  Q   Okay.

24                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just want to make

25      sure we're on the same.  In the upper right-hand

0144

 1      corner, is it 9 of 18?

 2                        MR. PEPPLE:  11 of 18.

 3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  11.  Very good.

 4      Thank you.

 5                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yeah.

 6  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Okay.  So starting -- starting

 7      Line 13 there, you testified about the wind

 8      curtailment benefits that Gateway South is providing.

 9          Do you see that?

10  A   Yes, I do.

11  Q   And would you agree that these benefits inure to

12      Washington as well as to Oregon?

13  A   So maybe if I could clarify.

14  Q   Sure.

15  A   The benefits you're referring to are benefits which

16      this section of my testimony being referenced speaks

17      to is reduced curtailments from one time period to

18      another time period, where in between that time

19      period, a large new 500-kV transmission line known as

20      Gateway South was added to the system and energized,

21      correct?

22  Q   Correct.  Yes.

23  A   There are resources that are also assigned or

24      allocated to Washington, that area.  So, yes, I

25      agree.
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 1  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

 2          In Mr. Mitchell's testimony, he makes a

 3      distinction between wind curtailments that happen

 4      when setting up the day-ahead base schedule and those

 5      that occur through the energy imbalance market.

 6          Are you familiar with that?  I can give you a

 7      page cite if you need to reference it.

 8  A   I -- I do not.  And I'll have to pull up

 9      Mr. Mitchell's testimony.

10  Q   Very good.  That's RJM-13.  And if you go to Page 58

11      of that testimony.

12                        JUDGE HUGHES:  This is, for the

13      record, also confidential.

14                        MR. PEPPLE:  Correct.

15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And what

16      page were you referring to again?  I'm sorry.

17                        MR. PEPPLE:  Page 58.

18                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.

19                        THE WITNESS:  This is

20      Mr. Mitchell's rebuttal testimony?

21                        MR. PEPPLE:  That's correct.

22                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.  And you

23      said -- I'm sorry.  If you could -- I just got the

24      file open.  Can you repeat the page number.

25                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yeah.  Page 58.
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 1                        THE WITNESS:  I'm there.

 2  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Okay.  So there's a Q & A that sort

 3      of takes up the whole page here, and you can review

 4      it.  But to sort of summarize it, you know,

 5      Mr. Mitchell says that, you know, AWEC says that

 6      there's a level of curtailment of about 21.1 percent,

 7      which is higher than the 1.4 percent seen in the

 8      Western Energy Imbalance Market.

 9          And then Mr. Mitchell's response is that this is

10      an apples-to-oranges comparison, and he talks about

11      how the -- there is the Aurora model, which creates a

12      base schedule.  And then he says on Line 15 that the

13      vast majority of curtailment happens at this

14      day-ahead planning stage in Aurora.

15          And then on Line 18, he says that the Western EIM

16      data that AWEC cites represents only a tiny fraction

17      of the picture.

18          Do you see that?

19  A   I mean, I'd need to read it.  I'll maybe see what the

20      question is, and...

21  Q   Well, I guess my question is:  In your Oregon

22      testimony, is it accurate to state that the

23      curtailment data that you provided applies to EIM

24      curtailments and not curtailments that are baked into

25      the company's day-ahead setup plan as these two
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 1      distinctions are being created in Mr. Mitchell's

 2      testimony?

 3  A   Yeah, it's my understanding that we're using the data

 4      available to us to establish the curtailment

 5      information.  And, I think, importantly, in my -- the

 6      testimony we referenced, it's called the Oregon RAC,

 7      renewable adjustment clause.  So if I call it the

 8      RAC, that's what I'm referring to.

 9          In that filing, the objective of the Q & A's that

10      we were looking at earlier in that testimony was to

11      identify that, when you add a new transmission line

12      to a part of the system that is congested, that

13      should have less congestion and therefore less

14      curtailment, and to identify, you know, with the data

15      available to us what that volume generally look like,

16      is my belief or my understanding that that came from

17      some data from the -- the EIM.

18  Q   Okay.  And so I guess -- I guess a question I have

19      relevant to your Oregon testimony:

20          Is it your testimony in that case that Gateway

21      South had no impact on the curtailments that are

22      baked into the base schedule that PacifiCorp creates?

23  A   I really didn't even get into that level of detail in

24      my testimony to be able to speak to that.  My -- the

25      data I was referring to was just generally trying to

0148

 1      say -- provide some quantification to what I think

 2      is -- is probably expected in the sense that, if you

 3      add transmission congestions relieved, you get less

 4      curtailment.

 5          To quantify that concept for that -- specific for

 6      that proceeding, I really couldn't tell you the

 7      nuances of whether it was a day-ahead base schedule

 8      and precisely how that -- that data was, you know,

 9      pulled together from at that level of granularity.

10  Q   Okay.  I mean, would it be reasonable to assume that,

11      if it reduced curtailments in the EIM market, it

12      would reduce curtailments on a day-ahead basis as

13      well?

14  A   Boy, there's potentially a lot in that, so I can't

15      say without more information whether that's true or

16      not true.  I think, you know, particularly the

17      information that Mr. Mitchell raises is probably best

18      suited for him to answer than me.

19  Q   Okay.  I did actually have a question for

20      Mr. Mitchell that I think might actually be better

21      for you to answer, so I will ask you that.  And then

22      you can always defer to Mr. Mitchell if you need to.

23  A   Okay.

24  Q   So if you look at Mr. Mitchell's testimony on

25      Page 61.
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 1                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  This is rebuttal,

 2      reply?

 3                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes.  His rebuttal,

 4      13CT.

 5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  I'm sorry.

 6      What page was that?

 7                        MR. PEPPLE:  Page 61.

 8                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.

 9                        MR. PEPPLE:  And I'm looking at the

10      question starting on Line 6.  You have that.

11          Yeah, when you're there.

12  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Are you ready?

13  A   Oh.  I'm sorry.  I'm there.  I was taking the --

14  Q   I thought you were reading.

15  A   -- the moment of silence to read the Q & A, so maybe

16      it's still time well spent.

17  Q   So I guess this is going to be just a foundational

18      question.

19          So this Q & A talks about the preconstruction

20      vintage forecast or the P50 forecast for a wind

21      resource.

22          Are you familiar with what that is?

23  A   Yes.

24  Q   Can you just sort of describe what it is.

25  A   Sure.
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 1          I think a P50 forecast for a wind generation

 2      facility, I think the easiest way to describe it from

 3      my perspective is it's the expected output where half

 4      the time you will see energy output that's higher

 5      than the P50 level, and half the time you will see

 6      output that's lower, recognizing that wind generation

 7      is variable and nonconstant.

 8  Q   Okay.  And so in this -- in this response,

 9      Mr. Mitchell says that these preconstruction vintage

10      forecasts are not used by the company as a basis for

11      economic justification for wind investments.  And

12      then he goes through and talks about all of the

13      analysis the company does do.

14          Do you see that?

15  A   Yes, I do.

16  Q   So I guess my question is:  What is the capacity

17      factor or the assumed capacity factor of a new

18      resource that the Commission uses when it does do an

19      economic analysis of new resources?

20  A   So I clarify:  When the Commission does an analysis,

21      or when --

22  Q   Sorry.  When the company does.

23  A   -- we do an analysis and present it to the

24      Commission?

25  Q   When the company does --
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 1  A   Okay.

 2  Q   -- the analysis.

 3  A   We do, in fact, use the -- what I think Mr. Mitchell

 4      has defined as the preconstruction wind forecast as

 5      an input to our models, the IRP models, which have

 6      changed over the years.  So, you know, what I'm

 7      speaking to are concepts in general methodologies,

 8      key assumptions in how you do a change from one model

 9      to the next as we've changed platforms.  But

10      fundamentally, it's consistent with Ramo- --

11      Mr. Mitchell's testimony here.

12          You have an input that's basically -- I think of

13      it as what would the wind profile potentially look

14      like at the bus bar where interconnection occurs

15      based entirely on the wind regime, anemometer data,

16      wind speed data, to establish a projected forecast at

17      a P50 level, as I mentioned my definition of that

18      earlier.

19          And then when you analyze that as a part of an

20      integrated system where there are potential

21      transmission constraints and other reasons to modify

22      output beyond the bus bar of that wind facility, that

23      the capacity factor can be generally never higher,

24      lower than the preconstruction input of the wind

25      facility to reflect any number of things that may
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 1      have occurred, whether it's curtailments or economics

 2      or things of that nature as well.

 3          So it puts -- preconstruction is an input.  The

 4      actual capacity factor is an output.  Any time you

 5      change assumptions to the model, therefore the output

 6      can change.

 7  Q   So does PacifiCorp have the output capacity factor of

 8      the wind resources that it has acquired recently?

 9          Is that -- does that -- does that data exist

10      somewhere?

11  A   Again, it would -- potentially it should exist, and

12      it exists every time you run a model and you've

13      changed the assumptions.  You put a new price curve

14      in the model, you'll get a different output.  You --

15      every time you're rerunning the model, it may or may

16      not be very impactful, your change of assumption to

17      the output, but it can change.

18          I can speak to when we've proceeded with the

19      prudence -- I'll say the analysis that I supported

20      for prudence review of wind facilities, at least that

21      I remember off the top of my head tying back to our

22      Energy Vision 2020 project, which included Segment D2

23      of our Energy Gateway West transmission upgrades,

24      roughly the 2020 time frame, that analysis, treated

25      the analysis here the same way.
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 1          The analysis I would have supported in testimony

 2      in various jurisdictions to support prudence would

 3      have been analyzed in the fashion I just described.

 4      And the same would flow through from there to the

 5      Gateway South transmission project and associated

 6      wind output and to the repowering facilities as well.

 7          Those are the ones I remember off the top of my

 8      head since I was the witness supporting those

 9      analyses that we analyzed it this way.

10                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Those are all

11      my questions.  Thank you.

12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

13          Any redirect from the company at this time?

14                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  Just

15      a couple quick questions.

16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.

17

18                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION

19      BY MR. McVEE:

20  Q   Mr. Link, there are several questions about CETA

21      compliance.

22          Is it true that PacifiCorp has brought online or

23      contracted CETA-supporting resources since CETA

24      passed?

25  A   That's correct.  Since -- over the last -- just even
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 1      over the last three years, we've got a little over

 2      3,000 megawatts of renewable or capacity -- battery

 3      storage capacity needed to integrate renewable energy

 4      that either has come online or will be coming online

 5      through next summer.

 6  Q   And I believe staff referenced Docket UE-191024.

 7      That was the 2020 PacifiCorp rate case with the

 8      WIJAM.

 9          Did the company seek recovery and prudence review

10      of the repowered Rolling Hills as part of that

11      request?

12  A   I believe we did.

13                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.  That's all

14      the questions that I have on redirect.

15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  Sorry.

16      I was taking notes.  I appreciate that.

17          Questions from the bench at this point in time?

18                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes, please.

19      Thank you, Your Honor.

20          Mr. Link, looking at staff witness Jacque

21      Hawkins-Jones' cross testimony -- and that's JHJ-IT

22      [sic].  I'm looking at Pages 6 through 8, starting at

23      Line 15.  Page 6.

24                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.  I'm there.

25                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Have you read
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 1   this?

 2                     THE WITNESS:  I did.

 3                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.

 4       So on the timelines, does the company have a

 5   position on the timelines requirements presented by

 6   staff's proposal?  And that would be PacifiCorp to

 7   initiate multiparty multi-jurisdictional cost

 8   allocation frameworks discussions by February 1,

 9   2027.  And the next, PacifiCorp to file a Phase 2

10   cost allocation protocol by March 1st, 2028.

11       Any position or response on those proposed

12   timelines?

13                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  We do not, I

14   think, support the timelines proposed in this

15   testimony.  I think there are really a number of

16   reasons why.

17       First, let me say it's not -- we're not opposed

18   to potentially exploring opportunities to get

19   engagement from stakeholders and to try to find

20   resolution that parties can agree to in advance of a

21   potential filing.

22       I think our recent experience tells us that the

23   likelihood of success in that approach may not be

24   high, and that rather than prescriptively establish

25   when and how the Phase 2 should be done, we're
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 1   focusing in our proposal that I believe states that

 2   we will ensure Phase 2 is in place with sufficient

 3   time for 2030 essentially rate effective period.

 4       There are some pretty difficult issues yet on the

 5   table for us to address in Phase 2.  We've

 6   highlighted what some of those may be.  Today's

 7   exchange with me hit some of this as well, whether

 8   it's decommissioning or new transmission projects,

 9   and we simply need the time to work through those

10   complicated issues.  And we will look for

11   opportunities to engage.

12       It's in -- it's to our benefit to have

13   stakeholder participation and ultimately some level

14   of consensus on what we can agree to, so there's --

15   we're clearly not opposed to it.  But I'm simply not

16   in agreement to the very prescriptive, "By such date,

17   you should do these very specific things," and kind

18   of shackle us in a way that I feel might be more

19   harmful than helpful in the end.

20                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.

21   Thank you.

22       And staying just with Phase 2 and going on to the

23   next page, does the company have a position on any of

24   the recommendations made by staff regarding the

25   requirements of a Phase 2 filing?
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 1                     THE WITNESS:  I think as a general

 2   matter -- and I could certainly walk through them one

 3   by one as necessary.  But as a general matter, we're

 4   not -- there's a lot of information here that,

 5   frankly, when we're -- we're reading it as a team,

 6   we're not quite sure even what some of the analysis

 7   intended means and what that might look like.

 8       And from our recent experience in trying to get

 9   consensus through the multistate process previously,

10   that -- that is -- those sorts of uncertainties and

11   vagueness that have, I think, helped or contributed

12   to us being bogged down and then trying to over- --

13   or not over, but to analysis by paralysis.  I think

14   Ms. Steward mentioned that -- that term, used that

15   earlier.

16       And there were some things here that, you know,

17   I'm not sure entirely make a lot of sense, like where

18   directional implications on load forecast, if we're

19   at fixed allocation factors for Washington in

20   particular, that that may not really be a driver of

21   how interactions happen with other jurisdictions.

22       We do fully anticipate proposing fixed allocation

23   factors for at least some combination of

24   jurisdictions in Phase 2 as well, so Washington

25   wouldn't be the only one ultimately.  It's the first
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 1   one, given the timing of where we are in the

 2   compliance obligations, frankly, under CETA and the

 3   CCA.

 4                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank

 5   you.

 6       Nothing further from me.  Thank you, Your Honor.

 7                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just a real quick

 8   follow-up.  There was a discussion earlier on the

 9   allocation of PTCs, and I just want to make sure I

10   understand it correctly, so I'm going to use a real

11   simple model in my head.

12       My understanding is that PTCs would be allocated

13   based on the cost allocation as well.  So PTCs are a

14   benefit to customers.  And if there are allocated

15   costs, then that PTC rolls back to them.

16       So my simple example is, if a wind facility is

17   allocated 10 percent or 8 percent to Washington

18   customers, a PTC is produced and comes to the company

19   as a tax benefit, 8 percent of that PTC comes back to

20   Washington customers.

21       Do I have -- is that a correct flow of what a PTC

22   would do for customers?

23                     THE WITNESS:  We share the same

24   understanding, yes.

25                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  Very good.
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 1   Thank you.

 2                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.

 3   And I was having the same question, so that's

 4   helpful.

 5       Mr. Link, I just have one other question.  And we

 6   were talking a bit about decommissioning and

 7   remediation costs for -- for the Chehalis plant.  And

 8   I think in response to Commissioner Doumit's

 9   question, you also indicated that is still sort of a

10   question up in the air, which is why it's deferred to

11   Phase 2.

12       But just going to -- you mentioned you're tying

13   it to cost-causation principles.

14       Similar to decommissioning or remediation costs

15   for coal plants -- and we've dealt with this with

16   other companies and other issues -- that those costs

17   for the plant really refer back to how that cost was

18   used over time, not changes in those plants going

19   forward; for example, how we have considered it with

20   Colstrip.

21       Would you agree to that?

22                     THE WITNESS:  I think with -- with

23   the caveat that I'm not sure what we've done with

24   Colstrip personally.  Other witnesses, I suspect, may

25   be; Ms. Cheung in particular.

0160

 1       And I think I understand, though, generally where

 2   you're coming from, and we have not yet determined

 3   our approach, I would say is the easiest way to put

 4   it.

 5       I certainly am aware that -- that there's an

 6   argument for, you know, how the costs have occurred

 7   over time via an allocation method should be a factor

 8   in establishing what that is.  But at the same time,

 9   it's my understanding also, particularly in

10   Washington and even under the WIJAM, that actual

11   decommissioning will ultimately be what is paid for.

12   It's just at what allocation.  And we need to work

13   through what that proposal looks like.

14       We started having some convers- -- I'll be

15   perfectly honest in establishing this.  Some of those

16   conversations and quickly determined that we would

17   have a difficult time coming to resolution as to what

18   we would want to propose and the time we needed to

19   make this filing, and Phase -- we have no immediate

20   plans to retire the facility by the time we get to

21   Phase 2 and we can consider that during Phase 2.

22                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So --

23   but the issue is, if -- if other states benefitted

24   from the allocation of Chehalis and the dispatch of

25   Chehalis, should they not then be responsible for a
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 1   portion of the decommissioning and remediation costs.

 2   Whether they would agree to that is a different

 3   issue, but if you're looking at cost causation in

 4   terms of, you know, traditional sort of environmental

 5   cost causation, if a state has had the benefit of the

 6   use, then would they not have the benefit -- the

 7   burden of the decommissioning and remediation costs

 8   going forward?

 9                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah, and I -- how do

10   I want to put this?  At the risk of boxing myself

11   into we've established a methodology going forward,

12   I -- I -- I agree with that basic sentiment, and the

13   mechanics of how we achieve that kind of fair outcome

14   are what we need to work through.

15                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  I

16   understand.  And that will be for the Phase 2.

17                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

18                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So as the

19   company is filing its deferrals for -- with other

20   states for the Chehalis plant, will the consideration

21   of depreciation or remediation costs also be included

22   in those deferral applications or petitions?

23                     THE WITNESS:  I will recommend you

24   maybe try to validate my answer with Ms. Cheung when

25   she gets up.  But because we haven't established a
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 1   specific decommissioning proposal here or in the

 2   other jurisdictions, my expectation is that we would

 3   not have that factored into those deferrals.

 4                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So if you

 5   don't factor it into the deferral and you're not

 6   seeking deferral of those costs, the company is

 7   potentially, depending on the outcome of those

 8   deferrals and the depreciation discussion of Phase 2,

 9   potentially not able to recover certain costs,

10   correct?

11                     THE WITNESS:  I would -- I think I

12   would recommend that go to Ms. Cheung as well.

13                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  I

14   will do that.  Thanks.

15                     THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

16                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Sorry.  Just

17   one more.

18       Public counsel went to your rebuttal testimony at

19   Page 20 and asked you to opine essentially on public

20   counsel's recommendation that the Commission order

21   PacifiCorp to remove Chehalis and Gym Bridger's Units

22   1 and 2 on December 31, 2029.

23       You answered there, but I -- "reckless," you

24   said.  Pretty strong word.  And I want to just go a

25   little bit deeper than that and just maybe set forth
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 1   the reasons why -- why you would suggest that.

 2                     THE WITNESS:  So can you help me

 3   understand if my use of the term "reckless" was in my

 4   response this morning or it's in the testimony?

 5                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Oh.  No.

 6   It's in the testimony.

 7                     THE WITNESS:  Okay.

 8                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  I'm sorry.

 9                     THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

10                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  It's in your

11   testimony.  22 and then again over on 21.

12                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

13                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  At Line 15.

14   You have it in here, but --

15                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

16                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  -- I just

17   want a little more -- a little more substance on

18   that, please.  Thank you.

19                     THE WITNESS:  Sure.  I appreciate

20   that.

21       The -- the only real dispatchable generation from

22   our existing fleet that would be available for

23   Washington really boils down to the Chehalis

24   facility, the thermal units, the Bridger facilities

25   we've got proposed in this -- in this allocation.
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 1       There are additional procurements we're planning.

 2   We do have some battery resources coming online, but

 3   not sufficient in and of themselves to replace this.

 4       And so my use of the term "reckless" is really to

 5   draw attention to the fact that removal of this

 6   dispatch will generate reliance on maybe not a

 7   hundred percent but close to hundred percent

 8   non-emitting variable resources.  There are some

 9   hydro facilities, so I'm not trying to make this

10   black and white all in all, but it's a significant

11   reduction of the sort of things needed to maintain

12   reliable operations on the system would, in fact, be

13   reckless.

14       And, again, I'm tying that to the point that

15   if -- if -- if we're incurring real costs to maintain

16   that type of service, then, you know, inherent in

17   that assumption is those costs are being passed

18   through to customers because it's a cost to provide

19   reliable service.  That we can't just lean on the

20   system in other jurisdictions' costs for resources

21   that might be providing that service and assume

22   that's okay.

23                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.

24   Thank you.  Appreciate that.

25                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

0165

 1                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe

 2   that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Link.

 3   You're excused at this point in time.

 4                     THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 5                            (Witness excused.)

 6

 7                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  At this

 8   point in time, we will go ahead and break for lunch.

 9   We will be off the record.

10                            (Pause in proceedings from

11                             12:19 p.m. to 1:24 p.m.)

12

13                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  It is now

14   1:24 p.m.  And we will be moving to our next witness,

15   witness -- sorry -- witness Mitchell.  If you could

16   please come up.  Thank you.

17       And if you could please raise your right hand,

18   I'll swear you in.

19       Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you

20   will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,

21   and nothing but the truth?

22                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

23   ////

24   ////

25   ////
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 1      RAMON J. MITCHELL,         having been first duly sworn

 2                                 by Administrative Law Judge

 3                                 Thompson, was examined and

 4                                 testified as follows:

 5

 6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You

 7      may be seated.

 8          And, Counsel, you may proceed.

 9

10                        DIRECT EXAMINATION

11      BY MR. LOWNEY:

12  Q   Witness Mitchell, could you please state and spell

13      your name for the record.

14  A   Name is Ramon Mitchell.  R-a-m-o-n M-i-t-c-h-e-l-l.

15  Q   And how are you employed?

16  A   I am the director of net power cost for PacifiCorp.

17  Q   And in that capacity, did you file testimony in this

18      case?

19  A   Yes, I did.

20  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions today,

21      would your answers be the same?

22  A   Yes, they would.

23                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you.

24          Witness Mitchell is available for

25      cross-examination.
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 1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

 2      much.

 3          We will go ahead and begin with staff.  And feel

 4      free to proceed whenever you're ready.

 5

 6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

 7      BY MS. STRAUSS:

 8  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.

 9          How are you?

10  A   Good afternoon.  I'm well.  Thank you.

11          How are you?

12  Q   Generally speaking, would you expect to buy a hedge

13      at one price and then sell it at another price?

14  A   No.  Generally speaking, as you can see in Page 40 of

15      my rebuttal testimony -- as in Page four zero of

16      Exhibit 13CT, as in "Charlie," "tango" -- it

17      illustrates the tree timelines of the energy market:

18      The forward market, the day-ahead market, and the

19      real-time market.

20          Hedges are transacted in the forward market.  And

21      then to the extent that they're sold, they're

22      typically sold in the day-ahead market, at which

23      point they're no longer hedges.  They're spot market

24      transactions or day-ahead or real-time transactions.

25  Q   Okay.  But the price you buy it at would not be the
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 1      same you would sell any sort of spot market

 2      transaction at?

 3  A   It could be the same.  It could be different.  The

 4      market is unpredictable; hence, why we hedge.  And so

 5      it's not possible to say whether it would be higher

 6      or lower, which is why the hedging adjustment does

 7      not account for those variations.  It does not

 8      account for price volatility impacts on the net power

 9      cost forecast, and it does not account for changes in

10      the underlying OFPC.

11  Q   Okay.  You agree that Aurora -- that Aurora is

12      modeled based on prices and resource datas that are

13      input into the program on the day the model is run,

14      correct?

15  A   They are based on the prices input and the resource

16      correctors.  It's not necessarily on the day that the

17      model is run, because we have preparatory stages.

18      But they are as you describe with the exception of

19      the last.

20  Q   Okay.  So it's based on data that has been generated

21      in recent past?

22  A   Either generated or procured.  In the case of forward

23      prices, we do not as a company generate those forward

24      price curves.  We take them from the real or forward

25      market, which are broker quotes, where you can buy
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 1      now energy for delivery one year from now.

 2  Q   And in your opinion, as you stated in testimony,

 3      Aurora's optimization is fundamentally a spot market

 4      simulation, correct?

 5  A   Correct.

 6  Q   Okay.  And the spot market is the real-time or

 7      short-term marketplace where electricity is bought or

 8      sold for immediate delivery?

 9  A   Yes.  And I would like to clarify that the phrase

10      Aurora is a spot market simulation refers to the fact

11      that the model is an hourly granularity model, which

12      is more akin to the spot market and less akin to the

13      forward time frames where you have to purchase energy

14      in quarterly blocks of heavy-load hours or light-load

15      hours.  Not a function of whether there exists a

16      day-ahead market or a real-time market, but more

17      function of the granularity, the time granularity of

18      the model.

19  Q   But hedges are products that are bought sometimes

20      months in advance to reduce price volatility; is that

21      correct?

22  A   Hedges for the most part, depending on your

23      definition where here we're referring to hedges as

24      price risk management to manage price volatility.

25          And refer back to Page 40 of my rebuttal
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 1      testimony.  Of the three markets that exist that

 2      Aurora attempts to model, all three of them -- this

 3      is key -- hedges are purchased in the forward market

 4      where you see the sub-label 1.5 to three months out.

 5          And then the hourly in-model optimization is

 6      effectively a day-ahead or a real-time optimization

 7      solely because Aurora can only transact in hourly

 8      increments.  It does not have a concept of multi-hour

 9      blocks.

10  Q   Got it.

11          Now, the prices for hedges are inputs in the

12      model, correct?

13  A   Only to the extent that all prices in the model are

14      inputs to the model.  In that context, you are

15      correct.

16  Q   But these are -- so these are prices that PacifiCorp

17      is taking from the OFPC and putting into the model?

18  A   This is the case for all prices of the model.

19  Q   Okay.  But the prices, themselves, are not generated

20      by PacifiCorp?

21  A   None of PacifiCorp's official forward price curves,

22      which is the OFPC you refer to, they are not

23      generated by PacifiCorp.  And this applies to all

24      components of net per costs, whether it be a hedge or

25      a purchase power agreement that is indexed to a
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 1      market hub or something of the sort.

 2  Q   Okay.  And when PacifiCorp is selling excess power

 3      from hedges, is it using the OFPC prices to model

 4      those prices, or is it using the day-ahead real-time

 5      prices for that day?

 6  A   When the excess energy is sold -- and let me harken

 7      back to actual operations.

 8          PacifiCorp in the day-ahead market -- and by

 9      that, I just mean simpler -- or more simply, when we

10      transact closer to the moment of operations, whether

11      it be on an hour-ahead basis or a day-ahead basis,

12      PacifiCorp is a price taker.  When we need to buy

13      energy, we must buy energy, and we buy it at a price

14      that is above the market, the average market clearing

15      price.  And when we need to sell energy, we sell

16      energy that is below.  And this makes sense.

17      Otherwise, we would arbitrage and make free money.

18          And so to your question, the hedges are sold in

19      that, at that discount that we observe in actual

20      operations, that discount to the average market

21      clearing price, and picks up that transaction cost of

22      hedging separate from price volatility, which you

23      referred to earlier.

24  Q   So that price that you are modeling the sell price

25      for, you talked about a discount that you're giving
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 1      to it, but what is that base number?  Is that base

 2      number based on the official forward price curve, or

 3      is it based on the day-ahead real-time price curve

 4      price?

 5  A   The base number -- all the base numbers for all the

 6      prices are fundamentally based on the official

 7      forward price curve.  In the day-ahead horizon, we

 8      have a spread between the buy price and the sale

 9      price.

10          Because, of course, you'd expect that to be

11      realistic with my -- one of my analogies is, if you

12      go to the grocery store and you buy a pack of 12 eggs

13      and then you were to go back and attempt to sell the

14      excess -- perhaps you only used ten -- no one would

15      buy the two remaining eggs for the same price that

16      you bought the 12 at on a per-unit basis.

17          That's the concept of spread in prices, having a

18      purchase price and a sales price.

19  Q   Got it.

20          So just to make sure I'm clear:  PacifiCorp is

21      using the official forward price curve for all the

22      pricing in its model.  And then when it's modeling

23      selling excess energy from hedges, it's applying a

24      discount to that OFPC number, and that's how it's

25      modeling the sale price of excess energy from hedges?
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 1  A   Yes.  Identical to the opposite scenario, where we

 2      would model purchases at a premium price in the

 3      day-ahead or real-time market.  This is, in fact, the

 4      very concept of the precedential DART adjustment

 5      setting aside anything that happened in the prior

 6      rate case.

 7  Q   Okay.  And so looking at the DART prices, those

 8      prices are short-term market transactions, correct?

 9  A   The prices or the OFPC with the calculation based on

10      actual observed prices over the past four years to

11      develop what is effectively ratios to take the one

12      OFPC and derive two prices.

13          The ratio of how -- how on average our purchase

14      price as PacifiCorp has been compared to what the

15      market average clearing price across the west has

16      been.  That ratio gives you the purchase price

17      premium.

18          And then how the market clears across the entire

19      west versus PacifiCorp's transactions for sales, that

20      ratio between PacifiCorp transactions on a dollar per

21      megawatt-hour for sales compared to the OFPC, which

22      is a representation of the average market clearing

23      price, gives you the sale price that we calculate.

24  Q   Okay.  So my question is a little different.

25          I want to talk a little bit about the -- the
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 1      DART, the day-ahead real-time prices, specifically.

 2          Those prices are for short-term market

 3      transactions, generally speaking?

 4  A   Those prices are applied to any transactions that

 5      the -- or most transactions that the model conducts

 6      on an hourly granularity basis.

 7  Q   So, but looking at your testimony, RJM-13CT, Page 40,

 8      the page you keep referencing.

 9  A   Mm-hmm.

10  Q   In your graphic, you have three different energy

11      markets.  The day-ahead and the real-time are the 24

12      to 72 hours or the minutes to hours out.

13          So those would be short-term, correct?

14  A   Correct.

15  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

16          So those would necessarily be the prices that you

17      would see today or tomorrow for power you would be

18      using tomorrow or the next day?

19  A   No.  It would be the prices that PacifiCorp manages

20      to either procure energy at or sell energy at.

21      Because the prices that we see in the market, on

22      average, are those -- is that OFPC.  And because we

23      are a price taker when we must serve load, we tend to

24      buy above that OFPC.

25          Because a hot summer day and the load raises up
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 1      unexpectedly, you must purchase the energy to serve

 2      your load.  Conversely, if you have too much energy

 3      in that day-ahead time frame, you must sell.  And so

 4      by the dynamics of market and competition, you end up

 5      buying at a premium and selling at a discount.

 6  Q   Looking at the forward -- official forward price

 7      curve a little bit, the OF -- so hypothetically if

 8      you're looking at the OFPC today, that's what it may

 9      cost to purchase something, I think as your testimony

10      on that graphic said, a year and a half or three

11      months out; is that correct?

12  A   That's correct.

13  Q   Okay.  Now, in hedging, you're not buying all of your

14      hedges on the day you're necessarily modeling these

15      prices, correct?

16  A   Those concepts are separate.  The model that we're

17      using here, it's a software that's all -- it all

18      happens at once when you click the "run" button.

19          In actual operations, they start out one and a

20      half years in advance for energy and slowly layer in

21      purchases or sales as they get to the moment of

22      operations.  And so it's not comparable from modeling

23      perspective, which all happens at once in a

24      single-stage model, versus actual operations which

25      occurs across years of building up to the moment.
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 1  Q   So I think that answers my question.

 2          So what you're saying is, the model's not

 3      necessarily -- it's measuring a moment in time of

 4      what's happening based on the data you have at that

 5      point in time.

 6          But you're not necessarily buying your hedges at

 7      that point in time.  It could be happening then.  It

 8      could be happening in a few weeks.  It could be

 9      happening in a few months.

10  A   Your characteristic is generally on point but for the

11      fact that this isn't restricted to hedges.  This is

12      everything that happens in the model.

13  Q   Sure.

14  A   It happens --

15  Q   I'm just only asking --

16  A   -- at one point in time.

17  Q   -- about hedges.

18          I'm just only asking about hedges right now.

19  A   I wish to clarify that it happens for all net power

20      costs.

21  Q   Okay.  So you can be buying hedges today for use in

22      January, correct?

23  A   Correct.

24  Q   Okay.  Or you could be buying hedges in February for

25      use in August?
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 1  A   Let's step back for a minute.

 2          In Aurora, we're not simulating that we buy

 3      hedges at a certain Time Period X for use in Time

 4      Period Y.  Remember, Aurora is just one instance of a

 5      model run.  We're simulating the necessary purchases

 6      to serve load, recognizing that in actual operations,

 7      the time frames involved span multiple months and

 8      almost multiple years, and then compress that into

 9      one model run.

10          We must account for the three markets and how the

11      dynamics and mechanics of those three markets work,

12      where hedges can only, for the most part, be

13      purchased in quarterly blocks three months long.  And

14      so we accurately model that.  And then when it comes

15      to the real-time market, you may purchase the day of

16      in hourly increments.  That is accounted for in

17      Aurora.

18          And for the day-ahead market we have also those

19      hourly purchases and then an adjustment called the

20      DART to account for the fact that you're purchasing

21      eight-hour or 16-hour blocks.

22          So this entire concept of hedges and day-ahead

23      market purchases and real-time market purchases are

24      all accounting for the length of the product that we

25      must buy and the fact that when you purchase that
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 1      length, if you a year ahead see a need in summer for

 2      5,000 megawatts of load, you must purchase a hedge

 3      product three months in length to acquire the energy

 4      to serve the 5,000 megawatts of load in one hour.

 5      And then any energy that is not needed to serve that

 6      5,000 will be sold.

 7          And that transaction cost whereby you necessarily

 8      buy energy that is excess and then sell it at

 9      discount, because of the comparative nature of the

10      markets, is what you refer to here with your concept

11      of timing.  But I must stress that, in the model, it

12      is all done at the same time while we simulate the

13      accuracy of how things operate in actual operations.

14  Q   So just to summarize:  The model is done --

15      everything's being done at the same time in the

16      model, but in your actual practice, these purchases

17      are taking place over a series of months?

18  A   All -- all purchases.

19  Q   All purchases are taking --

20  A   All components of net power cost.

21  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

22          So just to clarify:  When you're going to buy the

23      hedges in reality -- not in the model, in reality --

24      the price that was modeled may not be the accurate

25      price anymore, because markets fluctuate, correct?
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 1  A   This is the principle behind all of net power cost

 2      modeling.  None of the prices, whether it be the

 3      day-ahead, the real-time, the forward market, whether

 4      it be gas prices, whether it be prices for PPAs with

 5      some market index, none of them are actually

 6      representative of what we're going to transact at.

 7          Because these are forecasts of prices.  All

 8      inputs or near all inputs are forecasts of prices.

 9      It applies to all of net power costs in the model.

10  Q   So the hedge forecast could be an overestimation or

11      an underestimation of the actual costs?

12  A   All of net power costs can be an over-underestimation

13      [sic] or an underestimation of the actual costs.

14      This is the whole bundle.  It cannot take away

15      hedging and isolate it and speak to it as things that

16      are inaccurate over or under without considering that

17      this is a concept that applies to the entirety of

18      modeled net power costs that sets that PCAM base

19      that's -- or, rather, that amount that flows into the

20      PCAM and is trued up for customer rates on that, on

21      that surcharge.

22  Q   Now, the official forward price curve, does that

23      explicitly include information that identifies

24      purchase and sale price for the 25-megawatt hedge

25      blocks that PacifiCorp purchases?
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 1  A   The quantity of the amount of energy purchased and

 2      the price are not related for any component of net

 3      power costs, in the sense that when we get that OFPC

 4      from broker quotes in the market, it is a price that

 5      is given to us based on prevailing market dynamics

 6      and how players in the market foresee future events

 7      unfolding as an aggregate.

 8          But there isn't a -- there isn't a set of -- from

 9      X -- from zero megawatts to a thousand megawatts,

10      here's your price for each incremental megawatt-hour.

11      It's one price.  And so implicitly it assumes

12      infinite liquidity, and so it's disconnected from

13      volume in that sense.

14  Q   So I want to talk a little bit more about the

15      25-megawatt hedge blocks that you reference in your

16      testimony.

17          That specific product, that 25-megawatt hedge

18      block, does the OFPC explicitly have information

19      related to that exact product in terms of a purchase

20      price or a sale price, or is it -- are those official

21      forward price curve prices just general energy

22      prices?

23  A   Let me take a step back.

24          In the day-ahead time frame, we also purchase in

25      25-megawatt blocks, just as in we do in the forward
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 1      time frame, the one to year -- one year to months

 2      out.  None of these prices -- forward market

 3      transactions, day-ahead market transactions, or

 4      real-time market transactions -- the OFPC is agnostic

 5      to whether it's purchased in 25-megawatt blocks or 25

 6      times 250-megawatt blocks.

 7          And your question seems to imply that we purchase

 8      a single product that is of 25 megawatts in size.  We

 9      purchase a product that is multiples of 25 megawatts.

10      It could be 500, a thousand, or 50.  It's not just a

11      single 25.  And this applies to the forward markets

12      and to the day-ahead markets.

13  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

14          Now I want to talk a little bit about the PCAM

15      just briefly.

16          The PCAM is meant to track deviations in costs

17      from the net power cost forecast that is set, impacts

18      GRC or PCORC, correct?

19  A   That is part of its purpose, yes.

20  Q   Okay.  And then that balance is trued up in the

21      annual PCAM filings?

22  A   That's the basic idea of it.

23  Q   And, now, system balancing transactions are included

24      in those -- in those costs that are tracked in the

25      PCAM, correct?
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 1  A   All net power cost transactions in the model are

 2      brought over into the PCAM.

 3  Q   Now, the hedge prices that the company ultimately

 4      pays, the price they ultimately pay for the hedge

 5      products they acquire, are those included in the

 6      costs that are tracked for true-up in the PCAM?

 7  A   Yes.  But not cherry-picking here.  All prices are

 8      included, the actuals for all forward market,

 9      day-ahead market, real-time market.  All the actual

10      prices are captured and trued up to the forecast

11      prices.  We can't cherry-pick one single market and

12      ignore the other two markets.  It's a holistic

13      forecast.

14  Q   And the PCAM is a tracking mechanism, correct?

15  A   That's my understanding.

16  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

17          I want to switch gears a little bit and talk

18      about the Washington hedge book.

19          So PacifiCorp has a separate hedge book for

20      Washington, correct?

21  A   Now, the Washington hedge book is something that is

22      an operational-related activity, and so I would first

23      like to clarify that your questions will probably be

24      primarily for Mike Wilding, vice president of energy

25      supply management, but I will try to attempt -- I
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 1      will attempt to answer your questions as best as

 2      possible.

 3          Could you please repeat your question.

 4  Q   Yeah.

 5          So PacifiCorp has a separate hedge book for

 6      Washington specifically, correct?

 7  A   My understanding is that PacifiCorp intends to

 8      implement a separate hedge book.  But at the moment,

 9      we do not have that implemented in actual operations.

10      But please refer to company witness Wilding for

11      further information.

12  Q   So based on your understanding, currently

13      PacifiCorp's operations are that it has one hedge

14      book for its whole system, and its future plan is to

15      have a separate hedge book for Washington.

16          Is that your understanding?

17  A   That is my current understanding.  But I defer to

18      company witness Wilding, who is the subject matter

19      expert and present in this room.  And please do ask

20      him that question, to subject to check myself.

21  Q   Now, for hedges for Washington, those are determined

22      based on allocation from the overall hedges acquired

23      for the system, correct?

24  A   You're going to have to speak to company witness

25      Wilding about that.
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 1  Q   I'm sorry.  What was that?

 2  A   Company witness Wilding will be able to help you

 3      through those understandings.

 4  Q   So you do speak a little bit to the Washington hedge

 5      book in your testimony.  So to the extent you can, I

 6      would like you to try to answer the question.

 7  A   Of course.

 8  Q   The hedges applied to Washington under the current

 9      practice, they are an allocation based on the hedges

10      that are calculated for the system, correct?

11  A   Could you please point me to the section of my

12      testimony where I discuss these -- this concept of

13      hedging.

14  Q   So it looks like you talk a bit about the hedge --

15      Washington's hedge book starting at Page 125.  But

16      you also talk about it above that at Page 32.  This

17      is your rebuttal testimony, so RJM-13CT.

18          It talks about creating and managing two separate

19      power and gas hedge books, one for Washington and one

20      for the rest of the system.

21          Now, as you've already stated, the plan for the

22      Washington hedge book is forthcoming.  It has not

23      come to fruition yet.  Currently, the practice is

24      hedging for the system.

25  A   Did you mention Page 32 and Page 125?
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 1  Q   I said -- sorry -- Page 32, yep, and then Page 125.

 2      And it talks a little bit about it at Page -- it

 3      starts at Page 31, but we're looking at Page 35

 4      right --

 5  A   And --

 6  Q   -- 32 right now.

 7  A   -- this is all in my rebuttal testimony?

 8  Q   Correct.

 9  A   Thank you.

10          I'm there.

11  Q   Okay.  So the company is proposing to manage a

12      separate Washington-specific hedge book, so that is

13      the future -- the future practice, correct?

14  A   Correct.

15  Q   The current practice is a hedge book for the system?

16  A   Correct.

17  Q   Okay.  So based on that, how Washington has allocated

18      hedges is they receive an allocation based on the

19      hedges needed for the whole system; is that correct?

20  A   Could you repeat the question, please.

21  Q   Absolutely.

22          So Washington currently receives hedges based on

23      an allocation of what the total number of hedges for

24      the whole system is.

25          So say there are a hundred hedges for the whole
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 1      system -- and I'm just making up these numbers for

 2      whole numbers and easy math 'cause I'm not good at

 3      math.

 4          Washington will receive a portion of those 100

 5      hedges that the company has determined needs to meet

 6      load for its whole system?

 7  A   With the clarification that in the 2022 PCAM, the

 8      Commission ordered an adjustment to hedges wherein

 9      the west side for gas was -- it has an after-the-fact

10      adjustment in the PCAM.

11  Q   Mm-hmm.

12  A   So with that caveat, yes.

13  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

14          So Washington, under the current practice, is not

15      hedged separately?

16  A   Correct.  But for that adjustment, which is a

17      ratemaking adjustment.

18  Q   And that's only for the gas hedges.  And that --

19  A   Correct.

20  Q   -- occurs -- and that gas hedge adjustment, that

21      occurs after the calculations for hedges of the

22      system has been completed?

23  A   It occurs after the actual hedges have been

24      executed --

25  Q   Okay.
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 1  A   -- in actual operations.

 2  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

 3          Okay.  Hold on.  We can skip some of this.

 4                        MS. STRAUSS:  Some of this

 5      material -- my next question, it touches on

 6      confidential material.  I don't know if it would

 7      specifically touch on -- the exhibit, itself, is

 8      confidential.  I'm not sure the actual material being

 9      referenced is confidential.  I don't know how, Your

10      Honor, how you'd like to handle that.

11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Do you think your

12      question -- the way you phrase your questions will

13      contain confidential material?

14                        MS. STRAUSS:  Let me pull up the

15      exhibit and take a look.  Hold on.  Give me one

16      second.

17          I can probably phrase the question to avoid

18      having to talk about the specific substance of what's

19      in the confidential part of the exhibit.  But it

20      references the existence of a table that's in the

21      confidential part of the exhibit.  So I guess I would

22      defer to the company how they want it.

23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Which exhibit?

24                        MS. STRAUSS:  This is 5C.  RJM-5C.

25      It speaks to the characteristics of one of the
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 1   figures in that exhibit.

 2                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Does the

 3   company have any preference for whether or not we try

 4   to avoid going into a confidential session, or do you

 5   feel that it's necessary to do so at this point in

 6   time?

 7                     MR. LOWNEY:  I confess, I'm a bit

 8   at a loss, because I'm just not sure what -- if I'm

 9   understanding, if the question is going to make

10   reference to confidential material even obliquely, I

11   think we need to go into the confidential session.

12   But not understanding exactly how the question is

13   going to be phrased, I'm not a hundred percent sure.

14                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Let's go

15   ahead, and we'll need to take probably a five-minute

16   recess to be able to go into a confidential session.

17       I'll just ask public counsel and AWEC:  Did you

18   have confidential questions for witness Mitchell as

19   well?

20                     MR. PEPPLE:  I have questions that

21   reference confidential material, but I'm fairly

22   confident I can do it without getting into

23   confidential discussions.

24                     MR. SYKES:  I think I can avoid

25   confidential material in my questioning.
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 1                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We'll go

 2   ahead and take a brief recess to go ahead and go into

 3   a confidential session.

 4       I was thinking if we had more questions, we could

 5   just do them all at once.  But if we can avoid them,

 6   to prevent us from going back into confidential

 7   session, that would be great.

 8       So at this point in time, we'll be off the record

 9   for a couple of minutes so that we can set up the

10   breakout room.  I'd ask that the parties take a look

11   around the room and just ensure that everybody who's

12   here with you has signed a confidentiality agreement.

13       If not, we'll have to send them out of the room

14   temporarily.  Thank you.

15                            (Pause in proceedings from

16                             1:57 p.m. to 2:04 p.m.)

17                            (Confidential Session

18                             begins.)

19                            (Confidential portion

20                             redacted.)

21

22

23

24

25
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13

14

15                               (Confidential session

16                                concluded.)

17

18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We are back

19      on the record in the public Zoom room.  And, staff,

20      you can go ahead and proceed with your next question.

21                        MS. STRAUSS:  Thank you, Your

22      Honor.

23  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  So, Mr. Mitchell, the currently

24      used model for forecasting hedges has never been

25      tested by applying it to a prior year and comparing
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 1      the outputs in the model with the actual hedges that

 2      were acquired for that year, correct?

 3  A   No, that's not correct.

 4  Q   But you just said the backcast study does not

 5      individually reflect the hedges.

 6  A   Right.  Let me explain.

 7          So our forecast of net power costs -- whether it

 8      be in a dollar basis or a megawatt-hour basis -- is,

 9      for lack of for better phrasing, always wrong, unless

10      by some extreme coincidence the decimals line up

11      perfectly.

12          So those hedge forecasts, in an ideal world where

13      all our inputs into the model are correct and the

14      model is properly specified, the forecast of hedges

15      on a dollar basis and on a megawatt-hour basis would

16      be completely accurate, because the forward price

17      curve would never change from our assumptions, et

18      cetera and so forth.

19          In this benchmark, we took all of the actual

20      executed hedges in 2020, and because they were known,

21      we fixed them into the model so that the model

22      properly accounts for that -- those quarterly blocks

23      of energy that it has to somehow, if there is an

24      excess say for that 5,000-megawatt summer peak hour,

25      it has to get rid of.
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 1          We loaded the full yearly amount of total actual

 2      executed hedges and then let the model dispose of any

 3      excess just like it would in the forecast, with the

 4      only difference being, between the benchmark and the

 5      forecast, is that we know that these hedges actually

 6      occurred.  And then the forecast, in a perfect world,

 7      we know that the hedges would actually occur as well.

 8      But it's a forecast, so there would be some variation

 9      in price and some variation in megawatt-hours as per

10      usual for any forecast.

11          But the principle is the same.  Hedges are loaded

12      into the model in quarterly blocks, and then the

13      excess is sold at a discount because we used the OFPC

14      that you discussed with the DART premium discount.

15  Q   So let me ask the question a little differently.

16          Have you ever taken the method you're currently

17      using to forecast hedges and applied it on a prior

18      year's data for hedges, the actual known data, to

19      compare the outputs?

20  A   In a related fashion, but not as you describe it.

21          What we have done is benched mark -- so the

22      method that we use to calculate the hedge volumes --

23      because remember that the prices are set by the OFPC,

24      not calculated by the company.  They are what they

25      are.
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 1          But the hedge volumes that go into the model,

 2      those quarterly blocks for -- and these quarterly

 3      blocks are seasonal.  So June, July, August, those

 4      types of quarterly blocks corresponding to seasons.

 5      I may be off on the season definition.  I can't quite

 6      recall.  Those volumes that are in this PCORC have

 7      been "benched mark" in aggregate against historical

 8      volumes from calendar year 2024, calendar year 2023,

 9      and quite possibly 2022.  I'd have to double-check my

10      testimony.

11          So we validated that the method we use to come up

12      with the hedge volumes is reasonable.  And then based

13      on that, plus the fact that this benchmark study in

14      2020 also took the actual hedge volumes this time,

15      not the forecasted one.  But recall, the forecast is

16      reasonable to the actuals based on our comparison.

17      Our result here in the benchmark implies, therefore,

18      that the results in the forecast are also reasonable.

19          And so your question implies at some kind of

20      divergence based on a lack of -- of fact checking or

21      back checking, but that wouldn't be an accurate

22      premise.

23  Q   So I really quickly want to touch on something you

24      just said.

25          You mentioned comparing applying this methodology
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 1      to years 2024, 2023, and maybe 2022.

 2          Is that what you just said?

 3  A   Taking the total amount of hedge volumes anticipated

 4      for calendar year 2026 and having the own historical

 5      data for comparison, being calendar years 2024 and

 6      backwards, we compared the forecast in hedge volumes

 7      to historical actual hedge volumes to ensure that

 8      they are in alignment and in a realm of

 9      reasonability.

10  Q   Okay.  And which exhibit are those comparisons --

11      which exhibit to your testimony or to any one in the

12      PacifiCorp's testimony can those comparisons be found

13      in?

14  A   They're in my rebuttal testimony.

15  Q   But which exhibit to your rebuttal testimony is that

16      data actually shown, or is it just stated in your

17      testimony?

18  A   It's -- the data is in Exhibit 13CT.

19          Now, someone with a Control-F, if they did

20      "million mwh" with a space in between, could find it

21      faster than me.  But those numbers for 2024, for

22      2026, or for 2023, I'm 90 percent certain that they

23      are directly within Exhibit 13C in my rebuttal

24      testimony.

25                        MR. LOWNEY:  Your Honor, if I may,
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 1      I believe Page 23 may be the page that you're looking

 2      for.

 3                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  We'll

 4      take a look.

 5                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Page 23 has the

 6      last paragraph that says, finally, these hedges are

 7      far from hypothetical in practice.

 8          Then it goes on.  And then it says to provide

 9      context in calendar year 2024, then in calendar year

10      2023.  So I didn't use 2022.  I just used 2024 and

11      2023.  Actual executed hedges to compare to a

12      forecast of calendar year 2026.

13  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  So this is the quantity of hedges,

14      though, correct?

15  A   Yes.  Which is the entire premise.  Because recall

16      the OFPC is already set by the market, and so the

17      company doesn't have any input into what the prices

18      are, only what the volume is.

19  Q   Okay.  So -- but when you're modeling for hedges and

20      you're using the OFPC, you're using that also to

21      model not only the purchase price but the sale price

22      for any excess; is that correct?

23  A   Yes.  So the hedges, themselves, at these quarterly

24      blocks -- represent in summer, winter, fall,

25      spring -- they come in at the flat OFPC.  Because
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 1      this, what we discussed earlier with this premium and

 2      this discount, that is the day-ahead real-time

 3      adjustment not related to forward markets.  And then

 4      that discount, when the excess is sold, that's when

 5      that price for the sale kicks in, which is a discount

 6      to the OFPC.

 7  Q   Yeah, I understand that.

 8          So what I'm asking is:  This method that you are

 9      using to model that purchase and sale pricing, did

10      you apply that method to say the 2024, 2023 data, to

11      look at how that method for modeling pricing applied

12      to the actual pricing produced for those quantities

13      purchased?

14  A   The question, itself, isn't valid.  We're comparing

15      megawatt-hours only.  Because a comparison of price

16      produces no tangible results.  The prices are broker

17      quotes from the forward market that form the OFPC.

18      And so any comparison of price would seem to be

19      saying, Well, how wrong was the market in predicting

20      next year's price?

21          And that's something that the company does not

22      calculate.  It's not in our control of net power cost

23      forecast inputs, if you will.  We don't determine the

24      OFPC.  The market does.

25          But what we do determine is the hedge volumes.
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 1      And so that we need to check against the historical

 2      data to make sure that they're in the realm of

 3      reasonableness.  To check to see if the prices are in

 4      the realm of reasonableness, that could be done.  But

 5      the only outcome of that analysis would be to say,

 6      Well, I guess the market got it wrong.  But we don't

 7      create those prices.

 8  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

 9          Okay.  I want to talk a little bit about the PTCs

10      that my cocounsel talked a little bit about earlier,

11      and I talk a little bit about PTCs in your testimony.

12      So I just want to touch on those questions.  If for

13      some reason you can't answer them, it's fine.  But to

14      the extent you can, I want to give it a go.

15          So you heard my cocounsel's questions to witness

16      Links a little earlier about PTCs, correct?

17  A   It'd be helpful if you could refresh my memory as

18      necessary.

19  Q   I'm going to ask slightly different questions, so I

20      don't expect you to have them memorized.

21          You agree that Mr. Link testifies that Rolling

22      Hills is preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer

23      PTCs.

24          That's your understanding of his testimony,

25      correct?
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 1  A   I recall Mr. Link discussing preferential curtailment

 2      in order to maximize the benefits of PTCs from other

 3      wind resources that Washington has a -- Washington

 4      has a share of, all our wind resources in that region

 5      he was discussing, to my knowledge.

 6          I'd say it was -- I reference his question as

 7      being balance in do you take the more PTCs from this

 8      or the less PTCs from this or it's equal, more

 9      revenue for Washington customers, is my recollection

10      of that.

11  Q   And is the decision to curtail dispatch of Rolling

12      Hills, say, in effort to lose fewer PTCs made based

13      on assessment of the systemwide or just Washington?

14  A   Both.  Because in that constrained Wyoming region

15      where we have more generation capacity than we have

16      the transmission to move the totality of that

17      generation out of the region, when it comes to wind,

18      subject to check, because of WIJAM, Washington has

19      its system load share of all the wind resources.

20          And so when you consider system dispatch of that

21      wind versus Washington dispatch, because it's load

22      ratio for all the six states, the effect is the same

23      whether you dispatch for the system or for

24      Washington.

25  Q   Now, I know PacifiCorp is proposing something called
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 1      a 2026 protocol in this case, and there's the

 2      existing WIJAM.

 3          And there's different allocation proposals under

 4      each, correct?

 5  A   Yes.

 6  Q   Okay.  Now, looking at PTCs, in terms of the WIJAM,

 7      those are allocated based on who the resource is

 8      allocated to, correct?

 9  A   The allocation factors determine the flow of the

10      PTCs, as the commissioner was questioning Mr. Link

11      previously.

12  Q   And the same would apply to the 2026 protocol,

13      correct?

14  A   Yes.

15  Q   Okay.  So if, for example, Rolling Hills were

16      curtailed in favor of another resource that is

17      allocated to a different jurisdiction, then

18      Washington customers would lose the PTCs that would

19      have flown to them -- flow to them from Rolling

20      Hills; isn't that correct?

21  A   I'm not understanding your concept of a different

22      jurisdiction.  Because the resources as they exist

23      physically are system resources that each state has a

24      share of, and the total shares in the 2026 protocol

25      as proposed by the company would add to one.
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 1          Now, there is that Rolling Hills difference where

 2      Washington would not have a higher percentage.  But

 3      setting that aside for a moment to establish a

 4      baseline, it's not as if we operate a single resource

 5      six times, once for each jurisdiction.  We operate

 6      one resource, and each jurisdiction has a share of

 7      that resource, inclusive of Washington, inclusive of

 8      all the other five.

 9          And so I don't understand your concept of

10      operating for another jurisdiction, or...

11  Q   Let me -- let me try and do a hypothetical example.

12          So say I believe PacifiCorp's proposal in this is

13      that Washington would receive 34 percent of Rolling

14      Hills, correct?  Roughly?

15  A   Subject to check, the number seems appropriate.

16  Q   Okay.  Let's just say --

17  A   Approximate.

18  Q   -- it's 34 just for the purpose of this question.

19          So under the allocation, Washington would receive

20      34 percent of the PTCs that come from that facility,

21      correct?

22  A   Yes.

23  Q   Now say that facility is curtailed and instead

24      hypothetical Wind Plant No. 2, of which Washington

25      receives 2 percent of the power, it only receives 2
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 1      percent of the PTCs.

 2          So if Rolling Hills were curtailed in favor of

 3      this other facility, Washington would lose out on the

 4      34 percent of the PTCs it gets from Rolling Hills.

 5      It would only get 2 percent of the PTCs from that

 6      other facility?

 7  A   With the caveat that Rolling Hills has on the

 8      dollar -- on a cents-per-kilowatt-hour basis, a lower

 9      PTC rate than the other wind facilities.

10  Q   Depending on the facility?  Or is Rolling Hills -- of

11      all the wind facilities, they're all equal, and

12      Rolling Hill is different?

13  A   Mike Wilding would be the expert on that.  But

14      subject to check with witness Wilding, of all

15      company-owned wind resources, Rolling Hills and maybe

16      one other are the only ones that have a PTC rate

17      that -- or, rather, the only one that the projects

18      are all not fully either repowered or earning the

19      full PTC rates as well.

20                        MS. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Let me just

21      check one thing.

22          That is all my questions.  Thank you very much.

23                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

24                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

25          Public counsel, whenever you're ready, you can go
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 1      ahead and proceed with your questions.

 2

 3                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

 4      BY MR. SYKES:

 5  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.  Actually I've only got

 6      a few questions for you today.

 7  A   Good afternoon.

 8  Q   So this is a yes-or-no question.

 9          Under the WIJAM --

10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Would you

11      mind speaking closer to your mike.

12                        MR. SYKES:  Sure.

13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.

14  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So this is a yes-or-no question.

15          Under the WIJAM, Washington ratepayers are

16      allocated a portion of NPC costs?

17  A   Under the WIJAM, Washington customers are allocated

18      net power costs.  The word "a portion of" --

19      mathematically, yes, there's a total company number,

20      and there's a Washington number, and one is less than

21      the other.

22  Q   Okay.  So you said net power costs.

23          Are there also allocated a proportion of not NPC

24      costs?

25  A   Yes.
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 1  Q   Okay.  They receive benefits for those non-NPC costs

 2      they that pay?

 3  A   And the net-power-cost witness Sherona Cheung is the

 4      revenue requirement witness.

 5  Q   I understand.

 6          Your testimony actually discusses non-NPC a

 7      little bit.

 8  A   Oh.  Could you point me to the --

 9  Q   Sure.

10  A   -- section of my testimony that does that.

11  Q   Okay.  Let me ask it this way.  I'm having trouble

12      finding it in the -- in your rebuttal testimony.

13          You described the WIJAM balancing adjustment as a

14      noncash transaction to cover a non-NPC shortfall.

15  A   Could you please point me to that section of my

16      testimony.

17  Q   Okay.  Let's look at your analogy here of the car

18      lease, the car fleet leases.

19  A   Which page?

20  Q   Page 99.

21  A   Okay.  Rebuttal testimony Page 99.

22  Q   Yeah.

23  A   Yes.

24  Q   It's RJM-13C.

25  A   I am there.
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 1  Q   Okay.  So in your analogy here, you are using the

 2      cost of gasoline, which is a variable cost --

 3  A   Mm-hmm.

 4  Q   -- as a proxy for the car lease, which is a fixed

 5      cost.

 6  A   Mm-hmm.

 7  Q   Right?

 8          So that is an analogy for NPC, the gasoline, and

 9      non-NPC, the lease?

10  A   Yes.  And that's why I use an analogy.  Because I'm

11      the net power cost expert, not the -- not the non-net

12      power cost expert.  It's a car-lease/gasoline

13      analogy.

14  Q   Now, your rebuttal testimony, it doesn't actually

15      discuss what non-NPC costs went unpaid by Washington

16      customers during any given time frame?

17  A   My rebuttal testimony focuses on net power costs.

18      I'm not net power cost witness.

19  Q   Okay.  I understand that.

20  A   I don't have any insight into those numbers like a

21      subject matter expert does.

22  Q   I understand that.

23          But you're the witness who balanced on rebuttal

24      about the balancing adjustment.  Not anybody else.

25      You.
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 1  A   The balancing adjustment, it's a net power cost

 2      adjustment.

 3  Q   Okay.  So it is a net power cost adjustment?

 4  A   Yes, the balancing adjustment has always been a net

 5      power cost adjustment unless we're discussing two --

 6  Q   Okay.

 7  A   -- separate things.

 8  Q   So, I guess, what are the non-NPC costs that the

 9      balancing adjustment is covering for Washington?

10          This is your analogy, so I'm trying to work with

11      you here.

12  A   I see what you're -- I think I see what you're

13      getting at.

14          So using a simplistic example, under the current

15      WIJAM, it's been often the narrative and it is the

16      case that Washington's share of the system's

17      portfolio, Washington's share of the generation of

18      resources that are off the total system is the -- the

19      share of the actual generation output in any given

20      year is lower than Washington -- than the load

21      consumed by Washington customers.  And so there's a

22      different -- there's a missing portion of energy.

23          Now, in reality, Washington customers weren't

24      blacked out to account for that missing portion of

25      energy.  They received -- on the bulk electric
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 1   transmission system, they received reliable service.

 2       And so that gap of missing energy which is due

 3   to -- or put another way, had Washington subscribed

 4   to more generation units or more generation, which

 5   would of course entail plants and the entire revenue

 6   requirement associated with them, that gap would have

 7   closed.

 8       And so that closing of the gap in this

 9   hypothetical scenario, let's use Currant Creek as

10   witness Link described earlier.  A resource in place,

11   a gas resource that Washington currently doesn't

12   subscribe to.  Assume Washington did subscribe to

13   that resource.  In -- under the current WIJAM, it

14   would make or possibly eliminate that what is often

15   referred to as a short position, that gap between the

16   generation and the energy.  And if Washington had

17   subscribed to that gas plant in the east, there would

18   be costs associated with net power costs and non-net

19   power costs.

20       Now, to recover or to proxy for the costs that

21   Washington would have incurred had it signed up for a

22   total amount of generation to satisfy its load, the

23   balancing adjustment uses, as in its current form --

24   this isn't the -- I'm discussing the current WIJAM.

25   It uses market prices to proxy for the total value of
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 1      what -- of that -- of those missing dollars.

 2          The -- the customers of Washington received

 3      reliable energy, but on the books, on the ratemaking

 4      side, there isn't actually a payment for enough

 5      generation to have cover that reliable energy.  And

 6      so this balancing adjustment concept is simply a

 7      valuation of that shortfall.

 8          And so it appears in net power costs, and it does

 9      proxy for those non-net power cost components.  But

10      it isn't a non-net power cost calculation.  It's a

11      net power cost calculation proxy for a lack of

12      non-net power cost elements in Washington rates.  And

13      it's a ratemaking calculation, purely ratemaking on

14      the spreadsheet.  Again, I must emphasize that

15      Washington customers have reliable service and they

16      don't actually get their service cut because of

17      missing energy on a spreadsheet.

18  Q   Okay.  And they get reliable service because they're

19      part of a whole system?

20  A   Right.  Because they're part of an integrated,

21      holistically operated system.

22  Q   Okay.  And does PacifiCorp track its NPC systemwide

23      or by jurisdiction?

24  A   NPCs incurred systemwide because it's operated as one

25      system.  So our incurrence of the commodity costs to
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 1      cover the power that we've purchased and so forth is

 2      inherently a total system invoice that, you know, we

 3      receive from our suppliers for natural gas and so

 4      forth.  Anything after that is a -- is an -- is an

 5      allocation exercise of divvying costs, slicing the

 6      pie, so to speak.

 7  Q   Okay.  And in your testimony, RJM-13CT, 105, 12, to

 8      106, 15, you -- let's see.  Actually, let's do 105,

 9      20.

10          You say that public counsel stipulated to the

11      WIJAM balancing adjustment in PacifiCorp's 2019

12      general rate case.

13  A   Could you -- when you say "105, 20," are you

14      referring to Pages 105 to Pages 120?

15  Q   No.  Page 105, Line 20.

16  A   Got you.

17          On that line there, it says that the parties

18      engaged in negotiations.

19  Q   Yes.

20          And then towards -- and it's PacifiCorp's

21      position that public counsel stipulated to the WIJAM

22      balancing adjustment?

23  A   Are you referring to Page 106, Line 8?

24  Q   Yes.  106, Line 8.

25  A   Public counsel filed joint testimony in support of a
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 1      settlement.  Those are the -- that's the verbiage I'm

 2      reading from that line.

 3  Q   Yes.

 4          Can we agree that the WIJAM stipulation, itself,

 5      just the text of the stipulation that was filed, is

 6      silent as to the balancing adjustment?

 7  A   The text of the WIJAM, the Washington

 8      Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Methodology, the

 9      bare-bones text with the sections, we can definitely

10      agree that it does not specifically refer to the

11      balancing adjustment that came in the supporting

12      testimony.

13  Q   Okay.  And you refer -- I believe in the Footnote 111

14      there on Page 106, you refer to Michael Wilding's

15      direct testimony, Page 10, Lines 8 through 12, in

16      that document; is that right?

17  A   Yes.

18  Q   Okay.  So if the Commission wanted to understand how

19      the balancing adjustment is supposed to work, they

20      could go refer to that testimony?

21  A   Mr. Wilding's testimony, yes.  Or they could ask

22      Mr. Wilding, who is conveniently here.

23                        MR. SYKES:  All right.  Thank you.

24      That's all.

25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.
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 1          AWEC, go ahead and proceed when you're ready.

 2                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Your Honor.

 3

 4                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

 5      BY MR. PEPPLE:

 6  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.

 7  A   Good afternoon.

 8  Q   I have a couple questions about wind curtailment for

 9      you to start off with.

10          First, I was just hoping that you could tell me

11      how PacifiCorp -- what capacity factor PacifiCorp

12      uses as an input to the Aurora model, how it

13      determines that capacity factor for a wind resource.

14  A   Most of the capacity factors that are used as an

15      input into our production cost model, Aurora, or the

16      P50 or preconstruction vintage forecasts that

17      Mr. Link referred to earlier.

18  Q   You said "most."

19          What about ones that are not?

20  A   Yes, if I recall correctly, about 65 percent use the

21      preconstructive -- preconstruction vintage forecast,

22      often referred to casually as "P50," and then the

23      remainder uses 48 months of history, a normalization

24      of 48 months of history as an input into the model.

25  Q   Okay.  So when you say "a normalization of 48 months
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 1      of history," could you just sort of expand on that?

 2      That's --

 3  A   It's average.  Averaged out.

 4  Q   So the average actual production of the wind facility

 5      over those 48 months; is that right?

 6  A   Right.  It's generation-based -- well, they're -- the

 7      generation capacity factors are the same concepts.

 8      What it is is it's that four-year history on an

 9      hourly basis is where the data starts from, and then

10      it simply -- you take an average of that four years

11      to get a capacity factor.  And then because wind of

12      course doesn't blow at the same capacity factor for

13      every hour of the year, we take the -- an actual wind

14      shape from the most recently available calendar year

15      and then apply the capacity to that 8,760 hours, that

16      8760 wind shape, to get it to match across the year,

17      the same capacity factor that we calculated from the

18      four years of data.

19  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

20          And then do you have Mr. Mullins' testimony,

21      BGM-1CT?

22  A   1CT?  Yes, I do.

23  Q   Could you turn -- I'm looking at -- so there's a

24      Confidential Table 2 on Page 23 of his testimony.  If

25      you could turn to that.
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 1  A   Yes, I see this Confidential Table --

 2  Q   Okay.

 3  A   -- 2.

 4  Q   So just to confirm:  I'm not going to discuss any of

 5      the actual numbers in this table.  But where it shows

 6      PacifiCorp wind forecast model input and CF

 7      percentage, those are the capacity factor percentages

 8      that we've just been talking about, either the P50 or

 9      the historical average; is that right?

10  A   Yes.

11  Q   And then if you go over to the Aurora model output,

12      that CF percentage, I guess looking at both of those

13      or really all of the numbers in this table, my

14      understanding is that you don't -- you don't dispute

15      the accuracy of any of these numbers.  You may

16      dispute the conclusions that Mr. Mullins draws from

17      them, but the numbers, themselves, you have not

18      disputed; is that right?

19  A   The numbers are accurate as of the direct testimony

20      that Mr. Mullins referred to, to the best of my

21      knowledge.

22  Q   Okay.

23  A   I did not actually verify his numbers.

24  Q   So I had a couple of questions that were mostly just

25      to clarify the record, maybe a little confusion on my
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 1      part.

 2          You testify -- and I can give you a page cite if

 3      you need it -- but the majority of wind curtailments

 4      do not occur in the EIM, but instead are based on

 5      PacifiCorp's -- baked into PacifiCorp's day-ahead

 6      schedule.

 7          Do you recall that?

 8  A   Page reference would be very helpful.  Thank you.

 9  Q   Sure.  It's Pages 58 to 59 of your rebuttal

10      testimony.

11  A   Yes.  Pages 58 contains an entire Q that goes over on

12      to Page 59.  Q & A, that is.  Is -- is --

13  Q   So --

14  A   Yeah.

15  Q   So my understanding of what you're saying here is

16      that, you know, that there's two different sort of

17      levels of curtailment.  One happens -- there's

18      curtailments that are baked into the Aurora model,

19      and then there are curtailments that occur in the EIM

20      and that most of them occur as part of the day-head

21      setup?

22  A   No.  That's a misunderstanding of my testimony.

23          So on Page 58, firstly the question is discussing

24      AWEC's comparison of a 21.1 percent number that they

25      call Aurora curtailment and then compares to a 1.4
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 1   percent number that they call the EIM curtailment.

 2   And so I mention that my comparison is an

 3   apples-to-pineapples, apples-to-oranges comparison.

 4       And then I go to speak of the Aurora model.  So,

 5   firstly, in actual operations, there are no

 6   curtailments initiated in the day-ahead time frame.

 7   The day-ahead time -- curtailments happen in real

 8   time, in the moment.  If the wind picks up right now

 9   in Wyoming east and there is not enough transmission

10   capacity, then the company's energy management system

11   may send instructions to the wind to dial it down to

12   stay within the transmission limits.  That's a

13   real-time activity.

14       Day-ahead is -- is a -- is a setup where you --

15   you try to best predict how the system is going to

16   look the next day, and those -- the purpose of -- or

17   these days, the purpose of that day-ahead setup is to

18   create what we call base schedules that go into the

19   EIM to serve as the foundation of how financial

20   settlements occur.

21       Before the EIM, the base schedules could have

22   been thought of as how you would run the system if

23   your day-ahead forecast was perfect and you just went

24   right into the moment with no change in any inputs.

25       So my point here in this Q & A is that, firstly,
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 1   the Aurora model is fundamentally, as I discussed

 2   with the staff counsel, it's a spot market

 3   simulation.  And by that I mean it's a -- it's

 4   fundamentally a day-ahead and real-time simulation,

 5   because it operates at the hourly granularity only.

 6   It doesn't operate at the 50-minute or five-minute

 7   granularity.  And so effectively the results from

 8   Aurora are akin to day-ahead base schedules.

 9       And so from that perspective, in the world of

10   Aurora, in the world of net power cost forecasting,

11   because Aurora has perfect foresight and no

12   uncertainty, it knows what the wind is across the

13   entire year, what the wind will be, the forecast does

14   not change.  The transmission, it knows what it will

15   be.  So it curtails -- assuming that your inputs are

16   correct, its curtailment bakes in all the curtailment

17   that would happen in real life, in real time, moment

18   to moment.

19       And so from that perspective, the Aurora model

20   bakes in, as I mentioned in my testimony, those

21   curtailments into the day-ahead base schedule.  Key

22   being that this reference to day-ahead base schedule

23   is a reference to Aurora and the world of the net

24   power cost forecast.  And it's important not to

25   conflate that with actual operations where the --
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 1      where the day-ahead base schedule and actual

 2      operations is not related to curtailment whatsoever.

 3      And so that -- that perhaps is something that could

 4      have been explained better here, but I think it

 5      answers your question, Counsel.

 6  Q   I think it does.  Let me just see if I can say it

 7      back to you, and you tell me if it was right.

 8          So PacifiCorp does not assume any curtailments in

 9      actual operations as part of the base schedule.

10      Actual curtailments only happen at the time.

11          In Aurora, PacifiCorp -- the model, itself,

12      assumes a certain amount of curtailments as part of

13      the day-ahead base schedule based on the assumptions

14      and inputs and everything else that are included in

15      Aurora, like transmission constraints and things like

16      that.

17          Is that accurate?

18  A   With the caveat that, in your initial statement, you

19      mentioned that the company does not, I think,

20      consider curtailments in day-ahead time frame.  It

21      does consider it.  Because, for example, today we can

22      receive a wind forecast for tomorrow that says, wow,

23      all the -- the wind is blowing so hard that every

24      single wind plant is estimated to produce at their

25      full output, and there's no way that's going to get
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 1      out of the constrained region in Wyoming.

 2          And so we anticipate that there will be

 3      forecasts.  But it's a wind forecast from a day

 4      ahead.  So will it actually materialize?  We don't

 5      know.  Life is uncertain.

 6          And so schedules would be developed in day ahead

 7      to reflect the best known information available at

 8      the time, which is that all wind plants will output

 9      at their full capabilities.  That schedule though,

10      is -- is from actual operations perspective.  It's

11      their day-ahead base schedule.  But because the EIM

12      exists, the base schedule doesn't impact the actual

13      dispatch or curtailment.  It's just a -- it's a

14      reference point that the EIM starts from.

15          And so to that -- in that context, day ahead does

16      consider what may happen the next day, but it is

17      ultimately the real-time processes, whether it be the

18      EIM or the company, that dispatches and curtails in

19      the day, in the moment to moment, setting aside

20      whatever happened in the day-ahead time frame, which

21      is -- which, by the time you get to the next day, is

22      a stale forecast when it comes to wind.

23  Q   Okay.  I think I got it.  Thank you.

24          I then have a few questions for you about one of

25      the topics that staff counsel was asking you about,
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 1      this forward market transaction adjustment.

 2          You recall that?  Are you familiar with that?

 3  A   The conversation with staff I'm familiar with.

 4  Q   And so this adjustment -- correct me if I'm wrong.

 5      This is -- you're proposing it for the first time in

 6      this case, right?  This is not an adjustment that's

 7      been important in any prior cases in Washington?

 8  A   Yes and no.

 9          So typically in Washington, we have a compliance

10      file in at -- towards almost right before the rate

11      effective period.  Using the 2020 -- using the PCORC

12      that did test period 2022 as an example, the rate

13      effective date for that PCORC, I believe, may have

14      been in April, subject to check.  We filed a

15      compliance filing, I believe, at the beginning of

16      April.  And that compliance filing included the most

17      up-to-date information available, a limited-scope

18      update, which also included all the hedges that had

19      actually been executed.

20          Now, because we were basically right on top of

21      the beginning of the test period, a good percent of

22      hedges -- let's say, subject to check, 70 percent of

23      them -- of the hedges that were needed for the entire

24      test period, were already executed and were brought

25      over into the model.
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 1       And so we have always been bringing in actual

 2   executed hedges into the model at the very moment

 3   that the forecast is created.  But what we've always

 4   been missing is those hedges that have to occur after

 5   the compliance filing, before the quarter rolls

 6   around, the season rolls around where those hedges

 7   are needed -- most specifically December.  The winter

 8   hedges for December, when we do a filing in April,

 9   would most likely not have been execute -- we would

10   not have made those purchases for hedges, so it

11   wouldn't be there at all.

12       And so we'd have a good percentage, a majority of

13   hedges, but be missing the other portion.  And so

14   what we've done with this enhancement is take that

15   missing portion, proxy it so that we have the full

16   suite of hedges, or rather, all the actual executed

17   and then a proxy for what will be executed in the

18   model.

19       And we do that right from beginning in initial,

20   in direct testimony, so that the variation between

21   the net power cost forecast in direct testimony and

22   the net power cost forecast in the compliance filing

23   is now minimized, and the direct testimony's net

24   power cost forecast is more accurate and indicative

25   of what may come in the compliance period, which also
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 1      is missing some hedges.

 2          So it's not a new thing in the sense that we've

 3      always been dealing with these quarterly blocks,

 4      these seasonal blocks of market purchases that we

 5      call hedges.  It's just that we've never had the

 6      complete set of necessary hedges in the net power

 7      cost forecast.  Only a portion.  Which is -- in the

 8      case of Washington, because of the compliance filing,

 9      it's a majority, but not the complete amount.

10  Q   And would that be -- if you just did the same thing

11      you've been doing before, would that be true in this

12      case too?  You make a compliance filing and include

13      however many actual hedges you had executed?

14  A   If you made the compliance filing as we have done

15      before without this hedging adjustment, we would pick

16      up about 70, 80 percent, maybe, of the sub -- this is

17      hypothetical number -- of the hedges and then miss

18      the other 30 to 20 percent.  And then that would

19      therefore skew the net power costs compared to what

20      you will see in the PCAM when you look back at 2026,

21      for example, when you're in 2027, and that variance

22      will show up for customers to have a, you know,

23      true-up.

24  Q   Okay.  So I guess one of the reasons it seems like

25      you are implementing this adjustment is that you said
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 1      that Aurora has perfect foresight and can transact in

 2      sort of any amount to fill the energy needs that it

 3      needs, whereas in real life, you are sort of

 4      constrained to transacting in these 25-megawatt

 5      blocks over a certain period of time.

 6          Is that sort of the essence of the adjustment

 7      here?

 8  A   Yes.  More specifically and most egregiously, the

 9      buying of three months' worth of energy for what

10      might be a 5,000-megawatt peak in a summer hour is

11      that lack that -- is that thing that Aurora lacks,

12      which incurs a real transactional cost as you have to

13      dispose, as I mentioned before, of the excess at a

14      discount because of the nature of utilities, which

15      are price takers.

16  Q   And I'm not sure actually how long you've worked for

17      the company at this point.  But if you recall or if

18      you know, did the grid model that PacifiCorp used

19      before Aurora have the same type of perfect foresight

20      and ability to sort of transact in incremental

21      amounts?

22  A   It had perfect foresight in concept but not as good

23      as Aurora.  Because the grid model was developed in

24      2002, and so the techniques, mathematical techniques

25      were not as good back then.
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 1          Aurora, in contrast, is still being updated today

 2      by Energy Exemplar, so it has more perfect foresight.

 3      But in concept, both models had that perfect

 4      foresight.

 5  Q   Okay.  So sort of the same problem existed

 6      conceptually at least with the grid as it does with

 7      Aurora?

 8  A   On a smaller scale.

 9  Q   Okay.  And how long has PacifiCorp been constrained

10      to buying these sort of 25-megawatt blocks over some

11      period of time?

12  A   It's a very good question.  Company witness Wilding

13      will probably be aware of that.  But ever since I've

14      been at the company since 2015, there -- we've been

15      doing primarily quarterly blocks of hedges by season.

16      Specifically summer is the greatest need.  Winter is

17      the greatest need, and so forth.

18  Q   Okay.  So I just want to make sure.  This is not a --

19      this change that you're proposing in this case today

20      is not something to deal with a change in the markets

21      or a change in the models?

22  A   It's a change to improve accuracy.

23  Q   Simply to improve accuracy.  Okay.

24          And if you go to Page 29 of your rebuttal

25      testimony.
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 1          Oh.  Sorry.  Your opening testimony, not your

 2      rebuttal.

 3  A   Page 29.  I am there.

 4  Q   Okay.  And just looking at Line 4 there, the NPC

 5      impact that you identify in your direct testimony at

 6      least of this modeling change is $22.8 million,

 7      right?

 8  A   Yes.

 9  Q   And I recognize that the -- I think the number has

10      changed in the rebuttal testimony, but at least in

11      the initial filing, the total Washington allocated

12      NPC that you reported was 194.6 million.

13          Do you want to check that, or do you --

14  A   It sounds about close.

15  Q   So this new modeling adjustment that is not made to

16      accommodate a new model or a new change in the

17      markets is effectively equivalent to almost 12

18      percent of Washington's entire NPC?

19  A   It's equivalent to elimination of a substantial

20      portion of the PCAM variance that we've observed

21      every year and an increase in the accuracy of the net

22      power cost forecast.  Those are my objectives when

23      creating the net power cost forecast.  I don't look

24      at number directional impacts and whether something

25      is of a certain percentage of another percentage.
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 1  Q   Has PacifiCorp always under-forecast its NPC in

 2      Washington?

 3  A   To my knowledge, no.  The under-forecasts have been

 4      continuous since maybe 2021 going forward or 2020.

 5      But throughout the history of PacifiCorp operating as

 6      Pacific Power & Pacific & -- Pacific Power & Light,

 7      we certainly have not every year, unlike some other

 8      jurisdictions, under-forecast net power cost.  I

 9      don't -- I do not believe we have every year for our

10      history under-forecast net power costs, no.

11                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Thank you.

12      Those are all my questions.

13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

14          Does the company have any redirect at this point

15      in time?

16                        MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, I've got a few

17      questions.

18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Go ahead

19      and proceed when you're ready.

20                        MR. LOWNEY:  Actually, if I could

21      just have one moment to confer.

22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Absolutely.

23                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you.  That will

24      shorten my -- shorten my questions.

25      ////
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 1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 2      BY MR. LOWNEY:

 3  Q   Witness Mitchell, I'd like to ask you a few questions

 4      relating to how wind is modeled in Aurora in response

 5      to the dialogue you were having with Mr. Pepple.

 6          And I believe when -- at some point when

 7      Mr. Pepple was paraphrasing back to you his

 8      understanding of your testimony, I'm going to try to

 9      quote it, and I may be wrong.  But what he said, as I

10      wrote it down, is that Aurora assumes a certain level

11      of curtailments.

12          And if that was his question, my follow-up is:

13      Under what circumstances would Aurora not dispatch a

14      wind facility?

15  A   When transmission constraints or other physical

16      binding physical realities constrain the output of

17      wind -- for example, transmission limitations in the

18      Wyoming region -- and also the minimum operating

19      levels of thermal plants that enable the wind to be

20      integrated onto the system, and also holding -- the

21      holding of North American Electric Reliability

22      Corporation, NERC, mandated operating reserves,

23      particularly contingency reserves and to some extent

24      regulation reserves.

25          Those either hard limits or mandated NERC
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 1      reliability limits would -- would be those

 2      circumstances where there isn't an ability to get

 3      more wind out, so to speak.  The wind would be

 4      curtailed because there -- there are hard limits on

 5      the system.

 6  Q   And so just to be clear, Aurora does not in itself

 7      just assume automatically a certain level of

 8      curtailment of wind?

 9  A   Not at all.  It's a least-cost dispatch model subject

10      to constraints, or as some folks in the industry put

11      it, a constrained least-cost dispatch model.  And so

12      it operates within the constraints but is not --

13      there are no predeterminations of the output.  There

14      are no levers to toggle to specify a certain level of

15      output or to impute random penalties or anything like

16      that.

17          It is simply here is the system.  Here is what

18      the system can accommodate.  Here are the

19      transmission lines, the generation, the generating

20      limits, the ramp rates, gas prices, so forth, and

21      based on all of these, what is feasible based on the

22      best known information on expected market conditions

23      and expected system conditions in 2026.  No

24      assumptions of curtailment or anything -- or anything

25      of the sort.
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 1                     MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.

 2   I have no further questions.

 3                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 4       Bench questions?

 5                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  I'll kick us off.

 6       And I do want to get back to this wind

 7   curtailment issue and transmission issues.  I have a

 8   couple questions first.  But, if nothing else,

 9   Mr. Mitchell, you've given me the name for my next

10   band, which is "Infinite Liquidity."

11       We had a quick -- or you had a quick discussion

12   about PTCs and the Rolling Hills facility.

13       And maybe this is a question for Mr. Wilding.

14   But what I understood from Mr. Link's testimony --

15   and maybe there's different versions of this, but the

16   preferential curtailment at Rolling Hills is that

17   some facilities have been repowered at that plant,

18   and some have not.

19                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

20                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  And so the

21   preferential curtailment would be curtail those that

22   have not been repowered and, ergo, cannot get PTCs.

23       Is that your understanding of preferential

24   curtailment?

25                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  With the caveat
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 1   that, as to the physical operations of, here, we have

 2   these turbines over here that don't have PTCs and we

 3   have these turbines over here that have PTCs and the

 4   mechanism by which one might attempt to shut those

 5   turbines off and not those turbines off, Mr. Wilding

 6   will be the expert on that one.

 7       But from a conceptual perspective, there would be

 8   a batch of turbines that have no PTCs, and you would

 9   expect those to be considered differently than the

10   batch of turbines that do have PTCs, and so forth.

11                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  And so all of those

12   machines, turbines, are behind this, I think what you

13   refer to as well-understood physical bottleneck in

14   eastern Wyoming of transmission.  That's a

15   transmission bottleneck, right?

16                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

17                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Who owns that

18   transmission?

19                     THE WITNESS:  PacifiCorp does.

20                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Are there any plans

21   for addressing this persistent congestion on that

22   transmission that PacifiCorp owns?

23                     THE WITNESS:  My understanding --

24   and witness Link could provide great detail on

25   this -- is that if one were to build enough
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 1   transmission such that there was never a transmission

 2   bottleneck -- let's simplify the system such that

 3   there was one thermal plant regulating the wind in

 4   that region and a whole -- a hundred-megawatt thermo

 5   plant and then a thousand megawatts of wind in terms

 6   of capacity, total potential output.

 7       So you have a thousand one hundred megawatts of

 8   total potential output.  So if you built a thousand-

 9   and-one -- thousand-one-hundred-megawatt transmission

10   line, you would never experience congestion in that

11   simplified example.

12       But because wind, on average, only performs at

13   about 40 percent capacity factor in the sense that,

14   across the year, of that thousand megawatts of wind,

15   you'll only get as generation 40 percent on average.

16       To build enough transmission to accommodate the

17   1,100 megawatts of potential is not the least-cost,

18   least-risk solution, because you would have horribly

19   overbuilt for those few peak hours in the day or in

20   the month when all the wind blew at high speed and

21   all the wind turbines produced at maximum output, but

22   that isn't the typical case, and so the IRP's

23   least-cost, least-risk solution says that thou should

24   build less than the total amount of capacity, and

25   therefore there would always be a transmission
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 1   bottleneck by design so as to lower rates for

 2   customers or to rather have the lowest as compared to

 3   alternative.

 4                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Are you aware of

 5   other strategies other than expanding the

 6   transmission system, itself, to address congestion?

 7                     THE WITNESS:  Myself, personally,

 8   no.  But I believe that Mr. -- witness Link or

 9   witness Wilding may have some further insight into

10   that.

11                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Do you know if

12   PacifiCorp uses dynamic line rating as an example?

13                     THE WITNESS:  I am not familiar

14   with the transmission side of the business,

15   unfortunately.

16                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Is Mr. Wilding the

17   right witness to ask on that?  Well, maybe I'll ask

18   counsel.

19       Any thoughts on who might be able to help us

20   answer that question?

21                     MR. LOWNEY:  Yes.  I'm being told

22   that witness Wilding can answer that question.

23                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.

24       Do you know who makes the decision to curtail

25   wind when it is curtailed?
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 1                     THE WITNESS:  It's primarily made

 2   by two entities:  PacifiCorp, in its role as a

 3   balancing authority, and also the energy imbalance

 4   market in its role as a -- as a dispatch solution.

 5   Both subject to transmission constraints.

 6       The balancing authority directly observes, via

 7   its processes and systems, the prevailing

 8   transmission constraints.  And simultaneously every

 9   five minutes, PacifiCorp sends the energy imbalance

10   market those same prevailing transmission

11   constraints, which it bundles into its least-cost

12   solution, and issues curtailment -- curtailment set

13   points, instructions, which isn't so much produce at

14   X level, but rather, do not produce above X level,

15   because the wind, you can't control it.

16                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  You had a

17   conversation with AWEC's counsel.  There's a lot of

18   testimony on this.  I think I understand their

19   argument as your modeling has overstated

20   curtailments.

21       Is that how you understand some of their

22   argument?

23                     THE WITNESS:  As in understanding

24   what AWEC's argument of my testimony is, yes.  My

25   understanding is that AWEC's argument attempts to put
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 1   forth a scenario where Aurora overstates the

 2   megawatt-hours of energy that could have been

 3   generated.

 4                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  So it's another way

 5   of saying that might be it's overstating the amount

 6   of wind, curtailments particularly?

 7                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 8                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  If wind

 9   curtailments are actually less in real-time

10   operations, what is the impact of that on net power

11   costs?

12                     THE WITNESS:  There should be, with

13   accurate modeling, none.  Because what ultimately

14   flows into rates is the actual wind generation that

15   comes -- that the Aurora model shows us coming out of

16   Wyoming is built into the net power cost forecast.

17   And I have this in my Confidential Table 1 on

18   figure 1, which aligns that level with historical

19   levels.

20       That number, when compared to the actual amount

21   of generation in real life that comes out of that

22   Wyoming region, if they are the same, then -- then

23   that's it.  That's -- there's no impact.

24                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.  Yep.

25                     THE WITNESS:  And so the -- what
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 1   AWEC latches onto is an input into the Aurora model

 2   based on P50s and so forth.  And then in reality, you

 3   have the input into reality, which is real wind

 4   speeds and not related to P50s at all, and then makes

 5   the comparison based on those two numbers and

 6   apples-to-pineapples kind of thing.

 7       But at bottom line is, the actual numerical

 8   megawatt-hours forecasted to be produced as shown in

 9   the net power cost forecast compared to the actual

10   megawatt-hours of wind that we will see in the PCAM

11   for calendar year 2026, those two values, if matched

12   perfectly, means that the model operated perfectly

13   and properly.  And whether or not there was some

14   percentage variation in the model due to some inputs

15   and something in real -- in reality due to EIM is

16   completely not related to whether there is actual

17   accuracy in the model or an alignment between the

18   forecast and the actuals.

19                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  But if actual

20   production of wind is greater than you forecast, what

21   happens then?

22                     THE WITNESS:  Then my model is

23   incorrect, and I should --

24                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  What happens to

25   customer rates?
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 1                     THE WITNESS:  Then customer rates

 2   will be higher than they should be, because PDCs will

 3   materialize in base rates as much as they should

 4   have, and other costs on the system would have been

 5   higher than they should have.  And then that variance

 6   would flow into the PCAM and come as an increase to

 7   customer rates.  As in --

 8                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Make sure I

 9   understood that.

10                     THE WITNESS:  -- PCAM would

11   increase the total allowance.

12                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  I think my scenario

13   is the reverse of that.  You predict more wind

14   curtailments than --

15                     THE WITNESS:  Oh.

16                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- actually

17   happens.

18                     THE WITNESS:  Then it's the

19   opposite.

20                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Reverse.

21                     THE WITNESS:  My apologies, yes.

22   Then the PTCs are too high, and customers get a low

23   amount in base rates.  And the other elements of net

24   power cost forecast shows low system costs on a net

25   power cost basis.  Net power costs, the definition of
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 1   typically doesn't include PTCs, and so that's why I

 2   separate them.

 3       And so customer rates are artificially low in the

 4   base.  And then when we turn to the PCAM and we see

 5   that, oh, the wind didn't blow as much, then that

 6   variance comes in, and actual net power cost becomes

 7   much higher, and then that flows through the PCAM as

 8   money that we tried to recover.

 9                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  That would be an

10   increase in revenue.

11                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

12                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  PacifiCorp would

13   then request an increase there.

14                     THE WITNESS:  Request an increase.

15                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  But so I just want

16   to make sure I'm clear.

17                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

18                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  If you overpredict

19   curtailments -- sorry.  I'm realizing that's kind of

20   a double negative.

21       If you overpredict curtailments, that means there

22   are fewer PTCs flowing to customers, fewer low --

23   less low-cost energy flowing to customers in your

24   base rates.  And then the PCAM will catch that up if

25   actual wind production is greater, and then customer
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 1   will get a refund through the PCAM process.

 2       Is that correct?  Sorry if that --

 3                     THE WITNESS:  If we overpredict

 4   PTCs, so we -- more PTCs --

 5                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  I'm overpredicting

 6   curtailments.

 7                     THE WITNESS:  Ah.  Overpredicting

 8   curtailments.

 9                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  So underpredicting

10   PTCs.

11                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So we

12   overpredict curtailment such that the wind forecast

13   coming out of the net power costs model is too low.

14                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Right.

15                     THE WITNESS:  And then customers

16   will see the higher net power costs in the PCAM.  The

17   signages is also tripping me up.  But the wind

18   forecast at too low wind forecast in the base, you

19   would see a lower base than it should have been,

20   because your wind was too low.  Your PTCs were too

21   low.

22                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.

23                     THE WITNESS:  And so then in the

24   actuals, when the wind comes in at a much higher

25   level --
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 1                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.

 2                     THE WITNESS:  Or is it vice versa?

 3                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  No, that's right.

 4                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  The signage

 5   has me tripped around, but what you're saying makes

 6   perfect sense to me.

 7                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  I'll move

 8   on.

 9       In the operational sequence, the curtailment

10   order, you had in your testimony that it's -- gas is

11   curtailed first, coal curtailed second, wind

12   curtailed third.

13                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

14                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Why is gas

15   curtailed before coal?

16                     THE WITNESS:  It's typically more

17   expensive on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.

18                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.  That's

19   all I have.

20                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Thank you.

21       Thank you, Mr. Mitchell.  A few -- just a few

22   questions on areas we haven't touched upon to fill

23   out our record.

24       So the first is the Bonneville Power '26 rate

25   case at -- in your rebuttal testimony at Page 123,
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 1   Lines 2 to 7.

 2                     THE WITNESS:  Yes, please.

 3                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  You state

 4   that PacifiCorp will not update the original filing

 5   to include the BP '26 rate case rate increase because

 6   the wheeling expenses encompass other, quote/unquote,

 7   outdated items that would change the NPC.

 8       Here's my question.  Please confirm the process

 9   PacifiCorp proposed to update the wheeling charges

10   and the impact on NPC.

11                     THE WITNESS:  The process as I

12   imagine or understand it is each PCORC or GRC, we

13   start off the filing with the best estimate of

14   wheeling costs.  And because the compliance filing is

15   of narrower scope, the wheeling expenses line item

16   just doesn't move.  It stays the same throughout.

17   And so in the context of regulatory lag, using this

18   wheeling expense in this case as an example, it will

19   be picked up in the next filing, which would be --

20   which would be a GRC or a PCORC.

21       And that, in my mind, appropriate because we,

22   across the history of the last GRC and the last

23   PCORC, had contention on what should be the scope of

24   compliance filing, and we settled on these specific

25   items which do not include wheeling expense.
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 1                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank

 2   you for that.

 3       And can you confirm which other outdated items

 4   are included in the NPC.

 5                     THE WITNESS:  When considering that

 6   the net power cost forecast is almost wholly based on

 7   expectations of conditions to occur, almost all the

 8   inputs are outdated.  For example, there would be --

 9   so the things that we do update are the price curves

10   and the hedges, and PPAs to the extent that they're

11   new onto the system or the commercial online data has

12   changed.

13       And so that leaves everything else.  That leaves

14   things like coal prices.  It leaves things like

15   hydrologic forecasts for various hydrologic

16   electric -- hydroelectric projects.  Load.  It leaves

17   basically the majority of the net power cost forecast

18   on the table, load being the primary driver, of

19   course.  And then hydro and coal.  And also the wind

20   generation isn't updated.  The solar generation isn't

21   updated based on most recent data.  So that is a bit

22   stale as well.  And a couple of other items like

23   that.

24                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.

25   Thank you very much.
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 1       Now on to counterfactual analysis that was

 2   directed in the last -- in the PCAM.  And I'm looking

 3   now at staff witness Wilson's testimony, responsive

 4   testimony.  That's at JDW-1TR.  And when you're

 5   there, I'll give you the page number.

 6                     THE WITNESS:  JDW-1T.  I'm there.

 7                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  And Page 53.

 8                     THE WITNESS:  Page 53.

 9                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Line 15, to

10   Page 54, Line 14.

11                     THE WITNESS:  At Line 14 ends with

12   "Washington customers' interests"?  In which case,

13   I'm there.

14                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes.  That's

15   right.

16       So staff witness Wilson argues that the future

17   counterfactual analysis period is conceptually

18   flawed.

19       And here's my question.  Does PacifiCorp plan to

20   update the future analysis counterfactual based on

21   information coming from EDAM at its next filing?

22                     THE WITNESS:  The -- that

23   counterfactual for the -- for the forward period, it

24   was -- firstly, certainly if the Commission wishes,

25   compliance -- an order to that effect would have us
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 1   update it.  But we didn't find it to be very useful

 2   in the sense that the number of assumptions required

 3   to go out ten years for this counterfactual and the

 4   amount of change anticipated in the next ten years

 5   rendered the results a dice roll at best.

 6       But it certainly can be updated with the results

 7   of things that have yet to come, such as the extended

 8   day-ahead markets and...

 9                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  So if you

10   were -- if you were asking for counterfactual sort of

11   generation resources versus the market, how would

12   you -- how would you -- how would you do that?

13                     THE WITNESS:  I would start with --

14   and here I -- I would -- I present my opinion, which

15   the more relevant subject matter expert would be

16   perhaps Rick Link.  I would start with and firstly an

17   analysis that is inherently forward-looking across

18   multi decades, or rather, a decade, which would be

19   IRP clean energy planning-type forecasts and not just

20   a spreadsheet or a one year looking at power costs.

21   And then based on that portfolio or a set of

22   portfolios, I would then do sensitivity scenarios.

23   Here is a generation portfolio, or one that leans

24   less on the market, more on the market, and then a

25   present value of revenue requirements analysis,
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 1   something of the sort.

 2                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Just

 3   scenarios essentially.

 4                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

 5                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  All

 6   right.

 7                     THE WITNESS:  Scenarios.

 8                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.

 9   All right.  Thank you.

10       And one last question.  This is on EDAM benefits.

11   And your direct testimony.  And when you're at

12   Page 24, Line 4, through 26, Line 12.

13       You explain that EDAM benefits in the 2026 NPC

14   forecast are incremental to the current

15   business-as-usual WEIM benefits, but the WEIM

16   benefits have not been adjusted downwards.

17       Since the initial filing in this docket, is there

18   new information or calculations that account for the

19   EDAM benefits that are also currently embedded in the

20   WEIM benefits?

21                     THE WITNESS:  No.  The study that

22   we use was taken from Brattle, Brattle study, and to

23   my knowledge, they haven't updated that study.  And

24   the quantification of what those cannibalization

25   benefits, I believe the word I used was, is something
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 1   Brattle could do if you paid them enough.

 2                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.

 3   Thank you.  Thanks very much.  Nothing further from

 4   me.  Thanks, Your Honor.

 5                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe

 6   that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Mitchell.

 7   You can be excused at this point in time.

 8                            (Witness excused.)

 9

10                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  I'll just say, as

11   somebody who grew up in south central Wyoming, I can

12   tell you the forecast for tomorrow is probably the

13   wind is going to blow.  Save everyone a little time.

14       Do you want to take a brief recess?

15       Okay.  Let's go ahead and take a ten-minute

16   break.  We'll give it 12 and return here at 3:35.

17       At this point in time, we're off the record.

18   Thank you.

19                            (Pause in proceedings from

20                             3:23 p.m. to 3:35 p.m.)

21

22                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  It is now

23   3:35 p.m.  Let's go ahead and proceed to our next

24   witness, who will be Michael Wilding.

25       And you are there, Mr. Wilding.  Thank you.
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 1          If you could please raise your right hand, I'll

 2      swear you in.

 3          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you

 4      give today will be the truth, the whole truth, and

 5      nothing but the truth?

 6                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 7

 8      MICHAEL G. WILDING,        having been first duly sworn

 9                                 by Administrative Law Judge

10                                 Thompson, was examined and

11                                 testified as follows:

12

13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

14          You may proceed, Counsel.

15

16                        DIRECT EXAMINATION

17      BY MR. McVEE:

18  Q   Witness Wilding, can you state and spell your name

19      for the record, please.

20  A   Yes.  My name is Michael G. Wilding.  M-i-c-h-a-e-l

21      G. W-i-l-d-i-n-g.

22  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by PacifiCorp?

23  A   I am the vice president of energy supply management.

24  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits

25      in this proceeding?
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 1  A   Yes, I did.

 2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions in that

 3      testimony today, would you give the same responses?

 4  A   Yes, I would.

 5                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.

 6          The witness is available for cross.

 7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 8          And just to confirm:  Staff has no cross for this

 9      witness; is that correct?

10                        MS. STRAUSS:  Correct, Your Honor.

11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

12          Public counsel, you can go ahead and proceed when

13      you're ready.

14

15                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

16      BY MR. SYKES:

17  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Wilding.

18  A   Good afternoon.

19  Q   I have one question I want to follow up on the

20      testimony of Mr. Link.

21          Do you recall that I asked him about whether

22      Chehalis would have to dispatch down in 2030 to make

23      sure that it's only serving 20 percent of retail

24      load?

25  A   Yes, I do recall that.
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 1  Q   Okay.  We agree that fossil fuels can only serve 20

 2      percent of retail load in Washington beginning in

 3      2030.

 4          Do we agree?

 5  A   Yes, beginning in 2030, any emitting resources have

 6      to be offset with a REC purchase to comply with CETA.

 7  Q   Okay.  Has PacifiCorp done any analysis of what --

 8      let me ask that question a different way.

 9          Generation over 20 percent of -- from emitting

10      resources would be subject -- would have to be offset

11      by a REC or potentially subject to a CCA allowance

12      cost, correct?

13  A   My understanding of CETA is that, in 2030, Washington

14      load has to be served by 80 percent renewable

15      energy -- that means it has to be accompanied by

16      the -- that generation that's serving Washington load

17      has to be accompanied by renewable attribute, most

18      likely a REC or something else that is allowed under

19      the Washington law.  And the remaining, up to the

20      remaining 20 percent of Washington retail load can be

21      covered by a unbundled environmental attribute as --

22      such as a REC.  That does not limit the Chehalis

23      generation that is -- that compliance obligation is

24      tied to the load.

25  Q   Thank you.  That answers my question.
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 1          In your rebuttal testimony, MGW-5CT, Page 2 --

 2  A   Yes.  I'm there.

 3  Q   -- starting at Line 7:  Is public counsel's proposal

 4      workable from a systems operation standpoint?

 5          Answer:  No.  Allocating such a large share of

 6      renewables to a state without any dispatchable

 7      generation is infeasible from a systems operation --

 8                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Can you slow

 9      down.  I'm sorry.

10                        MR. SYKES:  I'll read that again.

11                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Both for the

12      court reporter and for all of us to understand.

13      Thank you.

14                        MR. SYKES:  Sorry.  I tend to speak

15      fast.  I apologize.

16  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  No.  Allocating such a large share or

17      renewables to a state without any dispatchable

18      generation is infeasible from a system operations

19      standpoint.

20          So this has come up a few times in this

21      proceeding, but can we agree that PacifiCorp

22      dispatches as a system?

23  A   Yes, that's correct.

24  Q   And currently Washington gets power from resources

25      that it doesn't pay for, and other states get --
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 1      other states might get power from sources that they

 2      don't pay for?

 3  A   What do you mean when you say "get power"?

 4  Q   Okay.  So the system dispatches power, but what we're

 5      talking about here today, the 2026 protocol, that's a

 6      cost allocation scheme, correct?

 7  A   Yes, that's correct.

 8  Q   Okay.  So in your rebuttal testimony, when you

 9      testify that public counsel's proposal is infeasible

10      from a systems operation standpoint and would ignore

11      systems reliability requirements, I guess, what data

12      in your filing -- where in the filing does the

13      company analyze the reliability implications of other

14      potential allocation options?

15  A   Well, specifically I'm referring to public counsel's

16      proposal that we reduce Washington allocation of all

17      coal- and natural gas-fired plants to zero and

18      allocate an additional 42 percent of all

19      PacifiCorp-owned wind generation for roughly a total

20      of 40 percent.

21          That's specifically what I'm proposing there.

22      And, you know, I don't need to run an analysis to

23      know that that is an unreliable -- it's -- one, is

24      not resource adequate.  There's not enough generation

25      to serve load.  And then from just a reliability
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 1   standard and being able to comply with the

 2   reliability standards that we have to as a balancing

 3   authority area and a load-serving entity, that's also

 4   not workable.

 5       You need that dispatchable generation to firm up

 6   that load to integrate that -- or to firm up the wind

 7   in that generation to integrate it onto the system.

 8   You need something that's dispatchable that can turn

 9   on when contingency reserves -- I mean, in January

10   2024, I think we've all seen the report that shows we

11   only had an average of eight megawatts of wind each

12   hour during those ice storms.  You need -- I mean,

13   you need something dispatchable and reliable in those

14   circumstances.

15       So did I run a model based on your proposal?  No.

16   Do I know that that's an unworkable allocation

17   methodology?  Yes.  And is it appropriate for

18   Washington to lean on the rest of the system and the

19   customers in our other five states that are paying

20   for those resources that allow us to reliably serve

21   load?  Again, no.

22       And that's what this proposal from public counsel

23   essentially says, is that PacifiCorp dispatches as a

24   system, but we're not going to pay for the

25   reliability that the system brings and that those
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 1      resources bring.

 2  Q   Chehalis provides reliability to the entire system,

 3      correct?

 4  A   Yeah.  And it's a -- yes, it does.  And it's a

 5      gas-fired resource, which, under public counsel's

 6      proposal, would not be allocated to Washington.

 7      Hence, my statement that, in my view, public

 8      counsel's proposal that I'm responding to right here

 9      is not feasible and is not appropriate, because that

10      would leave costs.  And under the costs that

11      Washington customers are not paying for and under the

12      cost-causation principles, that just doesn't work.

13  Q   Okay.  So under the 2026 protocol, Chehalis will

14      continue to provide a reliability benefit to the

15      entire system, although Washington will be paying for

16      all of the non-NPC costs, correct?

17  A   Yes.  And other resources, just like we have today.

18      All of our resources provide a reliability benefit to

19      the system, and our thermal and our dispatchable

20      resources provide that benefit to the system through

21      contingency reserves obligations where we can -- if

22      something happens, we have that backup generation

23      that's there, ready to go.

24          Through regulation, following our wind and solar,

25      our intermittent generation, kind of firming that up,
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 1      following load, firming that up.  They also provide

 2      frequency response.

 3          So all of our thermal generation provides that

 4      type of reliability benefits to the system.  The way

 5      that we have chosen in the 2026 protocol to kind of

 6      slice the pie or divvy that up is by having the

 7      Chehalis plant allocated to -- to Washington so it

 8      shares in those reliability costs that the thermal

 9      resources provide.

10          And that kind of is twofold.  It follows the

11      principles of cost causation, but it also complies

12      with CETA, where coal has to be out of rates by 2026,

13      by the end of 2025.

14  Q   Okay.  So you actually answered my question as part

15      of a longer answer.

16          So Utah is currently allocated about 45 percent

17      of Chehalis; is that right?

18  A   That's right.

19  Q   And Utah receives the benefit of Chehalis from a

20      reliability standpoint, correct?

21  A   Yes.  That's right.

22  Q   Okay.  Utah will still be receiving that benefit of

23      Chehalis?

24  A   As part of the system?

25  Q   As part of the system.  Not cost allocation.
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 1  A   Yes.  The whole system benefits from the whole

 2      system.  And, again, I mean, the alternative would be

 3      for Washington to participate in the system as a

 4      whole.  Because of CETA and other circumstances,

 5      that's really not possible.  So what we have in front

 6      of you today is the 2026 protocol with Chehalis being

 7      allocated, under our proposal, to Washington.

 8  Q   But the cost of Chehalis?

 9  A   Yes.  Absolutely.

10  Q   You mentioned resource adequacy a moment ago.

11          When referring to resource adequacy, is the

12      company referring to the WRAP definition of resource

13      adequacy?

14  A   Not necessarily.  Resource adequacy -- and I think I

15      have in my testimony, my direct testimony --

16  Q   You know what?  Let me --

17  A   -- on Page 3 --

18  Q   Let me actually rephrase the question, because I

19      think I have a more direct question for you.

20  A   Okay.

21  Q   Okay.  I'm going to refer to a confidential figure.

22      But in my copy right here, it's redacted, so I don't

23      really need to look at the figure.  I just need to

24      look at the -- the way the figure's described.  So

25      this is MGW-5CT, Page 5.
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 1  A   Yep.

 2  Q   So Confidential Figure 3.  Again, don't look at the

 3      figure.  I want to ask a question about the

 4      description of the table.

 5  A   Okay.

 6  Q   Comparison of WRAP positions of public counsel's

 7      recommendation in Washington 2026 protocol.

 8          Did I read that summary of the table correctly at

 9      the figure?

10  A   Yes.

11  Q   Okay.  I don't have a question about the figure.

12      What I have is -- so using -- so when you compare the

13      WRAP positions of public counsel's recommendation and

14      the Washington 2026 protocol, you're looking at the

15      WRAP, the WRAP way of looking at resource adequacy?

16  A   Resource adequacy essentially means -- and, again,

17      I'll refer you to my direct testimony where I provide

18      kind of a description of what resource adequacy is.

19          I think a better framing of your question is that

20      we use the metrics from WRAP, meaning some of the

21      metrics from WRAP as far as planning reserve margins

22      and qualifying capacity contributions to determine

23      the resource adequacy position of our proposal versus

24      public counsel's proposal.

25  Q   Under the WRAP metrics, resource adequacy is a -- is
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 1      determined according to the balancing authority --

 2      correct? -- not individual states?

 3  A   No, that's not correct.  Under WRAP, the obligation

 4      lies with the load-serving entity -- so that would be

 5      PacifiCorp -- not the balancing authority area, which

 6      would be PacifiCorp West's or PacifiCorp East's

 7      balancing authority area, which includes more load

 8      and transmission customers than just PacifiCorp load.

 9          But it is done at the load-serving entity level,

10      not at the state level.  But, again, a view of the

11      state level is helpful to ensure -- as we're moving

12      this direction to a fixed portfolio, that state-level

13      view is helpful to ensure that no one state is

14      inappropriately leaning on the rest of the system and

15      receiving benefits that, you know, they are not

16      included in the rates.  And so we've done that

17      actually for all of the states as we've gone through

18      this -- this method.

19  Q   Okay.  And as part of this proposal, PacifiCorp is

20      not proposing making Washington its own balancing

21      authority area.  It'll just remain part of the whole

22      Pac system?

23  A   Yes, that's correct.

24                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  No further

25      questions.  Thank you.
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 1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 2          AWEC.

 3                        MR. PEPPLE:  AWEC can waive its

 4      cross for this witness.  Thank you.

 5                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Any

 6      redirect from the company?

 7                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.

 8

 9                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION

10      BY MR. McVEE:

11  Q   Witness Wilding, does Washington benefit from

12      PacifiCorp's Gadsby, Lake Side, and Currant Creek

13      resources?

14  A   Yes, they do.  All those reasons that I just kind of

15      walk through.  The reliability, the ancillary

16      services that those resources provide to the system,

17      the system inertia that those, you know, big

18      resources provide to the system.  The integration of

19      renewables.

20          All of those things -- I mean, the Gadsby units,

21      almost downtown Salt Lake City are -- are black-start

22      units, meaning if we had a complete outage of the

23      grid, those are the first ones that we turn on to get

24      started again.

25          Hopefully that never happens.  But those -- I
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 1      mean, that's just kind of an idea of the benefits

 2      that all the thermal resources provide to the

 3      entirety of our system.

 4  Q   And does -- to the best of your knowledge, does

 5      Washington pay for the cost of those resources?

 6  A   No, they do not.

 7  Q   And then public counsel had some questions about

 8      comparison to their -- their witness's alternative.

 9          Under the Washington 2026 protocol, does the

10      Washington-specific resource portfolio -- and,

11      specifically, a hundred percent allocation of a gas

12      generation resource -- allow options for operations

13      through the clean energy transition?

14  A   Yes.  Absolutely.  I think that's one of the main

15      benefits that we receive from this 2026 protocol, and

16      being able to move that thermal generation, it's --

17      Chehalis is a combined-cycle natural gas plant,

18      meaning it has two combustion turbines and a steam

19      turbine.

20          And with kind of the shared -- either, you know,

21      shared ownership or the shared participation in that

22      resource, you really can't dispatch a combined cycle

23      differently for different states or owners or, you

24      know, whatever that situation might be.

25          And so what this allows us to do is, as we move
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 1   forward, as, you know, it provides that foundation

 2   for the planning that we talked about earlier, it

 3   also allows us to introduce, you know, operational

 4   changes as we deem necessary and gives us that

 5   freedom to look at this from a Washington lens

 6   instead of a system lens for -- for Chehalis.

 7                     MR. McVEE:  No further questions.

 8                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 9       Questions from the bench.

10                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  I can start.

11       Mr. Wilding, you heard the discussion earlier

12   with witness Mitchell about transmission congestion

13   and particularly its impact on the Rolling Hills wind

14   facility.

15                     THE WITNESS:  Right.

16                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  You were referenced

17   as somebody who may give us some insights into what

18   other strategies PacifiCorp has considered or might

19   help address that persisting congestion in that area.

20                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  Absolutely.

21   So I think one thing I'll just note is -- I think is

22   the end of 2023, kind of last quarter of 2023,

23   subject to check -- I might have my dates wrong -- we

24   energized the Gateway South line, which goes from

25   eastern Wyoming down to Mona basically, Salt Lake
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 1   City area.  That alleviated a lot of congestion that

 2   we see in real time and in the eastern Wyoming.  And

 3   that's -- I think that was talked a little bit about

 4   earlier today with Mr. Link.

 5       And we also -- not only did that alleviate the

 6   existing congestion, it also enabled us to add

 7   1500 -- about 1500 megawatts of new wind as well.  So

 8   new wind coming out of Wyoming because of that --

 9   that line, plus more of the existing wind coming out

10   of Wyoming because of that existing line.

11       As far as other strategies that we have to

12   address that congestion, we do have two dynamic line

13   ratings in place on our 230 kV system in the Wyoming

14   area that, you know, allows for us to manage the

15   congestion better.  That's on the transmission side

16   of the business.

17       Also we -- you know, FERC 881 requires ambient

18   line ratings for ambient changes in seasonal and

19   ambient temperatures.  BPA and the California ISO

20   both asked for an extension there.  We are kind of

21   ready to go, but we have -- they operate certain

22   lines, and so we need our joint owners and line

23   operators to be ready to go there.  So that's kind of

24   forthcoming in -- in the near future.

25       And then as far as just operationally, you know,
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 1   one thing that we've done is, you know, we've updated

 2   our -- our model -- not -- I want to be careful.  Not

 3   the model that Ramon uses to forecast net power

 4   costs, but our models that were used to update our

 5   system and do our day-ahead schedules and we do our

 6   trading and our optimization round.

 7       We've -- continuously updating those to kind of

 8   model that congestion better so we can manage it

 9   better.  We're in constant communication with our

10   grid operations team to make sure we're setting those

11   system operating limits effectively that -- so we can

12   manage that congestion.  So just kind of general

13   communication, you know, awareness of what's going

14   on.

15       We've got alarms on -- on our generation dispatch

16   screens and our generation dispatch operator that, if

17   a wind plant is, you know, curtailed for more than

18   one five-minute interval, that they can see that and

19   so that they are aware that, you know, as soon as

20   they can redispatch the system to alleviate that

21   curtailment, that they do it.

22       So just kind of lots of things, lots of different

23   methods that we have, trying to do a little bit of

24   everything to try to address it.

25                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  But all of those
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 1   things --

 2                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

 3                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- are designed to

 4   reduce curtailments of the wind --

 5                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 6                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- on the system.

 7                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And I'll say

 8   the other thing that we also have there is we have a

 9   intertie in Wyoming, kind of near our DJ facility,

10   where we can make off-system sells as well.  It's

11   kind of an illiquid point but an intertie

12   nonetheless.  So also when we have excess wind

13   generation, one of the things we'll do is try to make

14   off-system sells in eastern Wyoming.  Like I said,

15   it's illiquid, so it's hit-and-miss.  But that's one

16   thing that we'll try and do.

17       And then also just from a company-wide

18   standpoint, you know, new load would help in Wyoming

19   and kind of directing new load there and

20   interconnections.  But, you know, all that's kind of

21   longer-term stuff that may or may not happen.

22                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Would retirement of

23   fossil facilities in Wyoming also benefit the

24   transmission system?

25                     THE WITNESS:  Not -- not
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 1   necessarily.  Because you need that -- those fossil

 2   systems to integrate the wind and to firm up the

 3   wind.  I mentioned that we do have an intertie there

 4   in eastern Wyoming, and those -- those fossil fuels

 5   help to manage that intertie and that connection

 6   with -- which will -- which is WAPA right now, and it

 7   will be RTOS in the future to kind of push back on

 8   those flows so we don't get unscheduled flows onto

 9   our system, but -- so the -- the thermal generation

10   in there, you know, just retiring it and -- would

11   not -- not fix the problem.

12                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  So it would -- if

13   I'm understanding correctly, it may free up line

14   capacity, thermal capacity, but not necessarily

15   inertial benefits of the system.

16                     THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.

17                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.

18                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

19                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  It sounds like that

20   intertie is the opposite of infinite liquidity,

21   but...

22                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

23                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  We had a quick

24   discussion on PTCs, the preferential curtailments.

25       Is your understanding that the preferential
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 1   curtailments at Rolling Hills are initial -- first

 2   curtailments are those that are not subject to PTCs;

 3   i.e., those that have not been repowered?

 4                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And maybe just

 5   a clarification there.  So we're talking about owned

 6   wind facilities --

 7                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yeah.

 8                     THE WITNESS:  -- as well.  Also in

 9   the stack of curtailments is non-owned wind

10   facilities.  But as far as PTCs are concerned,

11   there's 16 turbines at Rolling Hills that were not

12   able to be repowered.  However, the -- that wind

13   plant is circuited as such that, you know, those 16

14   wind turbines are not isolated to a single circuit

15   or -- you know, they're all mixed together, because

16   that's the way it was built before we envisioned

17   repowering and -- and knowing that we would not be

18   able to repower all the -- the turbines there.

19       And so that curtailment is not -- we can't

20   curtail, like, the 16 turbines that were not

21   repowered.  It's the whole.  It's the whole plant,

22   right?

23                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  So they're not

24   metered at the -- at the turbine.  They're metered at

25   a interconnection point?
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 1                     THE WITNESS:  Right.  Yes.

 2                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  Want to talk

 3   really quickly about WRAP.  You discuss it in your

 4   testimony, and perhaps this is the perils of time, is

 5   that WRAP is a evolving situation right now.

 6                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

 7                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  I recognize you are

 8   using the methodology of WRAP to provide a definition

 9   of resource adequacy.

10       What is the current status of WRAP in Pac's

11   participation in WRAP?

12                     THE WITNESS:  All -- so WRAP right

13   now is -- all participants must make a decision

14   whether to become a financially binding participant

15   in WRAP by October 31st, 2025, so just a couple

16   weeks.  What that means as a financially binding

17   participant is that you -- maybe I'll take a step

18   back.

19       The first financially binding season is winter of

20   '27 and '28, so that starts in November of 2027.  So

21   that's why the October 31st deadline is a two-year

22   exit notice or you have to give two years' notice of

23   your withdrawal from the program.  So that's where

24   the -- the line is drawn right now, is October 31st.

25       Becoming a financially binding participant means
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 1   that you would have to comply and show that you meet

 2   the WRAP planning standards, you know, approximately

 3   seven months before that November time frame of 2027

 4   and meet all of the administrative burden of WRAP as

 5   well for all the resources to count.

 6       WRAP is a work in progress.  It has been a work

 7   in progress for six years now.  WRAP is contemplating

 8   significant changes.  It's contemplating changing the

 9   footprint in which it calculates the planning reserve

10   margin from a kind of northwest-southwest footprint

11   with very limited transmission connectivity between

12   the two to a EDAM and Markets+ footprint with an

13   unknown amount of sharing between those two programs.

14   A lot of questions and a lot of uncertainty is in

15   that as well.

16       The other thing that WRAP is contemplating is

17   trying to -- trying to fix the volatility of the PRMs

18   and also a potentially deferral of the deficiency

19   charges.

20       When PacifiCorp looks at WRAP and looks at what's

21   in front of us right now, we have an improved tariff.

22   We have these -- this uncertainty in this unknown of

23   where WRAP is going.  The program that we have today

24   undervalues our transmission system, quite frankly,

25   as, you know, between our east and west transfer --
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 1   or east and west systems, we have 1600 megawatts of

 2   transfers.

 3       In WRAP, between the southwest region and the

 4   northwest region, which PacifiCorp is -- kind of

 5   straddles both, it only models 500 megawatts of

 6   transmission, so about a third for the whole system

 7   compared to what we have for our system.

 8       Additionally, you know, we have some other

 9   concerns, including some -- WRAP has essentially

10   created a new market product that would need to be --

11   to -- need to show compliance with WRAP in the near

12   term.  So if you're not resource long or resource

13   adequate with the resources that you have on your

14   system right now and, like PacifiCorp, you kind of

15   have to go and fill in the gaps in the near-term

16   market, WRAP has created a new standard, a new

17   product that it has to -- that you have to buy or

18   meet to show compliance.

19       One of the things there is that WRAP does not --

20   there's not a market monitor to make sure -- it's

21   an illi- -- well, first, I'll say it's an illiquid

22   market.  Those market products are not readily

23   available.  There's not a market monitor out there to

24   make sure that the buyers are not getting

25   price-gouged or that market power is not being
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 1   exercised on the limited amount of, you know, those

 2   products that are out there, available.

 3       And then, you know, for other reasons as well, we

 4   have decided and we, you know, sent a letter last

 5   week to the board, asking them for another year and

 6   a -- a year extension on the October 31st date to be

 7   able to push that decision out to be able to work

 8   through some of these issues that we are seeing.

 9   Unfortunately, I think they're bound by their tariff.

10   I don't know if, you know, there is an option for

11   that, but we do see the value in WRAP.

12       So it's, like, regardless of what the board comes

13   back with and what the Western Power Pool comes back

14   with, we will continue to engage with WRAP.  We're in

15   it for the next two years.  We believe resource

16   adequacy is important.  It's a huge issue facing the

17   region in the west right now.  So we'll continue to

18   engage and continue to work to make sure that we can

19   arrive at a good solution and a solution that

20   provides benefits for our customers.

21       Because I think, you know, resource adequacy can

22   solve a lot of issues, including reliability and

23   resource adequacy obviously providing that standard,

24   but as you are able to partner with your neighbors

25   and kind of pool resources together, it can also help
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 1   with affordability.  And that's really something that

 2   we'll be looking in for whatever path we choose going

 3   forward.

 4       But that's where we are right now.  Probably not

 5   a satisfactory answer, very satisfying, because a lot

 6   of moving pieces, and we'll take up to the deadline,

 7   and we're kind of waiting for the power pool to

 8   respond to us.  But it is important.  We will

 9   continue work on it regardless of what they say

10   and -- and try to do what's best for our customers.

11                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  It's satisfying

12   because it's this current status.

13                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

14                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  But given all that

15   uncertainty, you use the WRAP methodology as a part

16   of your testimony in this case.

17                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

18                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Given all that

19   uncertainty, would you change that strategy and the

20   way you think about the 2026 protocol from a resource

21   adequacy perspective?

22                     THE WITNESS:  No.  'Cause the

23   principles are still sound, right?  The -- planning

24   to the peak load, you know, the single highest hour

25   of load within the month, a planning reserve margin
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 1   on top of that to account for, you know, partially

 2   for contingency reserves and then, you know,

 3   essentially uncertainty, like is your wind going to

 4   perform as expected, is your solar going to perform

 5   as expected, are your thermal resources going to

 6   perform as expected, is load going to be higher than

 7   expected, all of those things.

 8       So the principles are still sound.  They -- they

 9   determine that PRM, that planning reserve margin,

10   based on a one-in-ten-year loss of load event study.

11   That's a sound principle.  I think it's pretty

12   standard across the industry.  And then the

13   qualifying capacity contribution of the resources, I

14   think that is also a good metric to use as well.

15       So right now, that's the best information that we

16   have, the modeling has been done by WRAP.  I mean,

17   and please don't take, you know, PacifiCorp's

18   concerns with WRAP being kind of an unfinished

19   product and the uncertainty there as -- like, this is

20   still important.  There's still a lot of value in

21   WRAP, and WRAP is providing good value.  You know,

22   whether that's the exact path we take is to be

23   determined.  But is providing good value and will

24   continue to provide good value and is providing a

25   good foundation for resource adequacy going forward.
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 1                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  And that is not the

 2   path you take.  It's effectively status quo of the

 3   way PacifiCorp procures or thinks about resource

 4   adequacy today; is that correct?

 5                     THE WITNESS:  Yes, we'll continue

 6   to -- yes.  And we'll continue to use -- if it's not

 7   the path we take, we'll continue to use those metrics

 8   as long as they're the best that we have available.

 9   If we come up with an alternative, we'll have those

10   metrics.  But that alternative will kind of be based

11   in those same sound principles of planning for your

12   peak load, you know, your highest need, plus a

13   planning reserve margin or, you know, a cushion to

14   account for all the uncertainty.  Making sure that

15   you're accounting for your resources correctly, that

16   what they're going to contribute during those peak

17   times.  So, yes, short answer.  Yeah.

18                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.  That's

19   all I have.  Thank you.

20                     THE WITNESS:  Thanks.

21                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Afternoon.

22                     THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.

23                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Right.  So

24   this may or may not make sense, but given the

25   afternoon, we'll give it a try.
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 1       So you were discussing the 2026 protocol about

 2   Chehalis and the hundred percent allocation of that

 3   gas unit and the benefits that that hundred percent

 4   allocation provides the company in terms of meeting

 5   its CETA requirements.

 6       As I understood what you were saying, right now

 7   it is operated as a system unit, and it's dispatched

 8   based on the system direction.  So if it's a hundred

 9   percent allocated to Washington, I think some of the

10   discussion we've had today, a hundred percent of the

11   cost allocated to Washington, but it would no longer

12   be a system-dispatched unit or could be tweaked to

13   dispatch based on washing- -- I'm trying to figure

14   out --

15                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

16                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- again, if

17   this is a system unit that provides benefits to

18   other -- to the rest of the system or are you going

19   to be operating it and dispatching it with more of a

20   view toward meeting Washington CETA so that it may

21   not provide those same system benefits to other parts

22   of the system?

23       Do you understand what I'm asking?

24                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

25                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What this
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 1   means in terms of is it just hundred percent cost

 2   allocated, or will it change how it operates as a

 3   system resource.

 4                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I think I

 5   understand what you're saying.  I think, first, just

 6   to kind of clarify, PacifiCorp's system is, like,

 7   intertwined and integrated.  Everyone's connected to

 8   everyone.  And, you know, very difficult and pretty

 9   hard to -- would be pretty hard to unwind it and just

10   operate for Washington on its own.

11       That being said, the 2026 protocol in the future

12   and having Chehalis, you know, physically located

13   within the state of Washington and then 100 percent

14   cost allocated to Washington does allow us some more

15   freedom to potentially in the future bring

16   Washington's energy policies into how we would

17   dispatch that -- that resource, right?  So it allows

18   us the option -- it gives us options, I think, more

19   than anything.

20       And obviously that depends on a lot of things at

21   any given moment, whether what the rest of the

22   system's doing, what's on the -- you know, how the

23   rest of the system is performing.  But I think it

24   gives us options.

25       So, for example, if -- fast-forward to 2030.  If
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 1   we are -- you know, we're in this -- this phase of

 2   CETA compliance where 20 percent of our retail load

 3   has to be offset by RECs and the 80 percent has to be

 4   served by renewable energy that has an environmental

 5   attribute accompanied to it, you know, we know how

 6   much load of -- Washington load can be served by

 7   Chehalis or other emitting resources, and it gives us

 8   something to optimize around that.

 9       You know, just like we optimize limited-use

10   resources today, whether that's water behind a dam or

11   even, you know, the last couple of years we had coal

12   supply issues with fires in coal mines in Utah.  And,

13   you know, it's a limited -- a limited-use resource,

14   and there's a lot of moving pieces, but I think what

15   it does is it gives us optionality.

16                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  Okay.

17   Similar to, you know, as you said, constraints in

18   other parts of the system, like the wind constraints

19   that we were talking about.

20                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

21                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I

22   guess -- and this probably would have been a question

23   for Ramon Mitchell, but I will ask you.

24                     THE WITNESS:  Okay.

25                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So at what
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 1   point in the future -- as you're thinking about

 2   operating units based on specific limitations for

 3   that facility, including the policy, the statutory

 4   limitations for fossil units in Washington, at what

 5   point does that then -- you talked about you work on

 6   the actual operations and updating the models for

 7   dispatch purposes.

 8       At what point do the actual operations require a

 9   change in the forecast?

10                     THE WITNESS:  So --

11                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  When -- if

12   it's --

13                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

14                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  --

15   sufficiently different --

16                     THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.

17                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- and it's

18   going to always result in a change and you know that

19   that's how the system is run, at what point do you

20   need to change the forecast?

21                     THE WITNESS:  My struggle is kind

22   of finding that point, right?  But --

23                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  This is

24   purely hypothetical --

25                     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.
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 1                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- at this

 2   point.

 3                     THE WITNESS:  What I can tell you

 4   is, you know, Ramon and I sit pretty close to each

 5   other.  Or Mr. Mitchell.  We've worked together on

 6   teams before.  At one point we were both analysts in

 7   that net power cost group together.

 8       But all that aside, regardless of who's in our

 9   positions, it's super important that we're constantly

10   communicating with each other and that he knows what

11   we're doing operationally, that we -- you know, as we

12   have changes, as we have updates to the system,

13   that -- that we talk to him and we bring those in.

14       You know, as far as kind of at what point in

15   materiality obviously -- yeah, I think materiality

16   probably plays a role in it, like, timing of cases,

17   all of those things.  And that's really Ramo- -- or

18   Mr. Mitchell's expertise, and he would be the one to

19   kind of make that decision.

20       But, you know, constantly, like, I'm always

21   saying, like, when my team is updating me, whatever

22   it is.  Hey, we're going to do this differently or

23   there's a tariff increase on, you know, BPA rates or

24   a gas pipeline or a decrease on -- you know, hey,

25   have you let Mr. Mitchell know?  Have you -- have you
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 1   talked to his team about it?  Do they know about it?

 2   And we're always constantly making sure that line of

 3   communication is open and that he has access to all

 4   the information that I have access to.

 5                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And so

 6   potentially after each state has considered the '26

 7   protocol proposal and you have decisions in all the

 8   states, that gives you a different perspective or

 9   maybe then after the Phase 2, then you have a

10   different assessment of what's actually happening,

11   how the system is operating, and then you can

12   reassess that?

13                     THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.

14                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.

15                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

16                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.

17                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe

18   that concludes all of the questions for you.  You may

19   be excused from the witness stand.  Thank you.

20                            (Witness excused.)

21

22                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Our next witness

23   is witness Ghosh.

24       Okay.  And when you're ready, if you could raise

25   your right hand, I'll swear you in.
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 1          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you

 2      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,

 3      and nothing but the truth?

 4                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 5

 6      ROHINI GHOSH,              having been first duly sworn

 7                                 by Administrative Law Judge

 8                                 Thompson, was examined and

 9                                 testified as follows:

10

11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

12                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  If you can

13      use your mike, that will be helpful.

14                        THE WITNESS:  Sorry.

15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  That's okay.

16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And, Counsel,

17      whenever you're ready, you may proceed.

18

19                        DIRECT EXAMINATION

20      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:

21  Q   Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.

22          Can you please state and spell your name for the

23      record.

24  A   Yes.  My name is Rohini Ghosh.  R-o-h-i-n-i

25      G-h-o-s-h.
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 1  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?

 2  A   I am the director of clean energy planning at

 3      PacifiCorp.

 4  Q   Have you caused to be filed direct and rebuttal

 5      testimony and exhibits in this proceeding?

 6  A   Yes.

 7  Q   And do you have any changes or corrections?

 8  A   No.

 9  Q   If I were to ask you the same questions contained in

10      that testimony today or those testimonies today,

11      would your answers remain the same?

12  A   Yes, they would.

13                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you.

14          And the witness is available for cross.

15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

16          And it looks like, public counsel, you've

17      indicated cross for this witness.  You can go ahead

18      and proceed when you're ready.

19                        MR. SYKES:  Thank you.

20

21                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

22      BY MR. SYKES:

23  Q   Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.

24  A   Good afternoon.

25  Q   On April 16th of this year, the company submitted an
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 1      updated forecast for no-cost allowances to the -- let

 2      me start my video -- forecast for no-cost allowances

 3      to the -- to the UTC.

 4          Are you aware of that?

 5  A   Yes.

 6  Q   Okay.  The forecast was approved by the Commission,

 7      showing an increase in megawatt hours serving

 8      Washington retail load from natural gas plants under

 9      the 2026 protocol as compared to the WIJAM.

10          I'm going to reread that question, because I got

11      lost reading it.

12          Actually, you know what?  I'm just going to show

13      you an exhibit.

14          Can you turn to RG-6X.

15  A   Yes.  Is this the staff memo?

16  Q   This is the staff memo.

17  A   Got it.

18  Q   I'm looking at Page 2 of 4.

19  A   Yes.

20  Q   So this is showing that, compared to the WIJAM,

21      there's an increase in megawatt-hours serving

22      Washington retail load from natural gas plants as

23      compared to the WIJAM.

24  A   Yes.

25  Q   Okay.  It shows a decrease of megawatt-hours served
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 1      by non-emitting plants; is that correct?

 2  A   Yes.

 3  Q   Okay.  So on October 1st, so just last week, Ecology

 4      granted the company approximately 90 percent of its

 5      requested no-cost allowances?

 6  A   That is correct.

 7  Q   Okay.  And no-cost allowances are allocated based on

 8      a forecast of retail loads served?

 9  A   That is my understanding.

10  Q   Okay.  And for -- and the company would have to

11      purchase allowances for in-state emissions that don't

12      serve retail load?

13  A   Yes.  That is correct.  Just restating so that I'm

14      making sure I'm answering the right question:  Yes,

15      PacifiCorp, as a covered entity, under the CCA, is

16      responsible for having allowances for any in-state

17      generation in the state of Washington that's emitting

18      regardless of who it serves, but we are entitled to

19      no-cost allowances for all of the generation that

20      serve Washington customers.

21  Q   Yeah.  Serves retail customers?

22  A   Retail customers, yes.

23  Q   October 1st, 2026, so next year, Ecology has to adopt

24      an allocation schedule for the CCA second compliance

25      period, which begins January 1st, 2027.
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 1          Are you aware of that?

 2  A   Yes.

 3  Q   Okay.  Has the 2026 protocol made any

 4      consideration -- let me ask it this way.

 5          The 2026 protocol is silent as to what happens at

 6      the beginning of the next CCA compliance period with

 7      respect to CCA allowances?

 8  A   I can't speak to what the 2026 protocol does or

 9      doesn't contemplate as far as results beyond the test

10      year of 2026, which is the basis of my analysis.  But

11      as company witness Steward and Link have previously

12      stated today, there is, you know, going to be a

13      Phase 2, and the next protocol presumably will come

14      into place before 2030, but I probably would think

15      that the 2026 protocol would still be in place if

16      you're talking about 2027.

17  Q   Okay.  So as projected emissions cap reduces over

18      time, Ecology's going to issue fewer and fewer

19      allowances each year?

20  A   That is my understanding.  Though, to my knowledge,

21      there is no currently set schedule for when Ecology

22      will lower its distribution of no-cost allowances.

23      So we don't, to my knowledge -- and this could also

24      go to company witness Wilding.  We don't actually

25      know at what point and to what magnitude Ecology will
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 1      stop issuing no-cost allowances in line with what

 2      covered entities are asking for.  We're projecting

 3      based on their forecasted retail sales.

 4  Q   I want to switch gears to the -- to CETA for a

 5      moment.

 6          So you -- you oversee the development of the

 7      company's CEAP?

 8  A   That is correct.

 9  Q   And that includes the 2025 CEAP that's just been

10      filed?

11  A   Yes.

12  Q   All right.  I'd like to turn to your testimony for a

13      moment.  RG-1T, Page 6, Table 1.

14  A   In my direct, yes.

15  Q   In your direct.

16  A   Yes.  I'm there.

17  Q   So this is the increase in CETA -- in CETA -- let me

18      ask my question.  Stumble over myself here.

19          This is the 2026 protocol's purported increase

20      and not -- in CETA-compliant energy?

21  A   That is correct.

22  Q   Okay.  Were you involved in the 2023 biennial CEIP

23      update?

24  A   Yes, I was.

25  Q   Are you aware that that update was rejected?
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 1  A   Yes, I am.

 2  Q   Okay.  Did you read the order rejecting the update by

 3      chance?

 4  A   Yes, I did.  It has been several months.

 5  Q   Okay.

 6  A   But I did read it.

 7  Q   PacifiCorp's biennial update poses serious questions

 8      regarding the company's ability and intent to comply

 9      with CETA and raises questions new about the

10      company's modeling and resource acquisition strategy.

11          Does that sound right, subject to check?

12  A   Subject to check, yes.

13  Q   Okay.  So the parties have -- so the parties to that

14      proceeding heavily discussed the company's 2026 to

15      2030 targets.

16          Do you recall that -- that discussion?

17  A   Yes.

18  Q   Okay.  The 2026 target under -- in the -- the 2026

19      target, for example, in the 2023 biennial update was

20      40 percent?

21  A   I honestly don't recall off the top of my head, but

22      that sounds accurate.

23  Q   Okay.  And that was under the WIJAM?

24  A   Yes.

25  Q   Okay.  The 2025 CEIP under the WIJAM reduced the 2026
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 1      target to 34 percent?

 2  A   Yes, that is correct.

 3  Q   Okay.  And the target set under the 2026 protocol for

 4      2026 is 37 percent?

 5  A   Is that according to the sensitivity in the CEIP?

 6  Q   Based on whatever was most recently filed.

 7  A   Yes.  I, again, don't recall off the top of my head,

 8      but it was a little bit higher under the proposed

 9      Washington 2026 protocol.

10  Q   Okay.  And if the Commission were -- wanted to find

11      out what the biennial or what the interim targets are

12      in the CEIP under either the WIJAM or the 2026

13      protocol, they could go look at those documents?

14  A   That is correct.  In the 2025 CEIP -- and I will

15      clarify -- we ran just one sensitivity of the

16      preferred portfolio allocated to Washington, so we

17      took that selection of resources, of new resource

18      additions, and we redispatched it under the

19      allocations proposed in the Washington 2026 protocol.

20      So we did not reoptimize, and I want to kind of

21      highlight that.  Because I do think that if we were

22      to reoptimize fully with the difference in the

23      resource allocations, I do think the selections would

24      look a little bit different.

25          We just did not have the time, quite frankly.
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 1      But at least you can see what would happen if we

 2      stayed on the path that we have set out in the CEIP,

 3      and then the Commission were to accept and adopt the

 4      2026 protocol, you can kind of see the immediate

 5      impacts on our near-term interim targets, which is to

 6      increase them in line with what I filed in my direct

 7      testimony here.

 8  Q   Okay.  So, and I apologize.  I don't actually have

 9      the CEIP in front of me, and I don't want to just

10      give you a quiz, so if you don't know, that's fine.

11          2026 target is 37 percent.  2027 target is 37

12      percent.  2028 target is 50 percent.

13          Does that sound about right?

14  A   Sounds about right.  I know we get to about 70

15      something in 2029.

16  Q   Okay.

17  A   And what was filed in the final CEIP on October 1st.

18  Q   Okay.  2029, 74 percent.  2030 --

19  A   That's correct.

20  Q   -- 110, correct?

21  A   Yes, that sounds correct.

22  Q   Okay.  So about a -- I'm very bad at math -- 36

23      percent jump there at the end?

24  A   That sounds correct.

25  Q   Okay.  When it comes to CETA compliance, your
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 1      testimony is really only limited to CETA's interim

 2      target for 2026?

 3  A   Absolutely.  Because for the sake of consistency in

 4      this case, I was only able to do the analysis on

 5      basically the data that's in company witness

 6      Mitchell's testimony, so I used the 2026 -- the

 7      current year 2026 net power cost results.

 8          If I had wanted to look at years beyond 2026, I

 9      would have had to have used, you know, results from

10      the IRP or CEIP models, and it would have just caused

11      confusion.  So, and for that reason alone, the

12      analysis and my testimony here is limited to one

13      year.

14                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  That's all I

15      have.  Thank you, Your Honor.

16                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

18                        MR. SYKES:  Thank you, Dr. Ghosh.

19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any redirect from

20      the company?

21                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Yes.  Can you

22      give me just one second?  I need to confer.

23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Yeah.  Go ahead.

24                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you.

25          No further questions, Your Honor.
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 1                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

 2       Any questions from the bench?

 3                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  I have one, because

 4   I've read the sentence a hundred times, and I want to

 5   make sure I've got it right or it is right.

 6       Dr. Ghosh, in your direct testimony, at Page 7.

 7                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 8                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  Line 15.

 9                     THE WITNESS:  15.

10                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  The sentence

11   starts, "Fixed cost allocation factors in the 2026

12   protocol."

13       If you keep reading that sentence, you get to,

14   "It reduces one degree of certainty."

15       Should that be "uncertainty"?

16                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  That is a great

17   find that apparently none of us found.  Yes, the

18   statement was intended to say that we are reducing

19   one degree of uncertainty, which is inherent in

20   long-term planning.

21                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  We'll make sure

22   that gets corrected on the record and my sanity --

23                     THE WITNESS:  Thank you for that

24   question.

25                     CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- is restored.
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 1   Thank you.

 2                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything further?

 3       Okay.  I believe that concludes questions for

 4   you, Dr. Ghosh.  You may be excused.

 5                     THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 6                            (Witness excused.)

 7

 8                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  All right.  I

 9   believe our next witness is Andre Lipinski.

10                     THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.

11                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Good afternoon.

12       And when you're ready -- go ahead and pour

13   yourself a glass of water, but when you're ready,

14   I'll ask that you raise your right hand, and I'll

15   swear you in.

16                     THE WITNESS:  Sure thing.

17                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

18       Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you

19   will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,

20   and nothing but the truth?

21                     THE WITNESS:  I do.

22   ////

23   ////

24   ////

25   ////
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 1      ANDRE T. LIPINSKI,         having been first duly sworn

 2                                 by Administrative Law Judge

 3                                 Thompson, was examined and

 4                                 testified as follows:

 5

 6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

 7      You may be seated.

 8          And, Counsel, you may proceed.

 9                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you, Your

10      Honor.

11

12                        DIRECT EXAMINATION

13      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:

14  Q   Mr. Lipinski, can you please state and spell your

15      name for the record.

16  A   My name is Andre T. Lipinski.  It's A-n-d-r-e T.

17      L-i-p-i-n-s-k-i.

18  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?

19  A   I am a pricing and cost service specialist, and I

20      specialize in Washington pricing matters.

21  Q   Have you caused to be filed direct testimony and

22      exhibits in this proceeding?

23  A   I have.

24  Q   And do you have any changes or corrections to that

25      testimony or exhibits?
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 1  A   I do not.

 2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions contained

 3      in that testimony today, would your answers remain

 4      the same?

 5  A   My answers would be the same.

 6          I should note that we have had a significant

 7      decrease in -- in the revenue increase that we've

 8      requested in rebuttal.  It's down from 7.9 percent to

 9      2.8 percent.

10  Q   Thank you.

11  A   And that number is in my testimony.

12                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Wonderful.  Thank

13      you.

14          The witness is available for cross.

15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

16          Just to confirm:  Staff and public counsel do not

17      have any cross for this witness; is that correct?

18                        MS. STRAUSS:  Correct, Your Honor.

19                        MR. SYKES:  That is correct.

20                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

21          AWEC, you may proceed with cross.

22                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Your Honor.

23      ////

24      ////

25      ////
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 1                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

 2      BY MR. PEPPLE:

 3  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Lipinski.

 4  A   Good afternoon, Mr. Pepple.

 5  Q   I am going to try to short-circuit my questioning a

 6      little bit.  And I would just direct you to Cross

 7      Exhibit ATL-10X, which is a spread- -- it's a PDF of

 8      a spreadsheet that's titled "Schedule 48T-DF Rate

 9      Increase," if you've got that.

10  A   I have it here.

11  Q   Have you been able to review this exhibit?

12  A   I have taken a look at it, yes.

13  Q   So, basically, I mean, my question boils down to:  Is

14      there anything in this exhibit that you disagree with

15      in terms of the numbers or the calculations and the

16      percentage increase that was calculated here?

17  A   I don't disagree with the math.  I would note,

18      though, that we should qualify this as base plus

19      Schedule 97.  There are different ways you can

20      calculate a percentage increase.  You could calculate

21      it based on just base rates.  You could calculate it

22      based on base plus certain rider schedules, which is

23      what it looks like you've done in this case or you

24      have prepared in this case.  You could calculate it

25      as base plus all rider schedules or net of all rider
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 1      schedules, and you look at different percentages with

 2      each of those calculations.

 3          I'll note that if you remove the Schedule 97,

 4      $16 million here, this percentage will decrease

 5      substantially.

 6  Q   Okay.  Yeah, all fair enough.

 7          Yes, it is -- you would agree that this applies

 8      only to general rate case increases and Schedule 97

 9      increases.  There may have been other rate

10      adjustments between 2020 and now that PacifiCorp has

11      implemented that are not reflected in here.  I think

12      that's what you were saying.

13  A   I would agree with that.

14          I'll also note that the title of these four left

15      columns say 2020, but I've noticed that the tariff

16      sheets that you use to support them became effective

17      Jan 1, 2021.  That's just a small technicality.

18  Q   Okay.  Yeah.

19          And, I guess, would you agree that, to the extent

20      there were other rate adjustments between the

21      beginning of 2021 and today that are not reflected in

22      here, these at least capture the major rate

23      adjustment?

24          Are there any you're aware of that would be as

25      significant as either Schedule 97 or what was
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 1      implemented through a general rate case?

 2  A   I would say that Schedule 97 going from zero to 3.007

 3      cents is a significant increase, but I should note

 4      that we're expecting Schedule 97 to go down over

 5      2026.  As deferral year costs from 2022 -- the 2022

 6      deferral year and 2023 deferral year, as those

 7      amortization periods end, we're expecting decreases

 8      in Schedule 97, so...

 9  Q   It is also true, though, that 2024 will go into

10      effect, right?

11  A   True.  But it will not go back up to this three cents

12      level.

13  Q   Do you know what it will be?

14  A   Probably around 2.5, 2.4 cents, somewhere in there.

15      I don't have the exact number with me.

16                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Fair enough.

17          Okay.  Those are all my questions.  Thanks.

18                        THE WITNESS:  Sure.

19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

20          Any redirect from the company?

21                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Yes, Your Honor.

22      One second, please.

23      ////

24      ////

25      ////
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 1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 2      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:

 3  Q   Thank you, Mr. Lipinski.

 4          Can you explain, please, what costs are recovered

 5      under Schedule 97?

 6  A   Schedule 97 recovers deferred net power costs.

 7                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  That's all the

 8      questions I have.  Thank you.

 9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any questions from

10      the bench?

11          Okay.  I believe that concludes the questions for

12      you, Mr. Lipinski.  You may be excused.

13                               (Witness excused.)

14

15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe the

16      cross estimates for the next witness are about 50

17      minutes, which will put us at about 5:30 if we get

18      done on time.

19          Do the parties have any problem with going a

20      little bit over 5:00?

21          I'll go ahead and start with the company.

22                        MR. KUMAR:  I think we'd like to

23      finish our case, and I think that we'd probably

24      prefer to go to a little over 5:00 in order to

25      accommodate our last witness.
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 1                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Staff?

 2                     MS. STRAUSS:  Staff's fine going

 3   over.

 4                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Public counsel?

 5                     MR. SYKES:  Yeah, public counsel is

 6   fine going over and intends to waive cross of this

 7   witness anyway, so it'll save us some time.

 8                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  AWEC?

 9                     MR. PEPPLE:  No objection.

10                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy

11   Project?

12                     MR. ZAKAI:  No concern.  Thank you.

13                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  And our court

14   reporter, Mr. Botelho.

15                     THE REPORTER:  Good.

16                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Are you okay?

17                     THE REPORTER:  Yeah.

18                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  All right.

19   We just want to make sure everyone's okay.  Let's go

20   ahead and proceed with the next witness.

21       Okay.  And when you're ready, I'll ask you to

22   raise your right hand.

23       Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you

24   will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,

25   and nothing but the truth?
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 1                        THE WITNESS:  I do.

 2

 3      SHERONA L. CHEUNG,         having been first duly sworn

 4                                 by Administrative Law Judge

 5                                 Thompson, was examined and

 6                                 testified as follows:

 7

 8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

 9          Counsel, you may proceed.

10                        MR. KUMAR:  Thank you.

11

12                        DIRECT EXAMINATION

13      BY MR. KUMAR:

14  Q   Ms. Cheung, could you please state and spell your

15      name for the record.

16  A   Yes.  My name is Sherona Cheung.  That's

17      S-h-e-r-o-n-a C-h-e-u-n-g.

18  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?

19  A   I am a manager of revenue requirements with

20      PacifiCorp.

21  Q   And have you caused to be filed prefiled direct and

22      rebuttal testimony and accompanying exhibits in this

23      proceeding?

24  A   I have.

25  Q   Do you have any changes or corrections to those
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 1      exhibits?

 2  A   I do not.

 3  Q   If I were to ask you those same questions today,

 4      would you give the same answers?

 5  A   I would.

 6                        MR. KUMAR:  Your Honor, this

 7      witness is available for cross-examination.

 8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very

 9      much.

10          And we will go ahead and begin with staff

11      whenever you're ready.

12

13                        CROSS-EXAMINATION

14      BY MS. STRAUSS:

15  Q   Good afternoon.  Evening --

16  A   Good afternoon.

17  Q   -- from another perspective.

18          So looking at your rebuttal testimony, which

19      would be SLC-6T, at Page 4.  And let me know, and I

20      can give you the line number.

21  A   Sure thing.

22          I am on Page 4.

23  Q   And then Lines 11 through 15.

24          You state there that, ever since Washington

25      adopted a different allocation methodology, the West
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 1      Control Area Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation

 2      Methodology, or WCA, in 2006, the allocation of costs

 3      across PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions typically has

 4      not added up to a hundred percent cost recovery for

 5      PacifiCorp.

 6          Is that correct?

 7  A   Yes.

 8  Q   To your knowledge, were these costs over-collected or

 9      under-collected under the WCA?

10  A   Under the WCA, some costs are over, and some costs

11      are under.  Under the WCA, specific generation

12      resources are allocated into Washington rates at 22

13      percent, but correspondingly there's also a fairly

14      big portion of that portfolio that's being allocated

15      at 0 percent.  And so there's some ups, some downs.

16      It's not uniform across the board.

17  Q   Does PacifiCorp know specifically for which resources

18      they are over-collecting or under-collecting?

19  A   So I would first like to make a distinction between

20      overcollection and over-allocation.

21          Over-allocation, as we discuss in my testimony

22      that you refer to here, is a result of the paradigm

23      that PacifiCorp currently allocates costs across its

24      six jurisdictions using two different allocation

25      methodologies.  As a result of that, like we were
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 1      just talking about, some resources are allocated

 2      across the system at a higher percentage than 100

 3      percent, but some are less than that.  So to that

 4      extent -- I'm sorry.  What was the question again?

 5  Q   So the question was:  Does PacifiCorp know for each

 6      individual --

 7  A   Oh.

 8  Q   -- resource if it's over-collecting or

 9      under-collecting?

10  A   So the short answer is, therefore, no.  Because --

11      well, I take that back.  So we know that under the

12      WCA, only two coal facilities are allocating into

13      Washington.  That's Jim Bridger and Colstrip 4.  So

14      we do know the allocation percentages that are

15      attributable to each generation resource, so we know

16      the allocation side of that equation, but I would

17      caution that does not naturally lead to an

18      overcollection of costs.

19  Q   But PacifiCorp does know how much is allocating for

20      every resource to each jurisdiction, correct?

21  A   In each rate case, there is an approved allocation

22      percentage used to establish rates in each state.

23      So, yes, we would.

24  Q   And then you also know how much you're collecting per

25      those allocations?
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 1  A   We know how much we're collecting for revenues as a

 2      whole.  So as you may know, revenue requirement in

 3      rate cases are established as a whole on a totality

 4      level.  That revenues that we get approved to

 5      collect, that is not -- there's -- that -- that is an

 6      annual total amount that recovers our costs, our

 7      prudently incurred costs, and also provides the

 8      authorized level of return on investments that's

 9      approved by the Commission.

10          So we don't have that level of detail granular

11      enough to identify any specific revenue stream that

12      is associated with any specific generation resource.

13      So while we know overall the revenue collection that

14      we have in any actual period, we wouldn't be able to

15      trace that back down to a generation resource level

16      detail.

17  Q   So you would not be able to look at a resource, at

18      how much it's -- how much is allocated per that

19      resource, and you would not be able to tell how much

20      money is being collected based on how much of that

21      resource is allocated to a state?

22  A   We would not be able to do that with the level of

23      detail that's in the -- in a rate case.

24  Q   But could you do it outside of a rate case?  Do you

25      have that data?
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 1  A   Outside of a rate case, it wouldn't reflect any

 2      recovery.  The only time that we establish recovery

 3      amounts is in a rate case.

 4  Q   Okay.  Moving on.  Same page, but Lines 15 to 18.

 5          You state that, This dynamic continue to exist

 6      under the current approved WIJAM, though the WIJAM

 7      made progress towards resolving the issue with

 8      implementation of a system allocation of transmission

 9      costs and non-emitting generation costs.

10          Is that correct?

11  A   Yes.

12  Q   Do you know that since -- do you know, since the

13      start of the WIJAM, during how many years you have

14      allocation of costs exceeding a hundred percent?

15          So for how many resources have the allocations

16      been over a hundred percent?

17  A   So I'd like to clarify, though, that in Washington

18      rates, Washington customers have never paid more than

19      the authorized level of allocation for each

20      generation resource.  So for Bridger and Colstrip, it

21      would be about 22 percent.  Under WIJAM, all

22      non-emitting renewable resources are allocated on an

23      SG basis, which is approximately 8 percent.  And then

24      beyond that, some of the plants that were mentioned

25      today -- like Hunter, Huntington, Currant Creek --
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 1      those are not being allocated or paid for in

 2      Washington at all.  So to that extent, there is no

 3      over-recovery in Washington rates for any plants.

 4  Q   My question is a little bit -- little bit different.

 5          So for the resources that PacifiCorp does

 6      allocate across its six states 'cause it's a system,

 7      does PacifiCorp know for each resource what the

 8      percentage allocation is?  So for each resource, does

 9      it know X percent is allocated to this state, X

10      percent is allocated to that state, so theoretically

11      you can add up all those percentages and understand

12      the total percentage for each resource?

13  A   We could identify the allocation percentage, but it

14      would be incorrect to assume that adding them across

15      should equal a hundred percent.  Primarily because of

16      that divergent allocation methodology, it shouldn't

17      be expected to add up to 100 percent.

18          Each of the percentages that's presented in front

19      of each state's Commission for ratemaking purposes,

20      that is the approved allocation percentage that is

21      allowed to be recovered in rates.  So it may be a

22      hundred percent.  It may be a hundred ten percent.

23      But at the end of the day, the aggregate of those

24      approved allocation percentages, that is the level of

25      recovery that the company is authorized to recover.
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 1  Q   Okay.  Well, let's jump ahead a little bit, then.

 2          So looking at Table 2 in your testimony.  I'm

 3      going to pull it up as well so I make sure I'm

 4      looking at the right thing.

 5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What page

 6      are you looking at again?

 7                        MS. STRAUSS:  Table 2.  I am

 8      grabbing the page number.  Just give me a quick

 9      second.

10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.

11                        MS. STRAUSS:  It disappeared.  One

12      second.

13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Page 12 at

14      the bottom?

15                        MS. STRAUSS:  Hold on one sec.

16      Sorry.  My computer closed the document.

17  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  Yes, okay.  Page 12.  Looking at

18      this table, now, I understand from your testimony,

19      when you look horizontally across the table, those

20      were the cases that were presented before each

21      Commission in each different state, correct?

22  A   In the year 2020, those were the rate cases with

23      rates effective in 2020, yes.

24  Q   Okay.  And then looking at the diagonal down the

25      middle, those were the approved allocations for each
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 1      state, correct?

 2  A   Can you clarify what you mean by "diagonal down

 3      the" --

 4  Q   So, like, starting in the top left corner, it says

 5      docket number.

 6  A   Yep.

 7  Q   Where California and then CA A.18, that whole number?

 8  A   Mm-hmm.

 9  Q   Where those two intersect, that's the California

10      approved?

11  A   Correct.

12  Q   And then the same would be true for Idaho and the

13      Idaho docket number?

14  A   Yes.

15  Q   And then so on and so forth --

16  A   Yeah.

17  Q   -- correct?

18  A   Yes.

19  Q   Now, if you add up all those numbers, the allocations

20      approved for Chehalis, for example, is 114.84

21      percent; is that correct?

22  A   I haven't done the math, but I will take your word

23      for it.  That number sounds familiar.

24  Q   Okay.  So that is the percentage that was approved

25      for collection by each state commission in total for
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 1      this --

 2  A   In totality.  Correct.

 3  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

 4          Let's see here.

 5          Now, I want to go back to same rebuttal

 6      testimony, Page 20 -- Page 4.  Sorry.

 7  A   Page 4.

 8  Q   Line 21.

 9  A   Line 21.  Okay.

10  Q   The question there asked if the ratemaking process

11      inherently leads to temporary periods of over- and

12      under-recovery, and you responded, "Yes," correct?

13  A   Yep.

14  Q   Okay.  But later in your testimony, you say, In

15      short, Washington's unique requirements and overall

16      differences in timings of when GRCs are filed in each

17      state lead to incongruent allocation factors at any

18      given point in time.  This results in aggregate

19      recovery of costs across the company's six-state

20      system that will likely lead -- that will likely --

21      that likely will differ from a hundred percent when

22      evaluated at any single point in time.

23          Is that correct?

24  A   That is correct.

25  Q   Okay.  How often do these temporary periods of over-
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 1      and under-recovery occur if at any given point in

 2      time recovery of costs differ than a hundred percent?

 3  A   So this is a persistent situation.  The way to look

 4      at it is, even if our jurisdictions all have the same

 5      allocation methodology, the issue is that the timing

 6      of rate cases differ, and they have to differ across

 7      states.  We cannot process six rate cases

 8      simultaneously at any given time.  It's a pretty big

 9      undertaking.

10          And as a result of that, the timing of the rate

11      cases would naturally reflect different assumptions.

12      Because if we filed a rate case today, it would

13      reflect maybe a test period forecast that is a year,

14      18 months from today.  But next year, it might be 18

15      months from that point in time.

16          And so there's a rolling assumption period being

17      rolled into each of the rate case.  And that -- that

18      assumption affects the load forecast that is being

19      used to calculate these allocation factors that we've

20      been looking at.

21          The underlying calcu- -- the underlying input for

22      these generation resource allocators, they are

23      essentially load inputs.  And so as time rolls

24      forward, we would use the most recently available

25      loads data.  And as a result of that, because the
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 1      timing of the cases, they aren't synchronized, those

 2      load factors would differ, but also to throw into

 3      sort of the mix the fact that rate-base assumptions

 4      do differ across states as well, and so the

 5      established revenue requirement out of each case

 6      would also be different.  Forecasted capital for

 7      investments for the different test period would also

 8      be different.

 9          The authorized rate of return, capital structure,

10      all could differ across states.  And so because of

11      all those variables being different, adding onto the

12      timing and the two divergent allocation

13      methodologies, it would be very, very rare if at all

14      possible for at any given point in time if we took,

15      like, a single calendar year for the approved

16      allocation percentages to add up to 100.

17  Q   So it's fair to say that it's not necessarily a

18      temporary state, then.  The over- and under-recovery

19      is pretty consistent given that these GRCs are

20      happening on a rolling basis?

21  A   So these differences in allocation factors, I would

22      probably characterize them as, like, kind of, like,

23      similar to regulatory lag.  It is kind of a given

24      with the paradigm that we have to work with in

25      ratemaking.  The important thing, though, is if you
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 1      look at across any given state where we make these

 2      calculations, in Table 2 that you pointed to, you add

 3      it across each of these states.

 4          When we present a case to any commission to

 5      establish rates, we do add up to 100 percent cost

 6      allocation and nothing more in that case.  In

 7      totality, we always present a system cost allocation

 8      that's 100 percent.  And, sure, that we have had two

 9      allocation factor -- sorry -- two allocation

10      methodologies in the past, but that's precisely the

11      thing that 2026 protocol is seeking to rectify, is to

12      reunify the allocation of cost across our six states

13      into one methodology.

14  Q   Okay.  So just looking at Table 2 again, these cases,

15      when they're presented to individual states, they all

16      add up to a hundred percent.

17  A   Yes.

18  Q   But when you take all the states together, they

19      exceed a hundred percent?

20  A   Yes.  But, again, we're adding almost like apples to

21      at least pears.  Because they are not reflecting the

22      same underlying base period test period assumptions

23      as we often do in rate -- we have to make those

24      assumptions when we set rates.

25  Q   Does the company track how often it under-recovers
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 1      from its revenue requirement?

 2  A   The company files results of operations in five of

 3      its six states.  The Commission basis report in

 4      Washington is -- it's our result of operations.  So

 5      through those results of operations, you would be

 6      able to track whether the company is over- or

 7      under-earning or on track.  But to the extent that

 8      you were referring to on a generation resource level,

 9      that's just not something that is trackable.

10  Q   So the company does not track where it's under-

11      recovering?

12  A   We track overall only because revenue requirement is

13      established as an annual level of cost recovery and

14      rate of return.

15  Q   But from let's say an accounting perspective, the

16      company could not look at its recovery overall and

17      say, We're under-recovering.  Where is this under-

18      recovery happening?

19  A   To some -- some pieces that have sufficient detail

20      that inform our rate case, in our rate cases, those

21      pieces could potentially be isolated, but not

22      everything can be tracked that way.

23  Q   Can plant be tracked that way?

24  A   Cannot be.

25  Q   Okay.  Now, you talked about this a little already.
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 1      But also at your rebuttal testimony on Page 5,

 2      Lines 15 to 17.

 3  A   15 to 17, you said?

 4  Q   Mm-hmm.

 5  A   Yeah.

 6  Q   You stated there that it's not reasonable that

 7      recovery should add up to a hundred percent due to

 8      the timing of GRCs and the fact that Washington

 9      currently uses a different allocation methodology

10      than the rest of the system.

11  A   Yes.

12  Q   Is that correct?

13  A   Yes.

14  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp chooses the timing of its GRCs,

15      correct?

16  A   We manage the timing of our GRCs.  Correct.  But we

17      don't -- we can't control regulatory lag.  We also

18      don't dictate our allocation methodologies.  They are

19      as -- as approved.

20  Q   But you choose in which order you file the GRCs

21      across the states?

22  A   To an extent, yes.

23  Q   And you choose whether you file a GRC or whether you

24      file a PCORC?

25  A   I'm not sure if we entirely get that choice.  That
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 1      might be a legal question.

 2  Q   Okay.  Well, we can reserve that, then --

 3  A   Okay.

 4  Q   -- for your counsel.

 5          I now want to look at Cross Exhibit SLC-96, which

 6      is -- and look at Paragraph --

 7  A   Did you say "96"?

 8  Q   I'm sorry.  9X.

 9  A   Okay.

10  Q   We're getting towards the end of the day.  My

11      caffeine has worn off.

12  A   I get it.  It's a long day.  I was there too.

13          9X.

14  Q   Great.

15          And then we're looking at Paragraph 56, which I

16      believe is on Page...

17  A   56.

18  Q   It's on Page 23.

19  A   23.  Yep.  I'm there.

20  Q   Goes on to 24, but I don't think we're going to be --

21      we might be going on 24.

22          Now, the relevant provision, it says that

23      PacifiCorp claimed it was entitled to full recovery

24      of its prudently incurred costs systemwide and should

25      not bear the risk that state decisions about cost
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 1      recovery will not in combination ensure this

 2      entitlement.  This Commission rejected that position,

 3      stating, in fact, the company created and accepted

 4      the risk that divergent allocation decisions among

 5      the states might result in under-recovery when it

 6      chose to merge 20 years ago.

 7          The Commission's order approving the merger, read

 8      together with the merger order of the Oregon

 9      Commission, makes clear that this risk existed, but

10      the company was aware of it, and the company accepted

11      that it alone would bear the risk.

12          Is that true?

13  A   That is what the words say on the page.

14  Q   And, Ms. Cheung, you do not know, since the

15      implementation of the WCA, how many -- in how many

16      years PacifiCorp's costs have -- collection of costs

17      have been exceeded a hundred percent; is that

18      correct?

19  A   I can't say for certain whether cost recovery have

20      exceeded or have not been up to 100 percent.  But if

21      we look at the overall earnings reflected in our

22      Commission basis report, it would indicate that for

23      most of -- most recent years at least, the ROE has

24      not met our authorized level even.

25  Q   And it's PacifiCorp's current position that the
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 1      current allocation methodology as implemented is not

 2      currently over-collecting costs?

 3  A   To the best of my knowledge, it is not creating an

 4      over-earning situation for the company.

 5  Q   And you only know about that overcollection based on

 6      the overall revenue requirement, not based on

 7      specific pieces that make up that revenue

 8      requirement, such as specific resources or plant or

 9      power costs, any of that?

10  A   Yes, that's the most readily evidence that I can -- I

11      can look at.

12  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp models how allocation factors

13      across its jurisdiction impact total cost recovery;

14      isn't that correct?

15  A   Can you repeat that question.

16  Q   So PacifiCorp models or does an accounting exercise

17      about how allocations as approved by different

18      commissions across its jurisdictions impact its cost

19      recovery.

20          Is that correct?

21  A   I'm not sure that is being done on a proactive basis.

22      I mean, when we propose an allocation methodology

23      change, that certainly gets looked at, like we do

24      here today, and we have presented the evidence in

25      support of a change in allocation methodology.
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 1          But once an allocation methodology is approved,

 2      I'm not aware of any proactive ongoing evaluation to

 3      match that over- or under-earning aside from our

 4      annual results of operations.

 5  Q   So PacifiCorp, once it -- once you say it goes

 6      through a bunch of GRCs and a bunch of states,

 7      doesn't sit down and look at how all the results of

 8      those GRCs come together to impact overall company

 9      earnings?

10  A   I don't do that analysis.

11  Q   Do you know if that analysis exists?

12  A   I'm not aware if that analysis exists.

13  Q   In your rebuttal testimony, looking at Page 10,

14      Lines 17 to 18.

15  A   Are we finished with the 9X?

16  Q   Yes.

17  A   Okay.

18  Q   Sorry.

19                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What page

20      are we at?

21                        MS. STRAUSS:  Page 10 of the

22      rebuttal testimony, Lines 17 to 18.

23                        THE WITNESS:  Rebuttal testimony.

24      Page 9?

25                        MS. STRAUSS:  10.
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 1                        THE WITNESS:  10.

 2                        MS. STRAUSS:  Mm-hmm.

 3                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.

 4                        MS. STRAUSS:  And then Lines 17 to

 5      18.

 6                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.

 7  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  There you state, The approved

 8      allocation percentages should not be expected to sum

 9      to 100 percent?

10  A   Yeah.

11  Q   This gets back to what you were talking about

12      earlier, correct?

13  A   Yes.

14  Q   Okay.  So based on the information -- well, hold on.

15          My understanding is the 2026 protocol has been

16      filed in Washington and has been filed in other

17      states, correct?

18  A   Yes.

19  Q   Okay.  Based on the information that PacifiCorp used

20      to make its filings for the 2026 protocol across

21      those states, do you know what percentage recovery

22      PacifiCorp expects if the 2026 protocol is approved?

23  A   If 2026 protocol is approved, it should all add up to

24      100 percent.

25  Q   Okay.  And that's assuming every single state
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 1      approves the exact version that PacifiCorp filed?

 2  A   I mean, yes.  But there could also be agreed-upon

 3      modification, so...

 4  Q   But if each state's agreeing to different

 5      modifications, it's no longer 100 percent unless

 6      magically all those numbers work out?

 7  A   I mean, if any given state is determined to deviate

 8      from that, that 100 percent allocation, which I don't

 9      see a reason why that should be -- I mean, anything

10      less than 100 percent cost recovery is just punitive.

11      The company incurs prudent costs to serve customers,

12      to provide reliable, safe service, and those costs

13      should be 100 percent recoverable.  And the company's

14      proposal is certainly to do just that, to recover 100

15      percent of costs and -- and have the opportunity to

16      earn the authorized level of return on investment.

17  Q   So there's no possible situation that, if one

18      jurisdiction or one state approves a slightly

19      different version of the 2026 protocol, that that

20      could result in over-recovery because of what the

21      other states have approved?

22  A   That's not my testimony.  I think hypothetically if a

23      state insists on adopting a version that is different

24      than everybody else, then the reality would result in

25      them being potentially off from that 100 percent
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 1      allocation.  But what I'm saying is that shouldn't be

 2      the goal.

 3  Q   Yeah, I'm not saying that that's the goal.

 4          I'm asking about the likelihood that if a state

 5      deviates from the -- from the as-filed version of the

 6      2026 protocol, there is the chance that allocation

 7      could exceed a hundred percent?

 8  A   There is always the chance, but I can't speak to the

 9      likelihood.

10  Q   Okay.  And there's always a chance, then, that cost

11      recovery could exceed a hundred percent?

12  A   It could also be under.

13  Q   Absolutely.  Because where one exists, the other also

14      exists.

15  A   Right.

16  Q   Okay.  Now, I'm assuming that PacifiCorp modeled the

17      2026 protocol in terms of how that would work for

18      allocations and cost recovery; is that correct?

19  A   I'm not sure I understand the question.

20  Q   Let me rephrase it.

21          I'm assuming that, in proposing or in creating

22      the 2026 protocol, PacifiCorp did modeling to

23      understand how its costs would be recovered under

24      that protocol if it is approved by the states?

25  A   I think that's probably more of a strategy question.
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 1      I'm more responsible for the implementation of the

 2      2026 protocol as it's presented in this case.

 3  Q   Okay.  So you don't know the process that went into

 4      testing how the 2026 protocol would behave if

 5      implemented?

 6  A   I don't understand what you mean by "testing."

 7  Q   So modeling how the allocation under that protocol

 8      would result in cost recovery.

 9  A   So the way that it would impact Washington cost

10      recovery is quantified in this case.  That is the

11      non-net power cost rate change that is quantified in

12      this -- in -- in my testimony.

13  Q   Okay.  Can you point, then, to the analysis where the

14      2026 protocol -- scratch that.  Never mind.

15          I'm going to move on.

16          Okay.  So you stated in your -- looking at your

17      rebuttal testimony again, Page 12, starting at

18      Line 17.

19  A   12.  17.  Yep.

20  Q   And this spans a couple pages.  I'm not going to make

21      you read through the whole thing.  We're not going to

22      read through the whole thing.

23  A   I appreciate that.

24  Q   But just -- you're familiar with this part of your

25      testimony, correct?
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 1  A   I believe this is the part where we talk about --

 2      this is a point that I alluded to earlier, where

 3      over-allocation is not automatically to be equated to

 4      over-recovery.

 5  Q   Okay.  So in this section, you state that the only

 6      way to assess over- versus under-recovery is by

 7      taking the difference between the company's actual

 8      earnings and the company's approved level of

 9      earnings.

10  A   Right.

11  Q   Is that correct?  Okay.

12          So that's looking at the system as a whole?

13  A   No.  That could be -- that could be a Washington view

14      specifically because we do file annual results of

15      operations or Commission basis reports on a

16      Washington allocated basis.

17  Q   Okay.  But that's not -- that analysis is not based

18      on individual components.  It is based on the revenue

19      requirement as a whole for that state hypothetically?

20  A   Yes.

21  Q   Okay.  So essentially that means, as long as

22      everything evens out in the end, the company is

23      supposedly collecting a hundred percent?

24  A   As long as the company's results show essentially --

25      if actual earnings show that we are not only
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 1      recovering our costs but also earning our authorized

 2      return, that is when we're a hundred percent

 3      compensated.

 4  Q   Okay.  But, hypothetically, then that could mean you

 5      could be over-collecting on one generating resource,

 6      like Chehalis, and under-collecting on a different

 7      resource -- say Hermiston -- for one state, but in

 8      another state, you could be over-collecting on

 9      Hermiston and collecting just the right amount on

10      Chehalis, and that results in an overcollection on

11      Chehalis?

12  A   So this earnings comparison, this has to be done, at

13      least in my view, in my opinion, it needs to be done

14      on a state-by-state basis.  Because, remember, it's

15      not just about recovery of costs.  It's also the

16      opportunity to earn an authorized level of return.

17      And that level of return is different across the

18      state.

19          So whether -- weather the company is over-earning

20      in each jurisdiction ought to be evaluated on a

21      state-by-state basis.  And the evaluation that I'm --

22      I've shown here is a state-by-state analysis for that

23      reason.

24  Q   So I understand that.

25          So is it done on a state-by-state basis?  You
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 1      said, in your opinion, it should be.

 2          Is it done on a state- --

 3  A   So our --

 4  Q   -- by-state basis?

 5  A   -- annual results of operations are filed by state --

 6      for five of our six states.  So that's what I was

 7      able to point to in Table 3 of my rebuttal testimony,

 8      as the state ROE, and that's reported in each of

 9      those reporting periods.

10  Q   Okay.  Thank you.

11          Now, I assume if PacifiCorp is under-recovering,

12      they would seek a rate increase from a Commission?

13  A   Right.  So hypothetically if our results of

14      operations for any given state shows that we are

15      drastically under-earning, I would imagine they're --

16      it's likely to expect a rate case on the horizon.

17  Q   Okay.  And PacifiCorp looks at that from the

18      perspective of the state in isolate?

19  A   For the most part, yes.  Because rate recovery is a

20      process that's done on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction

21      basis.

22  Q   Absolutely.  Understand.

23          Does -- does PacifiCorp ever look across its

24      system to determine if one state is over-recovering

25      in an area that a different state is
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 1      under-recovering?

 2  A   To my knowledge, that's not analysis that's being

 3      done.

 4  Q   Okay.  I want to talk a little bit about the SG-F

 5      factor.

 6  A   Sure.

 7  Q   Now, you say in testimony that PacifiCorp used -- has

 8      used a 75 percent demand / 25 percent energy

 9      weighting for more that 30 years --

10  A   Yes.

11  Q   -- correct?  Okay.

12          And that means that started roughly in the mid

13      1980s, if my math is correct?

14  A   So in the context of Washington's rate recovery

15      paradigm and for cost allocation purposes for

16      PacifiCorp, it was adopted as a 75 percent demand, 25

17      percent energy weighting, since the adoption of WCA

18      in 2006, and that was the first adopted -- officially

19      adopted rate allocation methodology in Washington.

20  Q   Okay.  So the 75 percent / 25 percent has been in

21      Washington since 2006?

22  A   Officially, yes.

23  Q   Officially.

24          And before that, it was something else?

25  A   Before that, there was no official allocation
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 1      methodology since the merger in 1989.  It took 14

 2      some-odd years after that for a rate case order to

 3      specifically address allocation methodologies.  In

 4      that time -- in that gap time period, any reporting

 5      purposes sort of filings, those were done based on

 6      whatever the other system jurisdictions were using

 7      for the most part.  And that's just me reading

 8      history.  I obviously was not around at that time.

 9  Q   I understand.  I was not either.

10          But you say the 75 percent / 25 percent was used

11      by the company for 35 years prior if not officially

12      in Washington State?

13  A   Yes.  So the 75 percent / 25 demand energy, as I

14      understand it, has always been the -- the classif- --

15      the energ- -- the classification used in the

16      allocation of production cost and transmission cost,

17      I believe.

18  Q   Okay.  And you would agree that the energy mix of

19      today's power production is a bit different than when

20      that started in the 1980s?

21  A   I can't speak to that.  I am not an engineer.

22  Q   Okay.  No worries.

23          But you would agree that -- you would agree that

24      today's energy mix and with Washington CETA

25      compliance obligations in the near future, the energy
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 1      mix will necessarily need to start leaning away from

 2      thermal generation, correct?

 3  A   I think that's generally a true statement.  But,

 4      again, as a revenue requirement person, I'm more the

 5      money person.

 6  Q   I understand that.  These are things that are in your

 7      testimony, so I want to make sure I understand --

 8  A   I don't --

 9  Q   -- what you're saying.

10  A   -- know that I testified to the leaning away from

11      thermal --

12  Q   Okay.

13  A   -- resources necessarily.

14  Q   Yeah, I mean, I'm talking more about the weighting of

15      the demand and energy --

16  A   Got it.

17  Q   -- factor.

18          And so you would agree, given that Washington

19      CETA is going to require 80 percent renewable non-

20      emitting starting in 2030, you would agree that

21      indicates a shift in system benefits away from demand

22      and towards energy?

23  A   I don't know that I can speak to that.

24  Q   Okay.

25          Okay.  And the 75/25 percent that was reflected
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 1      in the WCA that we were just talking about, that was

 2      adopted in 2006.

 3          The only documentation the company offered in

 4      support of that split is a discussion paper filed in

 5      the 2005 docket, correct?

 6  A   I can't remember if it was 2005 or 2006, but the --

 7      there was a -- what do they call it?  It is a -- it

 8      was an exhibit in the '05 case, yes -- that was

 9      sponsored by Dave Taylor -- documenting that 75 --

10      the analysis that was done to reaffirm essentially

11      the 75/25 percent demand energy split, there -- the

12      75/25 split was adopted in 2006.

13          And as I was reading through the allocation

14      methodology history, it appears that in 2013, there

15      has been -- there had been proposals to switch away

16      from the 75/25 classification at one point, but the

17      Commission had rejected it.  And in that order -- I'm

18      trying to recall off memory, so, you know, subject to

19      check, I believe there was explicitly consideration

20      to the fact that the 75 percent / 20 -- 75 percent

21      demand / 25 percent energy split, that is something

22      that is shared across the six states.

23          And unless -- I think in the order, it said

24      something along the lines of, unless there's a

25      substantial record to justify a deviation, that that
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 1      consistency is -- is important.  And I think that's

 2      also my testimony in this, in this docket.  The

 3      consistency and harmonization across states as we're

 4      striving to a 100 percent cost allocation going

 5      forward, that's an important goal.

 6                        MS. STRAUSS:  Okay.  That's all the

 7      questions I have.

 8                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

10          Any redirect from -- well, I'll just confirm with

11      public counsel.  Any cross?

12                        MR. SYKES:  Public counsel waives

13      cross for this witness.

14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

15          Any redirect from the company?

16                        MR. KUMAR:  Yes, Your Honor.  Give

17      me a -- if I may have a moment just to get my --

18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Yes.  Please go

19      ahead and feel free to take a -- take a second.

20                        MR. KUMAR:  Better organized.

21

22                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION

23      BY MR. KUMAR:

24  Q   Ms. Cheung, I believe you were asked a question about

25      PacifiCorp controlling the timing of its general rate
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 1      cases.

 2  A   Yes, I was.

 3  Q   Does PacifiCorp control the timing of its general

 4      rate cases in California?

 5  A   No.  I believe in California, we're held to a

 6      three-year rate case cycle.  There is some ability to

 7      seek -- like, to postpone it, but generally we're on

 8      a three-year rate case cycle.

 9  Q   And for this PCORC, was the timing of this PCORC

10      ordered by the Commission at the result of a request

11      of another party in PacifiCorp's MYRP?

12  A   Yes, I do believe this was a requirement for a PCORC

13      to be filed by April 1st of this year.

14  Q   And in the past, has the timing of PacifiCorp's, I

15      believe last PCORC as well was determined as an

16      outcome of a Commission proceeding as well?

17  A   Yes, that's true.  So, generally speaking, the

18      company would have some leeway to control some of

19      that timing.  However, it is also not uncommon for

20      those to be required or ordered out of rate case

21      outcomes.

22  Q   And are you generally familiar with new legislation

23      that was passed in Oregon that requires the Oregon

24      Commission to set a schedule for general rate

25      proceedings?
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 1  A   Yes, I have started to hear about that, and I've

 2      started to learn about that.

 3  Q   So in Oregon, the timing of the company's rate cases

 4      may not be in the company's control as well?

 5  A   Going forward, that may be a new reality we have to

 6      contend with, yes.

 7  Q   Okay.  And is it the nature of dynamic allocation

 8      factors that are based on sort of those load-based

 9      factors, that as the timing changes and the timing is

10      determined in different states, they will naturally

11      have a certain minor level of difference?

12  A   Yes.  I believe I spoke to that a little bit as we

13      talked about the inputs that go into rate cases and

14      the rolling timing of those.

15  Q   I believe you spoke to this as well, so this is a

16      little bit redundant.

17          But is it the company's goal that the -- with the

18      2026 protocol to eliminate the major systemic over-

19      and under-allocation of resources that has occurred

20      in the past since sort of the adoption of a separate

21      Washington methodology?

22  A   Yes, that is -- that is the goal.  From case to case,

23      period to period, it is uncommon for allocation

24      factors like the SG factor, even on a dynamic basis,

25      to swing drastically.  Really, the bigger contributor
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 1      to why allocation factors don't add up to 100 percent

 2      is the use of two distinct allocation methodologies

 3      across our six states.

 4  Q   Staff counsel asked you a series of questions on, you

 5      know, sort of any sort of -- the existence of any

 6      sort of analysis on under- and over-recovery across

 7      the system on maybe an item-by-item basis.

 8          Would such an analysis be easy to do?

 9  A   No.  So the bigger -- the -- the revenue requirement

10      in rate cases are established at a fairly high level

11      of detail.  The input that we start with is

12      generally -- at least for PacifiCorp it is -- for --

13      it's a base period accounting record.  So at that

14      level, we would still have fairly good detail.

15      However, as you kind of roll the data forward into a

16      forecast period or a test period, you start having to

17      make adjustments -- regulatory adjustments, pro forma

18      adjustments -- that's at a much higher level detail

19      than, like, a generation plant-level detail, per se.

20          So more often than not, it's simply broadly made

21      at a FERC account-level detail, and that just doesn't

22      allow us the ability to track every penny of the

23      authorized revenue requirement back to a specific

24      plant.

25  Q   And so if you look at sort of an analysis based on
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 1      rate cases and the timing of those rate cases, it

 2      would also not take into account regulatory lag

 3      that's occurring as the company adds new capital

 4      additions between rate cases, correct?

 5  A   Yes, that's correct.

 6  Q   And at which time, if the company -- because of

 7      regulatory lag, the company earns zero on --

 8      generally on new capital additions?

 9  A   Yes, that's true.

10  Q   Now, I apologize.  I lost my train of thought there.

11          I believe staff counsel asked you a series of

12      questions regarding, you know, a sort of analysis on

13      overall under-recovery and over-recovery, and you

14      turned to Table 3 in your testimony, correct?

15  A   I do recall that, yeah.

16  Q   Does Table 3 sort of depict the company's overall

17      sort of earnings across five of its states and

18      identify the company's sort of under-recovery in

19      Washington in particular?

20  A   Yes, it does.

21  Q   Especially during the past, I believe, '22, '23, and

22      '24?

23  A   That's correct.

24  Q   And so the company, in '22 and '23 and '24, hasn't

25      really been at risk of over-recovery in Washington,
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 1      has it?

 2  A   On aggregate as a whole, the results would show that

 3      the -- the Washington rates that are being collected

 4      are not enough to cover all costs and give us the

 5      authorized level of investment that's approved in the

 6      last rate case, or the most recent rate case.

 7  Q   And generally with regards to the company's earnings,

 8      does Washington have an earnings test?

 9  A   Yes, it does.  Especially under the MYRP paradigm,

10      there is -- there is absolutely an associated

11      earnings test.

12  Q   Could we briefly discuss the 75/25 sort of demand

13      energy for the SG factor?

14  A   Sure.

15  Q   Have you estimated the impact of staff's proposal of

16      moving away from a 75/25 to, I believe it's a 66 --

17  A   I actually have done that in my rebuttal testimony.

18      And based on -- this analysis was based on the direct

19      filed analysis, of course.

20          But on Page 23 to 24 of my testimony, we did

21      estimate the revenue requirement impact in this -- in

22      this case of adopting staff's proposal on the

23      energy -- the demand energy classification.

24          And the result of that is -- it showed that the

25      non-net power cost revenue requirement would -- would
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 1      drop by about 1.8 million.  But as I was informed by

 2      company witness Mitchell, net power cost, itself,

 3      would actually go up by $2 million, so the net impact

 4      is about a wash.

 5  Q   And if the net impact is a wash, then would the

 6      principles of consistency and harmonization seem to

 7      drive a appropriate choice here?

 8  A   I would agree with that.  And I would also say that,

 9      in examining the -- the history of this issue, it

10      seems to be consistent over time that that's

11      something that we want to strive for.

12                        MR. KUMAR:  I have no further

13      questions at this time.

14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.

15          Any questions from the bench?

16                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes, please,

17      Your Honor.  Thank you.

18          So back to SG-F weighting.  I understand, you

19      know, consistency.  But in your testimony that you've

20      just referred to, you discuss, I think, 40 separate

21      studies.  But you haven't done -- the company hasn't

22      done a study since 2005; is that correct?

23                        THE WITNESS:  I'm not aware of any.

24                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  If

25      not, why not?
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 1                     THE WITNESS:  You know, I don't

 2   know.  I think holding onto consistency -- I mean,

 3   consistency is -- is a good principle.  As far as

 4   cost allocation goes, no party has done any further

 5   analysis since.  And where we are already allocating

 6   on two separate allocation methodologies, I think

 7   maybe not trying to find further deviations might

 8   be -- might have been a reason why no one's thought

 9   to examine further.

10                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Do you think

11   there might be underlying assumptions that have

12   changed between now and 2025 that are relevant to the

13   SG-F factor weighting?

14                     THE WITNESS:  It is -- it is

15   possible.  But I don't know that I've seen any

16   analysis or evidence that would indicate that --

17   like, that proves that just yet.

18                     COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.

19   All right.  Thank you.  Nothing -- nothing further

20   from me.

21                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Good

22   afternoon, Ms. Cheung.

23                     THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.

24                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I think

25   you were here when I asked a question of witness
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 1   Link, and he graciously deferred it to you.  So now

 2   you get to answer this question.

 3                     THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.

 4                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And this has

 5   to do with the Chehalis plant and the recovery or --

 6   yeah, the recovery of depreciation or remediation

 7   costs.

 8                     THE WITNESS:  Right.

 9                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I had

10   asked witness Link whether the company would be -- in

11   the deferral petitions it's filing in other states or

12   plans to file in other states, whether the company

13   would be asking for deferral of the depreciation /

14   remediation costs of the Chehalis plant.

15                     THE WITNESS:  So I guess I'll first

16   point out that, to the extent that Chehalis plant is

17   in all the states' rates right now, all those states

18   are paying depreciation expense, which are built on

19   depreciation rates that encompass some estimated

20   level of decommissioning.  So all the states that are

21   benefitting from the plant are paying some level of

22   estimating decommissioning.

23       And so if the approval comes through, that

24   Chehalis becomes 100 percent a Washington resource,

25   at that point the company's deferral for the net
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 1   impact of the 2026 protocol implementation across the

 2   states would reflect essentially a cessation of that

 3   depreciation expense continuing in the other states'

 4   rates.  So we would -- we would essentially stop

 5   collecting depreciation expense from them for that.

 6       And as far as Washington goes, to the extent that

 7   any decommissioning costs have already been paid,

 8   that would be tracked in Washington's rate base and

 9   provides a credit to Washington customers until such

10   time the actual decommissioning costs become known

11   and a sound cost-causation-based methodology can be

12   developed to allocate those costs across the states.

13                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So

14   you do recognize that the purpose of collecting

15   depreciation / remediation is to reflect the need to

16   address winding down -- the cost of winding down a

17   plant and the cost-causation elements of those who

18   benefit from that plant over time should be

19   contributing to that cost?

20                     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And I heard

21   Mr. Link say that.  I fully agree with that

22   sentiment.

23                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So

24   what would happen as you -- if I can just paraphrase

25   what I just heard you say:  That under the 2026
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 1   protocol as is designed right now, the other states

 2   would no longer contribute depreciation costs related

 3   to the Chehalis plant, which includes the

 4   decommissioning and remediation costs?

 5                     THE WITNESS:  Right.  So when they

 6   stop taking service from it, essentially that would

 7   be when the depreciation expense that they pay in

 8   would stop.

 9                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  But at the

10   point that the plant is out of service, there may be

11   a question about whether there are additional

12   depreciation and remediation costs that need to be

13   recovered, and you're -- what I thought I heard you

14   say is at that point there would be an assessment of

15   whether other states are required to contribute to

16   that cost.

17                     THE WITNESS:  Right.  And so that's

18   all going to be part of Phase 2 where --

19                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.

20                     THE WITNESS:  -- decommissioning

21   cost allocation gets determined.

22                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  I

23   think that answers my question.  I think I had

24   another couple, so let me look at my notes here.

25       I'll just say I agree with you that we also can't

0338

 1   handle multiple rate cases at the same time.  I

 2   sympathize with that sincerely.

 3       I think that was it.  So thank you for sticking

 4   with it today.

 5                     THE WITNESS:  Thank you, all, for

 6   having me.  Thank you, all, for staying late for me.

 7                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything further?

 8   Okay.

 9       At this point in time, I believe that concludes

10   the questions for you, Ms. Cheung, so you may be

11   excused.

12                            (Witness excused.)

13

14                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Before we

15   wrap up for the day, I think, Commissioners, are you

16   still okay with taking witness Stokes first tomorrow,

17   given that no other party has --

18                     COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  If that's

19   her preference, yes, that's fine.

20                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Okay.  We

21   will go ahead and plan on starting with witness

22   Stokes in the morning.

23       And with that, I'd ask the parties:  Is there

24   anything further before we wrap up for the day?

25       I'll just go ahead and start with the company.
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 1                     MR. KUMAR:  I'd just like to

 2   confirm that we're starting at 9 a.m. tomorrow just

 3   like we did today.

 4                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  I can confirm

 5   9 a.m.

 6                     MR. KUMAR:  Okay.

 7                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything from

 8   staff?

 9                     MS. STRAUSS:  Staff had the same

10   question, so --

11                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.

12                     MS. STRAUSS:  -- answered.

13                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Public counsel?

14                     MR. SYKES:  Nope, nothing further

15   from me.

16                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

17       AWEC?

18                     MR. PEPPLE:  Nothing else from me.

19                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy

20   Project.

21                     MR. ZAKAI:  Nothing further.

22   Thanks.

23                     JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you

24   very much.  We are off the record.

25   ////
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 1                               (Proceedings adjourned at

 2                                5:32 p.m.)
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 3

 4
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		1000						LN		28		6		false		           6      all of the company's witnesses by this afternoon, but				false

		1001						LN		28		7		false		           7      we'll definitely do our best to do so.				false

		1002						LN		28		8		false		           8          Okay.  I think that covers the order of				false

		1003						LN		28		9		false		           9      witnesses.				false

		1004						LN		28		10		false		          10          Does any party have any recommended changes,				false

		1005						LN		28		11		false		          11      problems with witness availability that we should				false

		1006						LN		28		12		false		          12      know about at this time?				false

		1007						LN		28		13		false		          13          I'll go ahead and start with company.				false

		1008						LN		28		14		false		          14                        MR. LOWNEY:  No, we have no				false

		1009						LN		28		15		false		          15      concerns with -- we have no concerns with the				false

		1010						LN		28		16		false		          16      proposed schedule.				false

		1011						LN		28		17		false		          17          One question.  We had two witnesses that were not				false

		1012						LN		28		18		false		          18      identified for cross-examination and were not				false

		1013						LN		28		19		false		          19      identified by you just moments ago for commissioner				false

		1014						LN		28		20		false		          20      questions:  Isaiah Zacharia and Dan MacNeil.  May				false

		1015						LN		28		21		false		          21      those witnesses be excused as of this morning?				false

		1016						LN		28		22		false		          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Those				false

		1017						LN		28		23		false		          23      witnesses may be excused.				false

		1018						LN		28		24		false		          24                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		1019						LN		28		25		false		          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		1020						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		1021						LN		29		1		false		           1          And, staff, any changes, recommendations to the				false

		1022						LN		29		2		false		           2      witness list ordering?				false

		1023						LN		29		3		false		           3                        MS. STRAUSS:  None, Your Honor.				false

		1024						LN		29		4		false		           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		1025						LN		29		5		false		           5          Public counsel?				false

		1026						LN		29		6		false		           6                        MR. SYKES:  None.				false

		1027						LN		29		7		false		           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  AWEC?				false

		1028						LN		29		8		false		           8                        MR. PEPPLE:  No concerns.				false

		1029						LN		29		9		false		           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy				false

		1030						LN		29		10		false		          10      Project?  Thank you.				false

		1031						LN		29		11		false		          11          Okay.  Back to technical difficulty instructions.				false

		1032						LN		29		12		false		          12      If you are having any technical issues or you observe				false

		1033						LN		29		13		false		          13      that a party or representative has dropped off the				false

		1034						LN		29		14		false		          14      online meeting, please mention that in the chat.  The				false

		1035						LN		29		15		false		          15      chat should be reserved for technical issues and				false

		1036						LN		29		16		false		          16      requests for breaks only.				false

		1037						LN		29		17		false		          17          Then before we get to the admission of exhibits,				false

		1038						LN		29		18		false		          18      I will note that -- and thank all the parties for				false

		1039						LN		29		19		false		          19      providing a list of individuals who can participate				false

		1040						LN		29		20		false		          20      in the confidential sections of this hearing.  If we				false

		1041						LN		29		21		false		          21      need to go into a confidential session, we will take				false

		1042						LN		29		22		false		          22      a short break to ensure that everybody in the room				false

		1043						LN		29		23		false		          23      and everybody online is able to participate in that				false

		1044						LN		29		24		false		          24      confidential session.				false

		1045						LN		29		25		false		          25          I've sent that list of individuals to our records				false

		1046						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		1047						LN		30		1		false		           1      staff who is supporting us today.  And so we				false

		1048						LN		30		2		false		           2      hopefully won't have to take any excess delay if we				false

		1049						LN		30		3		false		           3      need to go into a confidential session.  So thank you				false

		1050						LN		30		4		false		           4      again to the parties for sending that ahead of time.				false

		1051						LN		30		5		false		           5          Are there any questions before we turn to the				false

		1052						LN		30		6		false		           6      admission of exhibits?				false

		1053						LN		30		7		false		           7          Okay.  Let's go ahead and address exhibits.				false

		1054						LN		30		8		false		           8          Do the parties stipulate to the admission of all				false

		1055						LN		30		9		false		           9      the prefiled exhibits testimony, including				false

		1056						LN		30		10		false		          10      cross-examination exhibits?				false

		1057						LN		30		11		false		          11                        MR. LOWNEY:  Your Honor, on behalf				false

		1058						LN		30		12		false		          12      of PacifiCorp, we do not object to the admission of				false

		1059						LN		30		13		false		          13      all of the prefiled exhibits, including cross				false

		1060						LN		30		14		false		          14      exhibits, with the exception of five that I'll list				false

		1061						LN		30		15		false		          15      right now.				false

		1062						LN		30		16		false		          16          These are all designated for Joelle Steward, so				false

		1063						LN		30		17		false		          17      they're all "JRS":  8X, 13X, 14X, 15X, and 16X.  And				false

		1064						LN		30		18		false		          18      these were all exhibits that were provided by public				false

		1065						LN		30		19		false		          19      counsel to be used by their cross-examination.				false

		1066						LN		30		20		false		          20          We would not stipulate to their admission, and we				false

		1067						LN		30		21		false		          21      would ask that if -- they only be admitted upon a				false

		1068						LN		30		22		false		          22      proper foundation, which can only occur during the				false

		1069						LN		30		23		false		          23      cross-examination of witness Steward.				false

		1070						LN		30		24		false		          24                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Very well.				false

		1071						LN		30		25		false		          25      We can get to the admission of those five exhibits at				false

		1072						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		1073						LN		31		1		false		           1      that point in time.				false

		1074						LN		31		2		false		           2          Does staff have any objections to any of the				false

		1075						LN		31		3		false		           3      exhibits?				false

		1076						LN		31		4		false		           4                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes, Your Honor.				false

		1077						LN		31		5		false		           5      Staff is objecting to cross exhibits for Jacque				false

		1078						LN		31		6		false		           6      Hawkins-Jones.  That would be JHJ-2X, JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X,				false

		1079						LN		31		7		false		           7      and JHJ-5X, but only DR 27 of that final exhibit.				false

		1080						LN		31		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  And would				false

		1081						LN		31		9		false		           9      you mind saying those one more time for me.				false

		1082						LN		31		10		false		          10                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes.  JHJ-2X, 3X, and				false

		1083						LN		31		11		false		          11      4X, and then 5X, but only DR 27.  And then the basis				false

		1084						LN		31		12		false		          12      for all those would be relevance since they have to				false

		1085						LN		31		13		false		          13      do with a previously litigated docket that is not the				false

		1086						LN		31		14		false		          14      subject of this proceeding.				false

		1087						LN		31		15		false		          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Very well.				false

		1088						LN		31		16		false		          16          Does the company have a response?				false

		1089						LN		31		17		false		          17                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  So				false

		1090						LN		31		18		false		          18      those four exhibits all relate to -- specifically				false

		1091						LN		31		19		false		          19      relate to the testimony filed by witness				false

		1092						LN		31		20		false		          20      Hawkins-Jones.  Exhibit 2X addresses the currently				false

		1093						LN		31		21		false		          21      approved allocation methodology, which is a				false

		1094						LN		31		22		false		          22      substantial portion of this proceeding.  Cross				false

		1095						LN		31		23		false		          23      Exhibit 3 and 4 are both related to the stipulation				false

		1096						LN		31		24		false		          24      filed in that proceeding, the 2020 rate case of				false

		1097						LN		31		25		false		          25      PacifiCorp.  And Exhibit 5X specifically relates to				false

		1098						PG		32		0		false		page 32				false

		1099						LN		32		1		false		           1      the recommendat- -- one of the recommendations from				false

		1100						LN		32		2		false		           2      the witness in their cross-answering testimony.				false

		1101						LN		32		3		false		           3                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any response?				false

		1102						LN		32		4		false		           4                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes.  Your Honor,				false

		1103						LN		32		5		false		           5      Jacque Hawkins-Jones has not actually testified to				false

		1104						LN		32		6		false		           6      the substance of the 2019 docket.  She mentions the				false

		1105						LN		32		7		false		           7      WIJAM in passing just as it relates to moving forward				false

		1106						LN		32		8		false		           8      in a prospective view on this docket.				false

		1107						LN		32		9		false		           9          But we're not relitigating past issues.  We don't				false

		1108						LN		32		10		false		          10      bring up the substance of any sort of joint testimony				false

		1109						LN		32		11		false		          11      agreement surrounding the WIJAM.  Staff's concern				false

		1110						LN		32		12		false		          12      really is the prospective forward-looking nature of				false

		1111						LN		32		13		false		          13      this docket, not the historical aspect of a prior				false

		1112						LN		32		14		false		          14      allocation methodology.				false

		1113						LN		32		15		false		          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Why don't				false

		1114						LN		32		16		false		          16      we do this.  When we get to the cross-examination of				false

		1115						LN		32		17		false		          17      that witness -- we'll refrain from admitting those				false

		1116						LN		32		18		false		          18      four exhibits at this time.  Counsel, you can frame				false

		1117						LN		32		19		false		          19      your questions as you see fit pertaining to the				false

		1118						LN		32		20		false		          20      testimony of Ms. Hawkins-Jones at the -- the time of				false

		1119						LN		32		21		false		          21      her cross, and then we can deal with the admission at				false

		1120						LN		32		22		false		          22      that point in time.				false

		1121						LN		32		23		false		          23          Okay.  So we've got those four marked.  And just				false

		1122						LN		32		24		false		          24      to be clear on JHJ-5X, the objection is only to				false

		1123						LN		32		25		false		          25      DR 27?				false

		1124						PG		33		0		false		page 33				false

		1125						LN		33		1		false		           1                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes, Your Honor.				false

		1126						LN		33		2		false		           2                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		1127						LN		33		3		false		           3          Public counsel, any objection to any exhibits?				false

		1128						LN		33		4		false		           4                        MR. SYKES:  No objection from				false

		1129						LN		33		5		false		           5      public counsel.				false

		1130						LN		33		6		false		           6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		1131						LN		33		7		false		           7          AWEC.				false

		1132						LN		33		8		false		           8                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes, Your Honor, so				false

		1133						LN		33		9		false		           9      not necessarily an objection right now, but I haven't				false

		1134						LN		33		10		false		          10      had an opportunity to confer with PacifiCorp about				false

		1135						LN		33		11		false		          11      Cross Exhibits BGM-12CX through BGM-21CX, which are				false

		1136						LN		33		12		false		          12      Mr. Mullins' work papers.  We're not ready to				false

		1137						LN		33		13		false		          13      stipulate to those yet, but I would propose that I				false

		1138						LN		33		14		false		          14      can maybe confer with the company during a break at				false

		1139						LN		33		15		false		          15      some point, and then we can revisit those.				false

		1140						LN		33		16		false		          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We will				false

		1141						LN		33		17		false		          17      refrain from admitting those at this time.  And				false

		1142						LN		33		18		false		          18      please confer with the company during our morning				false

		1143						LN		33		19		false		          19      break or during lunch, and we'll revisit that issue				false

		1144						LN		33		20		false		          20      at that point in time.				false

		1145						LN		33		21		false		          21          And for The Energy Project, any objections?				false

		1146						LN		33		22		false		          22                        MR. ZAKAI:  No objections.				false

		1147						LN		33		23		false		          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Wonderful.				false

		1148						LN		33		24		false		          24          Let's go ahead and admit all of the exhibits,				false

		1149						LN		33		25		false		          25      cross exhibits, and testimony submitted by the				false

		1150						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		1151						LN		34		1		false		           1      parties, with the exceptions of JRS-8X, JRS-13X,				false

		1152						LN		34		2		false		           2      JRS-14X, JRS-15X, and JRS-16X, as well as JHJ-2X,				false

		1153						LN		34		3		false		           3      JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27 of JHJ-5X.  The rest of				false

		1154						LN		34		4		false		           4      those will be admitted.				false

		1155						LN		34		5		false		           5          And then we will also refrain from admitting at				false

		1156						LN		34		6		false		           6      this time BGM-12XC through BGM-21XC.  And we will				false

		1157						LN		34		7		false		           7      revisit that after a break so that AWEC has a chance				false

		1158						LN		34		8		false		           8      to confer with the company.				false

		1159						LN		34		9		false		           9                               (All exhibits, cross exhibits,				false

		1160						LN		34		10		false		          10                                and testimony -- excluding				false

		1161						LN		34		11		false		          11                                JRS-8X, JRS-13X, JRS-14X,				false

		1162						LN		34		12		false		          12                                JRS-15X, JRS-16X, JHJ-2X,				false

		1163						LN		34		13		false		          13                                JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27				false

		1164						LN		34		14		false		          14                                of JHJ-5X, BGM-12XC,				false

		1165						LN		34		15		false		          15                                BGM-13XC, BGM-14XC,				false

		1166						LN		34		16		false		          16                                BGM-15XC, BGM-16XC,				false

		1167						LN		34		17		false		          17                                BGM-17XC, BGM-18XC,				false

		1168						LN		34		18		false		          18                                BGM-19XC, BGM-20XC, and				false

		1169						LN		34		19		false		          19                                BGM-21XC -- admitted.)				false

		1170						LN		34		20		false		          20				false

		1171						LN		34		21		false		          21                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe there				false

		1172						LN		34		22		false		          22      are a few outstanding motions in this proceeding.  As				false

		1173						LN		34		23		false		          23      Judge Hughes indicated yesterday, those will be taken				false

		1174						LN		34		24		false		          24      care of via order shortly.  I do not think any of				false

		1175						LN		34		25		false		          25      those motions bear on our proceeding today.  And so				false

		1176						PG		35		0		false		page 35				false

		1177						LN		35		1		false		           1      unless there's a motion from any party at this point				false

		1178						LN		35		2		false		           2      in time or somebody would like to correct me on the				false

		1179						LN		35		3		false		           3      applicability of any of those outstanding motions, we				false

		1180						LN		35		4		false		           4      can go ahead and proceed.				false

		1181						LN		35		5		false		           5          Does anybody have any last-minute motions?				false

		1182						LN		35		6		false		           6          Okay.  Let's go ahead and begin with our opening				false

		1183						LN		35		7		false		           7      statements.  And we'll go ahead and begin with the				false

		1184						LN		35		8		false		           8      company.				false

		1185						LN		35		9		false		           9                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		1186						LN		35		10		false		          10          Good morning, Chair Rybarik, Commissioner				false

		1187						LN		35		11		false		          11      Rendahl, Commissioner Doumit.  For the record, my				false

		1188						LN		35		12		false		          12      name is Adam Lowney, with the law firm of McDowell				false

		1189						LN		35		13		false		          13      Rackner Gibson, and I'm appearing today on behalf of				false

		1190						LN		35		14		false		          14      PacifiCorp.				false

		1191						LN		35		15		false		          15          I'd like to start by thanking you for the				false

		1192						LN		35		16		false		          16      opportunity to appear today.  Understanding that				false

		1193						LN		35		17		false		          17      we'll be filing post-hearing briefs and knowing the				false

		1194						LN		35		18		false		          18      parties have extensive cross-examination, I'll keep				false

		1195						LN		35		19		false		          19      my remarks brief and focus on the two key issues in				false

		1196						LN		35		20		false		          20      the case:  The Washington 2026 protocol and net power				false

		1197						LN		35		21		false		          21      costs, or NPC.  I'd like to begin, however, with a				false

		1198						LN		35		22		false		          22      brief synopsis of the company's overall				false

		1199						LN		35		23		false		          23      recommendations.				false

		1200						LN		35		24		false		          24          Based on its rebuttal filing, the company				false

		1201						LN		35		25		false		          25      proposes a net power cost decrease of $1.5 million.				false

		1202						PG		36		0		false		page 36				false

		1203						LN		36		1		false		           1      Accounting for the non-net-power-cost elements				false

		1204						LN		36		2		false		           2      required to match costs and benefits produces a				false

		1205						LN		36		3		false		           3      modest overall increase of only $12.1 million, or				false

		1206						LN		36		4		false		           4      roughly 2.8 percent.				false

		1207						LN		36		5		false		           5          By way of comparison, had the company continued				false

		1208						LN		36		6		false		           6      using the Washington Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation				false

		1209						LN		36		7		false		           7      Methodology, or the WIJAM, net power costs would have				false

		1210						LN		36		8		false		           8      been approximately $80 million higher.  So even with				false

		1211						LN		36		9		false		           9      the update to the non-NPC elements to reflect				false

		1212						LN		36		10		false		          10      implementation of the 2026 protocol, rates would be				false

		1213						LN		36		11		false		          11      roughly $68 million -- rates will be roughly				false

		1214						LN		36		12		false		          12      $68 million lower than they would have been using the				false

		1215						LN		36		13		false		          13      WIJAM.				false

		1216						LN		36		14		false		          14          In addition to producing overall -- lower overall				false

		1217						LN		36		15		false		          15      rates in this case, the 2026 protocol also provides a				false

		1218						LN		36		16		false		          16      path to meeting Washington State energy goals while				false

		1219						LN		36		17		false		          17      maintaining reliable and affordable service.  The				false

		1220						LN		36		18		false		          18      protocol creates a Washington-specific resource				false

		1221						LN		36		19		false		          19      portfolio which allows PacifiCorp to more effectively				false

		1222						LN		36		20		false		          20      plan for Washington based on a fixed allocation of				false

		1223						LN		36		21		false		          21      resources that will not decrease if loads in other				false

		1224						LN		36		22		false		          22      states grow.				false

		1225						LN		36		23		false		          23          As part of that Washington-specific planning, the				false

		1226						LN		36		24		false		          24      protocol will also enable PacifiCorp to more				false

		1227						LN		36		25		false		          25      efficiently incorporate additional Washington situs				false

		1228						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		1229						LN		37		1		false		           1      assigned resources to grow and adapt that portfolio.				false

		1230						LN		37		2		false		           2      And by assigning more resources to the				false

		1231						LN		37		3		false		           3      Washington-specific portfolio, the protocol				false

		1232						LN		37		4		false		           4      dramatically reduces the exposure of Washington rates				false

		1233						LN		37		5		false		           5      to the market, which will create rate stability and				false

		1234						LN		37		6		false		           6      lower overall net power costs.				false

		1235						LN		37		7		false		           7          Under the 2026 protocol, Washington now has				false

		1236						LN		37		8		false		           8      sufficient resources on an energy basis to serve				false

		1237						LN		37		9		false		           9      Washington load, thereby eliminating from the NPC				false

		1238						LN		37		10		false		          10      forecast the so-called open position that has been a				false

		1239						LN		37		11		false		          11      controversial element of the WIJAM because it made				false
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		1737						LN		56		15		false		          15      exceed its actual costs for a resource on a				false

		1738						LN		56		16		false		          16      systemwide basis?				false

		1739						LN		56		17		false		          17  A   For a specific resource?				false

		1740						LN		56		18		false		          18  Q   Yes.				false

		1741						LN		56		19		false		          19  A   No.  And that's pretty difficult to try to calculate.				false

		1742						LN		56		20		false		          20      And I know Ms. Cheung talks about how we have a lot				false

		1743						LN		56		21		false		          21      of different timing of cases across states.  But for				false

		1744						LN		56		22		false		          22      a single resource, you may have differences in what				false

		1745						LN		56		23		false		          23      was in base.  Some states actually have differences				false

		1746						LN		56		24		false		          24      in depreciation rates, with Oregon having a faster				false

		1747						LN		56		25		false		          25      depreciation rate than other states.  And you have				false

		1748						PG		57		0		false		page 57				false

		1749						LN		57		1		false		           1      different ROEs across different states.  So it's not				false

		1750						LN		57		2		false		           2      an easy apples-to-apples comparison all the time, if				false

		1751						LN		57		3		false		           3      actually ever.				false

		1752						LN		57		4		false		           4  Q   And at what point, if any, should the Commission take				false

		1753						LN		57		5		false		           5      action if it learns that the company's actual				false

		1754						LN		57		6		false		           6      revenues exceeds actual costs for a resource on a				false

		1755						LN		57		7		false		           7      systemwide basis?				false

		1756						LN		57		8		false		           8  A   Well, I think that's pretty challenging.  I mean, we				false

		1757						LN		57		9		false		           9      don't calculate and we don't provide -- the				false

		1758						LN		57		10		false		          10      Commission is setting rates for Washington, looking				false

		1759						LN		57		11		false		          11      at what is reasonable for cost and rates and services				false

		1760						LN		57		12		false		          12      for our Washington customers.  And so trying to say				false

		1761						LN		57		13		false		          13      that we're over-recovering in another state, I think				false

		1762						LN		57		14		false		          14      we have challenges that that's not really their				false

		1763						LN		57		15		false		          15      jurisdiction that's making some other sort of				false

		1764						LN		57		16		false		          16      judgement.  And we -- 'cause we don't calculate,				false

		1765						LN		57		17		false		          17      like, a total-company single-point-in-time revenue				false

		1766						LN		57		18		false		          18      requirement.  And really, again, that's -- goes to				false

		1767						LN		57		19		false		          19      Ms. Cheung's testimony.				false

		1768						LN		57		20		false		          20  Q   That actually leads pretty well into my next -- the				false

		1769						LN		57		21		false		          21      next part of your testimony I want to look at.				false

		1770						LN		57		22		false		          22          On Page 22, at Footnote 55, you quote the --				false

		1771						LN		57		23		false		          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Can you				false

		1772						LN		57		24		false		          24      repeat that, please.				false

		1773						LN		57		25		false		          25                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Page 22 of				false

		1774						PG		58		0		false		page 58				false

		1775						LN		58		1		false		           1      Footnote 55.				false

		1776						LN		58		2		false		           2          We good to go?  Perfect.  Awesome.				false

		1777						LN		58		3		false		           3  Q   (By Mr. O'Brien)  All right.  So you quote the				false

		1778						LN		58		4		false		           4      Commission standard as being fair, just, and				false

		1779						LN		58		5		false		           5      reasonable for used and useful property in this				false

		1780						LN		58		6		false		           6      state.				false

		1781						LN		58		7		false		           7          So a core part of that question is determining if				false

		1782						LN		58		8		false		           8      Washington's share of total system costs is properly				false

		1783						LN		58		9		false		           9      allocated to the state, correct?				false

		1784						LN		58		10		false		          10  A   Correct.				false

		1785						LN		58		11		false		          11  Q   And if a resource is over-allocated across the				false

		1786						LN		58		12		false		          12      company's jurisdictions, that would mean that				false

		1787						LN		58		13		false		          13      customers are going to be paying for property that's				false

		1788						LN		58		14		false		          14      not used and useful in this state, yes?				false

		1789						LN		58		15		false		          15  A   It's used and useful.  It's not -- maybe I				false

		1790						LN		58		16		false		          16      misunderstood your question.  I mean, it's not				false

		1791						LN		58		17		false		          17      located in the state, but it's used and useful for				false

		1792						LN		58		18		false		          18      customers in this state as part of our system.				false

		1793						LN		58		19		false		          19  Q   Yes.				false

		1794						LN		58		20		false		          20          But if you've got say an over-allocation of say				false

		1795						LN		58		21		false		          21      110 percent across all of your jurisdictions, that's				false

		1796						LN		58		22		false		          22      going to inherently mean that there are customers				false

		1797						LN		58		23		false		          23      that are paying for property that isn't used and				false

		1798						LN		58		24		false		          24      useful in the state because that property doesn't, in				false

		1799						LN		58		25		false		          25      reality, exist.  You've got 110 percent allocation on				false

		1800						PG		59		0		false		page 59				false

		1801						LN		59		1		false		           1      a property, you can't have 110 percent of the				false

		1802						LN		59		2		false		           2      property functioning.				false

		1803						LN		59		3		false		           3  A   That has been the circumstance that we've been living				false

		1804						LN		59		4		false		           4      with for the past couple decades in Washington in				false

		1805						LN		59		5		false		           5      that there has been an over-allocation of certain				false

		1806						LN		59		6		false		           6      resources and under-allocation of others.				false

		1807						LN		59		7		false		           7          And so I guess I'm not quite sure I understand				false

		1808						LN		59		8		false		           8      your question.  Because not all our -- our total				false

		1809						LN		59		9		false		           9      resources are not over-allocated.  Some are; some				false

		1810						LN		59		10		false		          10      aren't.  But when you look across our total				false

		1811						LN		59		11		false		          11      portfolio, they have not been over-allocated.  What				false

		1812						LN		59		12		false		          12      we are trying to do now, starting with the Washington				false

		1813						LN		59		13		false		          13      2026 protocol as well as the 2026 protocol we filed				false

		1814						LN		59		14		false		          14      in all of our other states, is try to get all of our				false

		1815						LN		59		15		false		          15      states on the same basis of an aligning so it's a				false

		1816						LN		59		16		false		          16      hundred percent cost recovery, hundred percent				false

		1817						LN		59		17		false		          17      allocation across all states.				false

		1818						LN		59		18		false		          18  Q   Yes.				false

		1819						LN		59		19		false		          19          But the point I'm trying to make is that, for				false

		1820						LN		59		20		false		          20      plants that is over-allocated, customers in that				false

		1821						LN		59		21		false		          21      instance would be paying for resources they are not				false

		1822						LN		59		22		false		          22      actually getting.  Because if the property is				false

		1823						LN		59		23		false		          23      over-allocated across your jurisdictions, there are				false

		1824						LN		59		24		false		          24      customers that are not actually receiving the benefit				false

		1825						LN		59		25		false		          25      percentage-wise that they are being billed for, yes?				false

		1826						PG		60		0		false		page 60				false

		1827						LN		60		1		false		           1  A   I don't think I agree with the premise of the				false

		1828						LN		60		2		false		           2      question.  Because if a commission has determined				false

		1829						LN		60		3		false		           3      that allocation, then they've determined that that is				false

		1830						LN		60		4		false		           4      the allocation of what is used and useful for that				false

		1831						LN		60		5		false		           5      resource.				false

		1832						LN		60		6		false		           6          And so that's where -- I am struggling with, I				false

		1833						LN		60		7		false		           7      think, the premise, that it's therefore not used and				false

		1834						LN		60		8		false		           8      useful for that customer or the customers in that				false

		1835						LN		60		9		false		           9      state, because then that is the allocation that a				false

		1836						LN		60		10		false		          10      state has determined is appropriate.				false

		1837						LN		60		11		false		          11  Q   All right.  Well, we'll move on from that.				false

		1838						LN		60		12		false		          12          So talking about the SG-F factor.  So just for				false

		1839						LN		60		13		false		          13      clarity:  When we're talking about fixed allocation				false

		1840						LN		60		14		false		          14      of resources and SG-F in your testimony, that's the				false

		1841						LN		60		15		false		          15      same thing, right?				false

		1842						LN		60		16		false		          16  A   Yes.				false

		1843						LN		60		17		false		          17  Q   Okay.  And SG-F is based on historic share of system				false

		1844						LN		60		18		false		          18      generation, correct?				false

		1845						LN		60		19		false		          19  A   Yes.				false

		1846						LN		60		20		false		          20  Q   And the company is going -- or is proposing to use				false

		1847						LN		60		21		false		          21      SG-F primarily for allocation of non-emitting				false

		1848						LN		60		22		false		          22      resources and purchase power.				false

		1849						LN		60		23		false		          23          That's kind of the two buckets it's going to be				false

		1850						LN		60		24		false		          24      used for?				false

		1851						LN		60		25		false		          25  A   The SG-F, yes.  And Mr. Link's testimony lays out --				false

		1852						PG		61		0		false		page 61				false

		1853						LN		61		1		false		           1      has the tables on that, and I do -- do not, so...				false

		1854						LN		61		2		false		           2  Q   So, in effect, what the company is proposing is to				false

		1855						LN		61		3		false		           3      use historic system generation as calculated now to				false

		1856						LN		61		4		false		           4      permanently make decisions for allocations of				false

		1857						LN		61		5		false		           5      non-emitting resources, correct?				false

		1858						LN		61		6		false		           6  A   Yes.				false

		1859						LN		61		7		false		           7  Q   And under that proposal, as I said, it would be				false

		1860						LN		61		8		false		           8      permanent, so the Commission would be approving a				false

		1861						LN		61		9		false		           9      plan to never update those allocations in the future,				false

		1862						LN		61		10		false		          10      correct?				false

		1863						LN		61		11		false		          11  A   I've been around long enough to say never say				false

		1864						LN		61		12		false		          12      "never."  But, I mean, certainly what we're proposing				false

		1865						LN		61		13		false		          13      here is to set a solid base so that we can move				false

		1866						LN		61		14		false		          14      forward with our plans to serve our customers				false

		1867						LN		61		15		false		          15      reliably and affordably as well as to meet our CETA				false

		1868						LN		61		16		false		          16      compliance.				false

		1869						LN		61		17		false		          17  Q   So talking about that CETA compliance.  On Page 11 of				false

		1870						LN		61		18		false		          18      your testimony, you state that updating the SG-F				false

		1871						LN		61		19		false		          19      factor could result in lower renewable and				false

		1872						LN		61		20		false		          20      non-emitting allocation due to lower load growth.				false

		1873						LN		61		21		false		          21  A   Sorry.  I was turning.  You said Page 11?				false

		1874						LN		61		22		false		          22  Q   Yes.				false

		1875						LN		61		23		false		          23  A   Which line?				false

		1876						LN		61		24		false		          24  Q   Page 11.				false

		1877						LN		61		25		false		          25  A   In rebuttal?				false

		1878						PG		62		0		false		page 62				false

		1879						LN		62		1		false		           1  Q   Yeah.  Page 11, rebuttal.  You state that lower				false

		1880						LN		62		2		false		           2      renewable and -- sorry.				false

		1881						LN		62		3		false		           3          You state updating the SG-F factor could result				false

		1882						LN		62		4		false		           4      in lower renewable and non-emitting allocation due to				false

		1883						LN		62		5		false		           5      lower load growth.				false

		1884						LN		62		6		false		           6  A   I don't see SG-F on that page.				false

		1885						LN		62		7		false		           7  Q   It's going to be Lines 3 to 6.  You don't say SG-F --				false

		1886						LN		62		8		false		           8  A   Oh.				false

		1887						LN		62		9		false		           9  Q   -- but you state the allocation factor.				false

		1888						LN		62		10		false		          10  A   Oh.  Right.  So I'm addressing staff's proposal.				false

		1889						LN		62		11		false		          11      Adding this process creates a significant cost				false

		1890						LN		62		12		false		          12      allocation risk to Washington customers by exposing				false

		1891						LN		62		13		false		          13      them to a future reduction in the allocated share of				false

		1892						LN		62		14		false		          14      non-emitting resources.  That piece.  Yeah.				false

		1893						LN		62		15		false		          15  Q   Yes.				false

		1894						LN		62		16		false		          16          So if an updated SG-F factor would reduce the				false

		1895						LN		62		17		false		          17      amount of renewable energy that the company allocated				false

		1896						LN		62		18		false		          18      to Washington below that required by CETA, what would				false

		1897						LN		62		19		false		          19      the company do?				false

		1898						LN		62		20		false		          20  A   In the future?				false

		1899						LN		62		21		false		          21  Q   Yes.  In the future.				false

		1900						LN		62		22		false		          22  A   We're not proposing to update it in the future.				false

		1901						LN		62		23		false		          23  Q   I'm saying that under a scenario where the company --				false

		1902						LN		62		24		false		          24      or where the Commission accepts staff's proposal to				false

		1903						LN		62		25		false		          25      periodically update the SG-F factor, what would the				false

		1904						PG		63		0		false		page 63				false

		1905						LN		63		1		false		           1      company do if that updated SG-F factor would reduce				false

		1906						LN		63		2		false		           2      renewable energy resources below what CETA required?				false

		1907						LN		63		3		false		           3  A   It would require us to procure even more resources to				false

		1908						LN		63		4		false		           4      meet CETA compliance, which is why we need a solid				false

		1909						LN		63		5		false		           5      base and some certainty right now to plan around.				false

		1910						LN		63		6		false		           6  Q   Isn't it the case that most future resources that the				false

		1911						LN		63		7		false		           7      company has planned to meet CETA requirements would				false

		1912						LN		63		8		false		           8      be situs-assigned?				false

		1913						LN		63		9		false		           9  A   So we currently have an RFP for a situs assignment of				false

		1914						LN		63		10		false		          10      resources to Washington, and we certainly anticipate				false

		1915						LN		63		11		false		          11      going forward.  We are looking to procure resources				false

		1916						LN		63		12		false		          12      on a more targeted basis based on compliance or need				false

		1917						LN		63		13		false		          13      for a specific state, or potentially across multiple				false

		1918						LN		63		14		false		          14      states if there is a consistence -- consistency in				false

		1919						LN		63		15		false		          15      policies and resource need.				false

		1920						LN		63		16		false		          16          So we're not making a predetermination that there				false

		1921						LN		63		17		false		          17      wouldn't -- that in the future there couldn't be				false

		1922						LN		63		18		false		          18      shared resources, but right now what we're looking at				false

		1923						LN		63		19		false		          19      that's right in front of us is a situs assignment of				false

		1924						LN		63		20		false		          20      new resources for Washington.				false

		1925						LN		63		21		false		          21  Q   Okay.				false

		1926						LN		63		22		false		          22  A   And similarly in Oregon.				false

		1927						LN		63		23		false		          23  Q   Situs assignment doesn't use the SG-F factor, though,				false

		1928						LN		63		24		false		          24      right?				false

		1929						LN		63		25		false		          25  A   Right.				false

		1930						PG		64		0		false		page 64				false

		1931						LN		64		1		false		           1  Q   And one of the primary purposes of the SG-F factor is				false

		1932						LN		64		2		false		           2      to allocate costs and benefits to different				false

		1933						LN		64		3		false		           3      jurisdictions, yes?				false

		1934						LN		64		4		false		           4  A   Yes.  For our existing resources.				false

		1935						LN		64		5		false		           5  Q   So work through this with me.				false

		1936						LN		64		6		false		           6          The company is going to be situs-assigning a lot				false

		1937						LN		64		7		false		           7      of these renewables.  Won't that lead to -- doesn't				false

		1938						LN		64		8		false		           8      that have a very high chance at least of leading to a				false

		1939						LN		64		9		false		           9      large oversubscription problem in Washington where				false

		1940						LN		64		10		false		          10      the generation you're adding is exempt from the				false

		1941						LN		64		11		false		          11      balancing tool that's meant to keep costs in check?				false

		1942						LN		64		12		false		          12  A   I'm sorry.  I don't think I understand your question.				false

		1943						LN		64		13		false		          13      But if it's speaking to the resource need and how				false

		1944						LN		64		14		false		          14      those resources work in our operations, I would				false

		1945						LN		64		15		false		          15      actually point to Mr. Link and Mr. Wilding on how				false

		1946						LN		64		16		false		          16      those resources would work as part of our overall				false

		1947						LN		64		17		false		          17      portfolio, if at all.				false

		1948						LN		64		18		false		          18          But part of our approach here is to start to step				false

		1949						LN		64		19		false		          19      into being able to meet specific state needs with				false

		1950						LN		64		20		false		          20      specific state resources, and this is -- to do that,				false

		1951						LN		64		21		false		          21      we need to start with our current resources, how				false

		1952						LN		64		22		false		          22      we're going to allocate those, so we have a solid				false

		1953						LN		64		23		false		          23      base to plan from.				false

		1954						LN		64		24		false		          24  Q   So the problem I'm trying to address -- and maybe it				false

		1955						LN		64		25		false		          25      is a better question for Mr. Link -- is just the idea				false

		1956						PG		65		0		false		page 65				false

		1957						LN		65		1		false		           1      that you are going to be specially situs-assigning				false

		1958						LN		65		2		false		           2      these resources.  Separate from that, you've also got				false

		1959						LN		65		3		false		           3      this SG-F balancing tool that will be helping to				false

		1960						LN		65		4		false		           4      assign and allocate these resources.				false

		1961						LN		65		5		false		           5          But isn't the problem that, if you've got two				false

		1962						LN		65		6		false		           6      different tools, both assigning resources, you're				false

		1963						LN		65		7		false		           7      going to end up with ultimately the plant being				false

		1964						LN		65		8		false		           8      assigned to Washington being significantly				false

		1965						LN		65		9		false		           9      oversubscribed for renewables to the point that				false

		1966						LN		65		10		false		          10      Washington customers are having to pay for a plant				false

		1967						LN		65		11		false		          11      that they don't need?				false

		1968						LN		65		12		false		          12  A   So I think the risk of oversubscription is pretty				false

		1969						LN		65		13		false		          13      low.  We just -- if -- if we're going to be				false

		1970						LN		65		14		false		          14      fulfilling the -- Washington's resource need to serve				false

		1971						LN		65		15		false		          15      customers, we will stop procuring new resources.				false

		1972						LN		65		16		false		          16          But what we're doing with the SG-F is we have				false

		1973						LN		65		17		false		          17      this large portfolio of resources.  We need a				false

		1974						LN		65		18		false		          18      starting point of how do we still maintain the				false

		1975						LN		65		19		false		          19      benefit, the value to all of our customers of that				false

		1976						LN		65		20		false		          20      current portfolio.				false

		1977						LN		65		21		false		          21          And so for Washington, because Washington has the				false

		1978						LN		65		22		false		          22      first deadline of getting coal out of rates -- so				false

		1979						LN		65		23		false		          23      Washington was our first step.  Coal is coming out of				false

		1980						LN		65		24		false		          24      rates in this filing.  We want to fix the base of our				false

		1981						LN		65		25		false		          25      current resources so we know what to start to plan				false

		1982						PG		66		0		false		page 66				false

		1983						LN		66		1		false		           1      for for more situs resources going forward.				false

		1984						LN		66		2		false		           2          And so I don't think there's a risk of				false

		1985						LN		66		3		false		           3      over-allocation.  Because as we add other resources,				false

		1986						LN		66		4		false		           4      as we've proposed in the 2026 Washington protocol as				false

		1987						LN		66		5		false		           5      well as in the 2026 protocol for all the other				false

		1988						LN		66		6		false		           6      states, is that that resource procurement will be				false

		1989						LN		66		7		false		           7      more targeted in the future based on the energy				false

		1990						LN		66		8		false		           8      policies of a state as well as the resource needs				false

		1991						LN		66		9		false		           9      across the states.				false

		1992						LN		66		10		false		          10          But for -- as we go forward with more resource				false

		1993						LN		66		11		false		          11      procurement, I don't think there's a big risk that				false

		1994						LN		66		12		false		          12      Washington is going to end up with an over-allocation				false

		1995						LN		66		13		false		          13      of new resources.				false

		1996						LN		66		14		false		          14                        MR. O'BRIEN:  All right.  That's				false

		1997						LN		66		15		false		          15      all my questions for you, Ms. Steward.  Thank you.				false

		1998						LN		66		16		false		          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very				false

		1999						LN		66		17		false		          17      much.				false

		2000						LN		66		18		false		          18          Public counsel, I believe you indicated some				false

		2001						LN		66		19		false		          19      cross for this witness as well.  You can go ahead and				false

		2002						LN		66		20		false		          20      proceed when you're ready.				false

		2003						LN		66		21		false		          21                        MR. McVEE:  I'm sorry, Your Honor.				false

		2004						LN		66		22		false		          22      I just wanted to check.  Procedurally would you				false

		2005						LN		66		23		false		          23      prefer redirect after all of the cross-examination or				false

		2006						LN		66		24		false		          24      in between?				false

		2007						LN		66		25		false		          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  We'll plan on				false

		2008						PG		67		0		false		page 67				false

		2009						LN		67		1		false		           1      doing redirect after, and then we'll go to bench				false

		2010						LN		67		2		false		           2      questions after that.				false

		2011						LN		67		3		false		           3                        MR. McVEE:  Great.  Thank you.				false

		2012						LN		67		4		false		           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		2013						LN		67		5		false		           5				false

		2014						LN		67		6		false		           6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		2015						LN		67		7		false		           7      BY MR. SYKES:				false

		2016						LN		67		8		false		           8  Q   Good morning, Ms. Steward.  I don't think I'll have				false

		2017						LN		67		9		false		           9      too many questions for you.				false

		2018						LN		67		10		false		          10          I want to confirm.  You're senior vice president				false

		2019						LN		67		11		false		          11      of regulation with Rocky Mountain Power, which is the				false

		2020						LN		67		12		false		          12      east side of the system?				false

		2021						LN		67		13		false		          13  A   No.  I'm senior vice president for PacifiCorp.  So				false

		2022						LN		67		14		false		          14      all six -- the regulatory process for all six of our				false

		2023						LN		67		15		false		          15      states is under me essentially.  I currently live in				false

		2024						LN		67		16		false		          16      Salt Lake City.  I used to live in Portland, as I've				false

		2025						LN		67		17		false		          17      been on both, lived on both sides of our system.				false

		2026						LN		67		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  So as part of your job, you oversee the				false

		2027						LN		67		19		false		          19      regulatory filings in PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions?				false

		2028						LN		67		20		false		          20  A   Yes.				false

		2029						LN		67		21		false		          21  Q   And you oversaw this filing?				false

		2030						LN		67		22		false		          22  A   Yes.				false

		2031						LN		67		23		false		          23  Q   So you're familiar with all the testimony in this				false

		2032						LN		67		24		false		          24      case from PacifiCorp's witnesses?  At least in a				false

		2033						LN		67		25		false		          25      general sense.				false

		2034						PG		68		0		false		page 68				false

		2035						LN		68		1		false		           1  A   Most of it.  Some pieces I didn't read.				false

		2036						LN		68		2		false		           2  Q   There's a lot of numbers there?  There's a lot of				false

		2037						LN		68		3		false		           3      numbers?				false

		2038						LN		68		4		false		           4  A   Yeah.				false

		2039						LN		68		5		false		           5  Q   Okay.  And your direct testimony summarizes the				false

		2040						LN		68		6		false		           6      standards the Commission has historically employed to				false

		2041						LN		68		7		false		           7      approve interjurisdictional cost allocation				false

		2042						LN		68		8		false		           8      methodologies; is that right?				false

		2043						LN		68		9		false		           9  A   I believe so, yes.				false

		2044						LN		68		10		false		          10  Q   And your rebuttal testimony discusses the				false

		2045						LN		68		11		false		          11      affordability data of public counsel witness Callahan				false

		2046						LN		68		12		false		          12      Moriyasu?				false

		2047						LN		68		13		false		          13  A   Yes.				false

		2048						LN		68		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  Staff raised a point -- and I want to follow				false

		2049						LN		68		15		false		          15      up on briefly -- about over-allocation.				false

		2050						LN		68		16		false		          16          So PacifiCorp's proposing to allocate Chehalis to				false

		2051						LN		68		17		false		          17      Washington on a situs basis, correct?				false

		2052						LN		68		18		false		          18  A   On -- yeah.  I'm sorry.  I thought you said "not on a				false

		2053						LN		68		19		false		          19      situs basis."				false

		2054						LN		68		20		false		          20          On a situs basis --				false

		2055						LN		68		21		false		          21  Q   On a situs basis.				false

		2056						LN		68		22		false		          22  A   -- yes.				false

		2057						LN		68		23		false		          23  Q   Okay.  And I apologize.  This might be a better				false

		2058						LN		68		24		false		          24      question for Ms. Cheung, but I'm going to ask you				false

		2059						LN		68		25		false		          25      just in case.				false

		2060						PG		69		0		false		page 69				false

		2061						LN		69		1		false		           1          Are you aware of the current allocation of				false

		2062						LN		69		2		false		           2      Chehalis just across all six jurisdictions?				false

		2063						LN		69		3		false		           3  A   Yes.				false

		2064						LN		69		4		false		           4  Q   About a hundred and fourteen and a half percent?				false

		2065						LN		69		5		false		           5  A   Yeah.  If you want to do the math, yeah.				false

		2066						LN		69		6		false		           6  Q   Okay.  And after this filing, you have other filings				false

		2067						LN		69		7		false		           7      in other -- in the other five states to remove				false

		2068						LN		69		8		false		           8      Chehalis from their rates?				false

		2069						LN		69		9		false		           9  A   Correct.				false

		2070						LN		69		10		false		          10  Q   Okay.  And they may or may not agree?				false

		2071						LN		69		11		false		          11  A   Correct.				false

		2072						LN		69		12		false		          12  Q   Okay.				false

		2073						LN		69		13		false		          13          All right.  So let's turn to your testimony				false

		2074						LN		69		14		false		          14      briefly.				false

		2075						LN		69		15		false		          15          Can you turn to your testimony, Page 7, Lines 14				false

		2076						LN		69		16		false		          16      through 18.				false

		2077						LN		69		17		false		          17                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  In which				false

		2078						LN		69		18		false		          18      testimony?				false

		2079						LN		69		19		false		          19                        MR. SYKES:  I'm sorry.  The direct				false

		2080						LN		69		20		false		          20      testimony.  Thank you.				false

		2081						LN		69		21		false		          21  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So Line 14:  Is the proposed				false

		2082						LN		69		22		false		          22      change in Washington's cost allocation methodology				false

		2083						LN		69		23		false		          23      driving the rate increase in this case?				false

		2084						LN		69		24		false		          24          Line 16:  No, it is not.				false

		2085						LN		69		25		false		          25          Can we agree that the non-NPC base rates are				false

		2086						PG		70		0		false		page 70				false

		2087						LN		70		1		false		           1      increasing in this -- in this -- in this case on				false

		2088						LN		70		2		false		           2      account of the allocation of Chehalis?				false

		2089						LN		70		3		false		           3  A   Yes.  But what this is also saying is that absent the				false

		2090						LN		70		4		false		           4      change in the allocation under the current WIJAM, the				false

		2091						LN		70		5		false		           5      net power costs would be higher than the total				false

		2092						LN		70		6		false		           6      increase in this case.				false

		2093						LN		70		7		false		           7  Q   Okay.  So my question is actually about the non-NPC.				false

		2094						LN		70		8		false		           8  A   Yes.				false

		2095						LN		70		9		false		           9  Q   Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2096						LN		70		10		false		          10          Have you -- let's see here.				false

		2097						LN		70		11		false		          11          So then it increases the non-NPC base rates by				false

		2098						LN		70		12		false		          12      about 21 million.  Does that sound correct?				false

		2099						LN		70		13		false		          13          Maybe that's a better question for Ms. Cheung?				false

		2100						LN		70		14		false		          14  A   Yes.				false

		2101						LN		70		15		false		          15  Q   Which is more than 50 percent of the requested				false

		2102						LN		70		16		false		          16      revenue requirement increase in this case?				false

		2103						LN		70		17		false		          17  A   Yes.  Power costs go down with this allocation				false

		2104						LN		70		18		false		          18      approach.				false

		2105						LN		70		19		false		          19  Q   NPC per megawatt hour will go down, correct?				false

		2106						LN		70		20		false		          20  A   The net change is a decrease.				false

		2107						LN		70		21		false		          21  Q   There will be a decrease.				false

		2108						LN		70		22		false		          22  A   It's a decrease in power costs.				false

		2109						LN		70		23		false		          23  Q   There will be an increase in natural gas burn expense				false

		2110						LN		70		24		false		          24      assigned to Washington, correct?				false

		2111						LN		70		25		false		          25  A   You'd have to talk to Mr. Mitchell about that level				false

		2112						PG		71		0		false		page 71				false

		2113						LN		71		1		false		           1      of detail.				false

		2114						LN		71		2		false		           2  Q   That's fair.				false

		2115						LN		71		3		false		           3          One other point that staff raised a moment ago.				false

		2116						LN		71		4		false		           4      You currently have a 2025 situs RFP in effect or				false

		2117						LN		71		5		false		           5      issued current; is that right?				false

		2118						LN		71		6		false		           6  A   For Washington, yes.				false

		2119						LN		71		7		false		           7  Q   Okay.  I'm going to list some years here.				false

		2120						LN		71		8		false		           8          2011.  PacifiCorp did not issue an RFP, correct?				false

		2121						LN		71		9		false		           9  A   Mr. Link is in charge of origination and all those				false

		2122						LN		71		10		false		          10      RFPs, so I would actually defer to him.  I don't --				false

		2123						LN		71		11		false		          11  Q   Understood.  I'll ask Mr. Link.				false

		2124						LN		71		12		false		          12  A   -- recall.				false

		2125						LN		71		13		false		          13  Q   So PacifiCorp currently allocates costs under the				false

		2126						LN		71		14		false		          14      WIJAM, correct?				false

		2127						LN		71		15		false		          15  A   Yes.				false

		2128						LN		71		16		false		          16  Q   Okay.  And that's appended to the 2020 protocol?  Yes				false

		2129						LN		71		17		false		          17      or no?				false

		2130						LN		71		18		false		          18  A   Yes.  Yeah.				false

		2131						LN		71		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  And the 2020 protocol grew out of the				false

		2132						LN		71		20		false		          20      multistate process, correct?				false

		2133						LN		71		21		false		          21  A   Yes.				false

		2134						LN		71		22		false		          22  Q   And that was terminated in July 2024; is that right?				false

		2135						LN		71		23		false		          23  A   Yeah, around then.  I guess so.				false

		2136						LN		71		24		false		          24  Q   And the 2020 protocol, that -- let me think the best				false

		2137						LN		71		25		false		          25      way to put this -- that contemplates the parties				false

		2138						PG		72		0		false		page 72				false

		2139						LN		72		1		false		           1      developing a replacement protocol during -- after the				false

		2140						LN		72		2		false		           2      interim period, correct?				false

		2141						LN		72		3		false		           3  A   Correct.  The 2020 protocol is in effect through the				false

		2142						LN		72		4		false		           4      end of this year, and so we were in discussions about				false

		2143						LN		72		5		false		           5      what would take into effect beginning 2026.				false

		2144						LN		72		6		false		           6  Q   And this -- so the 2026 protocol proposed in this				false

		2145						LN		72		7		false		           7      case, that is a -- that is a -- it is PacifiCorp's				false

		2146						LN		72		8		false		           8      proposal absent the input of other parties.				false

		2147						LN		72		9		false		           9          Is that a fair way to put it?				false

		2148						LN		72		10		false		          10  A   No.  I mean, we've been in negotiations and				false

		2149						LN		72		11		false		          11      discussions with this very diverse group of				false

		2150						LN		72		12		false		          12      stakeholders for years, but we weren't able to get to				false

		2151						LN		72		13		false		          13      a resolution.  And so it's hard to say it's without				false

		2152						LN		72		14		false		          14      their input.				false

		2153						LN		72		15		false		          15          I mean, from folks who were engaged and				false

		2154						LN		72		16		false		          16      participating, we have a sense of where people --				false

		2155						LN		72		17		false		          17      they're interested in.  But since we weren't able to				false

		2156						LN		72		18		false		          18      get a resolution, we needed to be able to move				false

		2157						LN		72		19		false		          19      forward, and we felt like we were getting too mired				false

		2158						LN		72		20		false		          20      in sort of analysis paralysis.				false

		2159						LN		72		21		false		          21          And so since we bear the responsibility of				false

		2160						LN		72		22		false		          22      obtaining cost recovery, we decided it was -- we				false

		2161						LN		72		23		false		          23      were -- it was going to be more prudent for us to				false

		2162						LN		72		24		false		          24      file something so we could get something done,				false

		2163						LN		72		25		false		          25      recognizing we were taking a risk in not going into				false

		2164						PG		73		0		false		page 73				false

		2165						LN		73		1		false		           1      the 2026 protocol with an agreement.				false

		2166						LN		73		2		false		           2  Q   So I think that answers my question in part.				false

		2167						LN		73		3		false		           3          So this is not part -- the 2026 proposal does not				false

		2168						LN		73		4		false		           4      arise out of a negotiated agreement?				false

		2169						LN		73		5		false		           5  A   Correct.				false

		2170						LN		73		6		false		           6  Q   Okay.  Can you turn to your direct testimony,				false

		2171						LN		73		7		false		           7      Page 13, Lines 3 through 15.				false

		2172						LN		73		8		false		           8  A   Yes.				false

		2173						LN		73		9		false		           9  Q   I need to get there too.  There we go.				false

		2174						LN		73		10		false		          10          Okay.  In developing the 2020 protocol, did the				false

		2175						LN		73		11		false		          11      company identify principles to help evaluate				false

		2176						LN		73		12		false		          12      development of a transitional approach to cost				false

		2177						LN		73		13		false		          13      allocations?				false

		2178						LN		73		14		false		          14          Yes.  In some of these points -- so part of that				false

		2179						LN		73		15		false		          15      is to provide a long-term durable solution, correct?				false

		2180						LN		73		16		false		          16  A   Correct.				false

		2181						LN		73		17		false		          17  Q   Part of that is to enable compliance with State				false

		2182						LN		73		18		false		          18      policies; is that correct?				false

		2183						LN		73		19		false		          19  A   Correct.				false

		2184						LN		73		20		false		          20  Q   It is fair to say you're familiar with CETA and the				false

		2185						LN		73		21		false		          21      Climate Commitment Act, correct?				false

		2186						LN		73		22		false		          22  A   Correct.				false

		2187						LN		73		23		false		          23  Q   And CETA requires electric utilities to be				false

		2188						LN		73		24		false		          24      carbon-neutral by 2030 -- is that right? -- to your				false

		2189						LN		73		25		false		          25      understanding?				false

		2190						PG		74		0		false		page 74				false

		2191						LN		74		1		false		           1  A   Carbon-neutral by 2030?				false

		2192						LN		74		2		false		           2  Q   Yes.  80 percent renewable?				false

		2193						LN		74		3		false		           3  A   Right.  Okay.  Yeah.				false

		2194						LN		74		4		false		           4  Q   And then 20 percent alternative compliance.				false

		2195						LN		74		5		false		           5          And the CCA provides for no-cost allowances for				false

		2196						LN		74		6		false		           6      Washington retail electric loads to mitigate cost				false

		2197						LN		74		7		false		           7      burden; is that right?				false

		2198						LN		74		8		false		           8  A   I'm sorry.  Could you say that question again.				false

		2199						LN		74		9		false		           9  Q   The Climate Commitment Act provides for no-cost				false

		2200						LN		74		10		false		          10      allowances for Washington retail electric load to				false

		2201						LN		74		11		false		          11      mitigate cost burden.				false

		2202						LN		74		12		false		          12          Does that sound --				false

		2203						LN		74		13		false		          13  A   Yes.				false

		2204						LN		74		14		false		          14  Q   -- correct to you?  Okay.				false

		2205						LN		74		15		false		          15          And PacifiCorp has received fewer no-cost				false

		2206						LN		74		16		false		          16      allowances every year since the beginning of the				false

		2207						LN		74		17		false		          17      program?				false

		2208						LN		74		18		false		          18  A   I couldn't speak to that, how many allowances we get				false

		2209						LN		74		19		false		          19      every year.				false

		2210						LN		74		20		false		          20  Q   And Ecology set an overall program emission allowance				false

		2211						LN		74		21		false		          21      gap which declines every year?				false

		2212						LN		74		22		false		          22  A   I couldn't speak to that.  Mr. Wilding or Ms. Ghosh				false

		2213						LN		74		23		false		          23      are more familiar with the details of that.				false

		2214						LN		74		24		false		          24  Q   I'd like to turn to an exhibit.				false

		2215						LN		74		25		false		          25          Can you please turn --				false

		2216						PG		75		0		false		page 75				false

		2217						LN		75		1		false		           1  A   Or Mr. Link.				false

		2218						LN		75		2		false		           2  Q   Can you please turn to JRS-9X.				false

		2219						LN		75		3		false		           3  A   I am there.				false

		2220						LN		75		4		false		           4  Q   I can get there too.				false

		2221						LN		75		5		false		           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Hold on just				false

		2222						LN		75		6		false		           6      one minute.  We don't have all of these in paper form				false

		2223						LN		75		7		false		           7      yet, so we're looking.				false

		2224						LN		75		8		false		           8                        MR. SYKES:  I need a moment too, so				false

		2225						LN		75		9		false		           9      take your time.				false

		2226						LN		75		10		false		          10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Yeah, just				false

		2227						LN		75		11		false		          11      give us a minute.				false

		2228						LN		75		12		false		          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just to be clear,				false

		2229						LN		75		13		false		          13      public counsel, this is response to Public Counsel				false

		2230						LN		75		14		false		          14      Data Request 74?				false
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		2349						LN		80		3		false		           3  A   The alternative currently is WIJAM.  And what we're				false

		2350						LN		80		4		false		           4      shown is that, under WIJAM, it's more costly.				false

		2351						LN		80		5		false		           5  Q   All right.  Can we turn to Exhibit JRS-10X.				false

		2352						LN		80		6		false		           6  A   I'm there.				false

		2353						LN		80		7		false		           7  Q   Okay.  So this is -- this is PacifiCorp's response to				false

		2354						LN		80		8		false		           8      public counsel's Data Request 153.				false

		2355						LN		80		9		false		           9          The question I have is about Subpart D:  Did				false

		2356						LN		80		10		false		          10      PacifiCorp perform any analysis regarding the				false

		2357						LN		80		11		false		          11      differential between the allocation of Chehalis and				false

		2358						LN		80		12		false		          12      the acquisition of alternative generation sources				false

		2359						LN		80		13		false		          13      from now until 2030?				false

		2360						LN		80		14		false		          14          I'll go down to the answer:  The company is not				false

		2361						LN		80		15		false		          15      clear on how public counsel defines alternative				false

		2362						LN		80		16		false		          16      generation and what alternatives PacifiCorp is being				false

		2363						LN		80		17		false		          17      requested to consider.  However, no analysis is				false

		2364						LN		80		18		false		          18      necessary to review Washington's load and resource				false

		2365						LN		80		19		false		          19      balance to determine if Chehalis is necessary part of				false

		2366						LN		80		20		false		          20      the generation portfolio for Washington.				false

		2367						LN		80		21		false		          21          Did I read that correct?				false

		2368						LN		80		22		false		          22  A   Yeah.  I wasn't actually reading it while you were				false

		2369						LN		80		23		false		          23      talking, so I'm going to --				false

		2370						LN		80		24		false		          24  Q   That's fair.				false

		2371						LN		80		25		false		          25  A   Yeah.				false

		2372						PG		81		0		false		page 81				false

		2373						LN		81		1		false		           1  Q   It's no analysis was necessary, was PacifiCorp's				false

		2374						LN		81		2		false		           2      response?				false

		2375						LN		81		3		false		           3  A   Yes.  I mean, it's -- I don't know what that analysis				false

		2376						LN		81		4		false		           4      would be.  When I say we have, like, 200 different				false

		2377						LN		81		5		false		           5      types of resources, we'd be in endless amounts of				false

		2378						LN		81		6		false		           6      evaluation under a pretty vague question.  So as I've				false

		2379						LN		81		7		false		           7      said, you know, our approach is what is the most				false

		2380						LN		81		8		false		           8      logical route to serving Washington customers given				false

		2381						LN		81		9		false		           9      the guiding principles and trying to get a hundred				false

		2382						LN		81		10		false		          10      percent allocation across all of our system.				false

		2383						LN		81		11		false		          11  Q   Okay.  So Subpart I of that Question D:  If the				false

		2384						LN		81		12		false		          12      question to Subpart -- there's a typo -- D is "yes,"				false

		2385						LN		81		13		false		          13      provide any and all analysis and associated				false

		2386						LN		81		14		false		          14      documentation, et cetera.				false

		2387						LN		81		15		false		          15          So based on the answer to Part D that no analysis				false

		2388						LN		81		16		false		          16      was necessary, is it fair -- is it fair for public				false

		2389						LN		81		17		false		          17      counsel and the Commission to interpret that as no				false

		2390						LN		81		18		false		          18      analysis was done?  None was provided in that answer				false

		2391						LN		81		19		false		          19      to this DR.				false

		2392						LN		81		20		false		          20  A   No, I don't agree no analysis was done.  I don't know				false

		2393						LN		81		21		false		          21      what analysis you may be generically referring to in				false

		2394						LN		81		22		false		          22      terms of alternatives.  I mean, we've done an				false

		2395						LN		81		23		false		          23      analysis that includes Mr. Wilding's testimony that				false

		2396						LN		81		24		false		          24      looks at the load resource balance for Washington and				false

		2397						LN		81		25		false		          25      how what we're proposing maintains and actually				false

		2398						PG		82		0		false		page 82				false

		2399						LN		82		1		false		           1      improves that load resource balance.				false

		2400						LN		82		2		false		           2          We've done, you know, analysis of, I think				false

		2401						LN		82		3		false		           3      it's mainly -- I mean, we had several witnesses				false

		2402						LN		82		4		false		           4      that -- oh.  Mr. Mitchell.  That's who I was thinking				false

		2403						LN		82		5		false		           5      of -- of the power cost associated with the				false

		2404						LN		82		6		false		           6      allocation.				false

		2405						LN		82		7		false		           7          So I don't agree we haven't done no analysis.				false

		2406						LN		82		8		false		           8      But in terms of, like, have we done some alternative				false

		2407						LN		82		9		false		           9      generic analysis, I don't know what that's referring				false

		2408						LN		82		10		false		          10      to, and I think that's what we're saying in this				false

		2409						LN		82		11		false		          11      response.				false

		2410						LN		82		12		false		          12  Q   Okay.  But nothing is provided in response to				false

		2411						LN		82		13		false		          13      Subpart I?				false

		2412						LN		82		14		false		          14  A   No.  We have our own entire filing in -- as our --				false

		2413						LN		82		15		false		          15      for our case here, so we did not provide something in				false

		2414						LN		82		16		false		          16      addition in response to this DR.				false

		2415						LN		82		17		false		          17  Q   The answer to Subpart D does not refer to your				false

		2416						LN		82		18		false		          18      filing, nor does the question ask for it.  So...				false

		2417						LN		82		19		false		          19  A   Okay.  Sorry.  That was, I guess, implied.				false

		2418						LN		82		20		false		          20  Q   Okay.  Last topic I want to turn to.				false

		2419						LN		82		21		false		          21          So PacifiCorp's asking the Commission to approve				false

		2420						LN		82		22		false		          22      a new allocation methodology.  And in your testimony,				false

		2421						LN		82		23		false		          23      you refer to the -- well, how about you go to your				false

		2422						LN		82		24		false		          24      direct testimony.  Sorry.  Your rebuttal testimony.				false

		2423						LN		82		25		false		          25      This is Page 32, Line 1.				false

		2424						PG		83		0		false		page 83				false

		2425						LN		83		1		false		           1          Okay.  The Commission is generally agreed with a				false

		2426						LN		83		2		false		           2      principled approach based on whether the allocation				false

		2427						LN		83		3		false		           3      method meets the statutory requirement that assets				false

		2428						LN		83		4		false		           4      included in rates are used and useful and there are				false

		2429						LN		83		5		false		           5      quantifiable direct or indirect benefits to				false

		2430						LN		83		6		false		           6      Washington customers commensurate with costs.				false

		2431						LN		83		7		false		           7          So in your testimony, this is the standard that				false

		2432						LN		83		8		false		           8      we're working with to approve the methodology, an				false

		2433						LN		83		9		false		           9      allocation agreement?				false

		2434						LN		83		10		false		          10  A   At least in part, yes.				false

		2435						LN		83		11		false		          11  Q   Okay.  So in part.				false

		2436						LN		83		12		false		          12          So can you and I agree, then, that the Commission				false

		2437						LN		83		13		false		          13      should apply all Washington law and all Commission				false

		2438						LN		83		14		false		          14      orders to determine -- or to approve an allocation				false

		2439						LN		83		15		false		          15      agreement?				false

		2440						LN		83		16		false		          16  A   Yeah.				false

		2441						LN		83		17		false		          17  Q   Okay.  I want to talk about your rebuttal testimony a				false

		2442						LN		83		18		false		          18      little more.  If you can please turn to Page 27,				false

		2443						LN		83		19		false		          19      Lines 20 and 21.				false

		2444						LN		83		20		false		          20          You know what?  Let's get the whole question just				false

		2445						LN		83		21		false		          21      to give some context.				false

		2446						LN		83		22		false		          22          Do you agree with witness Moriyasu's analysis of				false

		2447						LN		83		23		false		          23      the company's proposed rates relative to inflation?				false

		2448						LN		83		24		false		          24          Answer:  No.				false

		2449						LN		83		25		false		          25          But at the bottom there:  Using the CPI for all				false

		2450						PG		84		0		false		page 84				false

		2451						LN		84		1		false		           1      urban customers for electricity in the west, the				false

		2452						LN		84		2		false		           2      average residential customer bill in 2010, adjusted				false

		2453						LN		84		3		false		           3      for inflation, would be $154.69.				false

		2454						LN		84		4		false		           4          Did I read that correctly?				false

		2455						LN		84		5		false		           5  A   Yes.				false

		2456						LN		84		6		false		           6  Q   So using the CPI for all urban consumers of				false

		2457						LN		84		7		false		           7      electricity in the west is what should have been used				false

		2458						LN		84		8		false		           8      per your testimony?				false

		2459						LN		84		9		false		           9  A   Should have been -- I mean, I think what I was just				false

		2460						LN		84		10		false		          10      trying to -- we certainly understand our costs have				false

		2461						LN		84		11		false		          11      increased, and a lot of those costs are fortunately				false

		2462						LN		84		12		false		          12      temporary in nature and will start falling off next				false

		2463						LN		84		13		false		          13      year.  We are not -- we are fully aware of the rate				false

		2464						LN		84		14		false		          14      pressures that our customers are facing, that we are				false

		2465						LN		84		15		false		          15      facing.  And so my point was really just a refinement				false

		2466						LN		84		16		false		          16      of, yes, our costs have gone up, but the costs on the				false

		2467						LN		84		17		false		          17      west, in particular, you can see have actually gone				false

		2468						LN		84		18		false		          18      up more than national average.				false

		2469						LN		84		19		false		          19          And so it was just providing a perspective.				false

		2470						LN		84		20		false		          20      Like, I'm not going to quibble about, you know, how				false

		2471						LN		84		21		false		          21      much our costs go -- went up.  We know they've gone				false

		2472						LN		84		22		false		          22      up.  And, fortunately, they're hopefully -- they'll				false

		2473						LN		84		23		false		          23      start coming down.  But that still goes to why we				false

		2474						LN		84		24		false		          24      need in this filing a new solid base from which to				false

		2475						LN		84		25		false		          25      work so that we can have more stability hopefully in				false

		2476						PG		85		0		false		page 85				false

		2477						LN		85		1		false		           1      our customers' rates and as we plan for the future.				false

		2478						LN		85		2		false		           2  Q   Okay.  So two follow-ups to that.				false

		2479						LN		85		3		false		           3          So Puget Sound Energy costs have gone up as well.				false

		2480						LN		85		4		false		           4      Is that a fair guess at least?				false

		2481						LN		85		5		false		           5  A   I believe so.  And I think you had a -- there was a				false

		2482						LN		85		6		false		           6      cross exhibit in there that had Puget Sound Energy				false

		2483						LN		85		7		false		           7      and Avista.				false

		2484						LN		85		8		false		           8  Q   Okay.				false

		2485						LN		85		9		false		           9  A   Which I didn't -- I haven't done -- independently				false

		2486						LN		85		10		false		          10      verified those numbers, but --				false

		2487						LN		85		11		false		          11  Q   But --				false

		2488						LN		85		12		false		          12  A   -- yes, I could see that --				false

		2489						LN		85		13		false		          13  Q   -- you've seen --				false

		2490						LN		85		14		false		          14  A   -- they also --				false

		2491						LN		85		15		false		          15  Q   -- the exhibit?				false

		2492						LN		85		16		false		          16  A   -- went up.  Yes.				false

		2493						LN		85		17		false		          17  Q   Okay.				false

		2494						LN		85		18		false		          18          Okay.  Can we actually turn to that exhibit.				false

		2495						LN		85		19		false		          19      It's JRS-13X.				false

		2496						LN		85		20		false		          20                        MR. LOWNEY:  PacifiCorp objects to				false

		2497						LN		85		21		false		          21      the use of this exhibit.  These are numbers that the				false

		2498						LN		85		22		false		          22      witness has not been able to verify.  They're				false

		2499						LN		85		23		false		          23      presented, and we have no basis nor had an				false

		2500						LN		85		24		false		          24      opportunity to review.				false

		2501						LN		85		25		false		          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Let's go ahead and				false

		2502						PG		86		0		false		page 86				false

		2503						LN		86		1		false		           1      let public counsel work on laying foundation.  I				false

		2504						LN		86		2		false		           2      think that was the initial objection.  And then feel				false

		2505						LN		86		3		false		           3      free to object.				false

		2506						LN		86		4		false		           4  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So you haven't had a chance to do				false

		2507						LN		86		5		false		           5      your own analysis of these numbers that I'm about to				false

		2508						LN		86		6		false		           6      show you; is that right?				false

		2509						LN		86		7		false		           7  A   I have not.				false

		2510						LN		86		8		false		           8  Q   But you've had a chance to look at them, it sounds				false

		2511						LN		86		9		false		           9      like?				false

		2512						LN		86		10		false		          10  A   Yes.				false

		2513						LN		86		11		false		          11  Q   Okay.  And you have no reason to dispute them?				false

		2514						LN		86		12		false		          12  A   I have no reason to dispute them, no.				false

		2515						LN		86		13		false		          13                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  I'd like to				false

		2516						LN		86		14		false		          14      introduce these numbers for illustrative purposes so				false

		2517						LN		86		15		false		          15      the Commission can see them.  Is that fair, Counsel?				false

		2518						LN		86		16		false		          16                        MR. McVEE:  No, I mean, I don't				false

		2519						LN		86		17		false		          17      understand.  If you're -- we continue our objection.				false

		2520						LN		86		18		false		          18      If you're using for illustrative purposes, you're				false

		2521						LN		86		19		false		          19      still going to make some comparison, but we have no				false

		2522						LN		86		20		false		          20      idea whether they're valid or not.				false

		2523						LN		86		21		false		          21                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  Ms. Steward has				false

		2524						LN		86		22		false		          22      had a chance to look at them, but the company could				false

		2525						LN		86		23		false		          23      have done an analysis between when I filed this and				false

		2526						LN		86		24		false		          24      today.				false

		2527						LN		86		25		false		          25                        MR. McVEE:  I think that this is				false

		2528						PG		87		0		false		page 87				false

		2529						LN		87		1		false		           1      for cross-examination.  I mean, we don't know what				false

		2530						LN		87		2		false		           2      the calculation is.  We don't -- we haven't been able				false

		2531						LN		87		3		false		           3      to look at each one of the numbers.  If there's any				false

		2532						LN		87		4		false		           4      comparison of the numbers, they could be right, but				false

		2533						LN		87		5		false		           5      they may not.  And so any discussion, you know, using				false

		2534						LN		87		6		false		           6      these numbers is going to be on facts that have not				false

		2535						LN		87		7		false		           7      been -- been proven.				false

		2536						LN		87		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I think				false

		2537						LN		87		9		false		           9      given the witness's answer that she has no reason to				false

		2538						LN		87		10		false		          10      dispute the numbers and public counsel's caveat that				false

		2539						LN		87		11		false		          11      they'll be used for illustrative purposes, we'll go				false

		2540						LN		87		12		false		          12      ahead and admit the exhibit and give it its due				false

		2541						LN		87		13		false		          13      weight in our consideration of it.  Thank you.				false

		2542						LN		87		14		false		          14                               (Company Cross-examination				false

		2543						LN		87		15		false		          15                                Exhibit JRS-13X admitted.)				false

		2544						LN		87		16		false		          16				false

		2545						LN		87		17		false		          17  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  Do you have this -- it's a				false

		2546						LN		87		18		false		          18      spreadsheet.  Do you have a way to look at it?				false

		2547						LN		87		19		false		          19  A   Yeah.  Oh.  I'm not looking -- I'm looking at a				false

		2548						LN		87		20		false		          20      printed version of it.				false

		2549						LN		87		21		false		          21  Q   Okay.  That's fine.				false

		2550						LN		87		22		false		          22          So at the bottom here, we have -- at the bottom				false

		2551						LN		87		23		false		          23      table, we have PacifiCorp's rates, PSE's rates, and				false

		2552						LN		87		24		false		          24      Avista's rates standardized to 1200 kilowatt hours.				false

		2553						LN		87		25		false		          25          PacifiCorp's rates increased -- from 2022 to				false

		2554						PG		88		0		false		page 88				false

		2555						LN		88		1		false		           1      current have gone up 71 percent.				false

		2556						LN		88		2		false		           2          Do you have any reason to dispute that number?				false

		2557						LN		88		3		false		           3  A   No.  I mean, again, I did not verify it, but I have				false

		2558						LN		88		4		false		           4      no reason to dispute it.  I'm not sure -- anyway, no,				false

		2559						LN		88		5		false		           5      I don't.				false

		2560						LN		88		6		false		           6  Q   I'd like to talk about PacifiCorp's service area for				false

		2561						LN		88		7		false		           7      a moment.  I have a map, but I don't think it makes				false

		2562						LN		88		8		false		           8      sense to pull it out.				false

		2563						LN		88		9		false		           9          PacifiCorp serves Benton County, Columbia County,				false

		2564						LN		88		10		false		          10      Garfield County, Yakima County, and Walla Walla				false

		2565						LN		88		11		false		          11      County.				false

		2566						LN		88		12		false		          12          Does that sound correct?				false

		2567						LN		88		13		false		          13  A   Yes.				false

		2568						LN		88		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  Have you looked at -- has PacifiCorp ever				false

		2569						LN		88		15		false		          15      reviewed the median income in any of these counties?				false

		2570						LN		88		16		false		          16  A   Certainly our folks have through different				false

		2571						LN		88		17		false		          17      proceedings before the Commission.				false

		2572						LN		88		18		false		          18  Q   The company has reviewed the median income in these				false

		2573						LN		88		19		false		          19      counties in other proceedings?				false

		2574						LN		88		20		false		          20  A   I know we've done a lot through the equity advisory				false

		2575						LN		88		21		false		          21      group and different proceedings looking at, you know,				false

		2576						LN		88		22		false		          22      setting our -- I can't think of the terminology --				false

		2577						LN		88		23		false		          23      the -- the different metrics that we've agreed to, to				false

		2578						LN		88		24		false		          24      continue to track.  And so, yes, I know parts of my				false

		2579						LN		88		25		false		          25      staff have looked at census data and stuff like that,				false

		2580						PG		89		0		false		page 89				false

		2581						LN		89		1		false		           1      but yeah.				false

		2582						LN		89		2		false		           2  Q   Okay.  So part of your staff have looked at census				false

		2583						LN		89		3		false		           3      data?				false

		2584						LN		89		4		false		           4  A   Oh.  Certainly.				false

		2585						LN		89		5		false		           5  Q   Okay.  Which would include median incomes?				false

		2586						LN		89		6		false		           6  A   Certainly.				false

		2587						LN		89		7		false		           7  Q   Okay.  So as you oversee the staff, have you ever				false

		2588						LN		89		8		false		           8      reviewed those numbers?				false

		2589						LN		89		9		false		           9  A   Not recently.				false

		2590						LN		89		10		false		          10  Q   Not recently.				false

		2591						LN		89		11		false		          11          At some point have you?				false

		2592						LN		89		12		false		          12  A   I -- I don't actually recall.  I mean, I've reviewed				false

		2593						LN		89		13		false		          13      filings that may have included those.				false

		2594						LN		89		14		false		          14  Q   I think I'm running out of time, so I want to be				false

		2595						LN		89		15		false		          15      quick here.				false

		2596						LN		89		16		false		          16          Have you ever been to any of the communities in				false

		2597						LN		89		17		false		          17      these counties?				false

		2598						LN		89		18		false		          18  A   I certainly have.				false

		2599						LN		89		19		false		          19  Q   Have you been in Dayton, Washington?				false

		2600						LN		89		20		false		          20  A   In what?				false

		2601						LN		89		21		false		          21  Q   Dayton, Washington, and Walla Walla County?				false

		2602						LN		89		22		false		          22  A   Boy, I don't remember I've been to Dayton.  I've				false

		2603						LN		89		23		false		          23      been -- I've been on several meetings touring				false

		2604						LN		89		24		false		          24      facilities, meeting with members of the community				false

		2605						LN		89		25		false		          25      action programs and participants on our EAG.  But I				false

		2606						PG		90		0		false		page 90				false

		2607						LN		90		1		false		           1      can't remember if I've been to Dayton.				false

		2608						LN		90		2		false		           2  Q   Can you and I agree that these communities are				false

		2609						LN		90		3		false		           3      not what most people would call urban?				false

		2610						LN		90		4		false		           4  A   That they are not urban?				false

		2611						LN		90		5		false		           5  Q   They are not urban.				false

		2612						LN		90		6		false		           6  A   Oh.  Correct.  I mean, we serve a pretty rural part				false

		2613						LN		90		7		false		           7      throughout our entire six states.  We are more of a				false

		2614						LN		90		8		false		           8      rural utility than we are an urban utility.  And				false

		2615						LN		90		9		false		           9      Washington is no different.				false

		2616						LN		90		10		false		          10  Q   Okay.  I think I'm going to get an objection on this				false

		2617						LN		90		11		false		          11      too, but I'd like to turn to JRS-14X.				false

		2618						LN		90		12		false		          12  A   Okay.				false

		2619						LN		90		13		false		          13  Q   So you've testified that your staff has reviewed the				false

		2620						LN		90		14		false		          14      median incomes or the census data in these				false

		2621						LN		90		15		false		          15      communities?				false

		2622						LN		90		16		false		          16  A   I would presume as part of our work in looking at the				false

		2623						LN		90		17		false		          17      vulnerable communities and preparing our different				false

		2624						LN		90		18		false		          18      metrics.				false

		2625						LN		90		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  So I just want to confirm PacifiCorp's -- or				false

		2626						LN		90		20		false		          20      compare PacifiCorp's service area there listed with				false

		2627						LN		90		21		false		          21      PSE's service area.				false

		2628						LN		90		22		false		          22                        MR. McVEE:  So, again, we have				false

		2629						LN		90		23		false		          23      to -- as counsel anticipated, we're objecting to this				false

		2630						LN		90		24		false		          24      cross exhibit.  This is just information that the				false

		2631						LN		90		25		false		          25      witness has said that hasn't reviewed recently.  This				false

		2632						PG		91		0		false		page 91				false

		2633						LN		91		1		false		           1      is --				false

		2634						LN		91		2		false		           2                        MR. SYKES:  She testified that she				false

		2635						LN		91		3		false		           3      has reviewed it, though.				false

		2636						LN		91		4		false		           4                        MR. McVEE:  In the past.  But				false

		2637						LN		91		5		false		           5      not -- this is 2024 information.  And so I believe				false

		2638						LN		91		6		false		           6      that -- well, through '22, '23, '24.  And I believe				false

		2639						LN		91		7		false		           7      she said in the past or members of her staff have				false

		2640						LN		91		8		false		           8      reviewed as part of other proceedings.				false

		2641						LN		91		9		false		           9          So object as to relevance of this relative to the				false

		2642						LN		91		10		false		          10      request and the PCORC and the -- and allocation				false

		2643						LN		91		11		false		          11      methodology.				false

		2644						LN		91		12		false		          12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Do you have any				false

		2645						LN		91		13		false		          13      response as to the relevance objection?				false

		2646						LN		91		14		false		          14                        MR. SYKES:  I believe it's				false

		2647						LN		91		15		false		          15      relevant.  Public counsel has made affordability part				false

		2648						LN		91		16		false		          16      of its case.  She has rebutted that testimony.  She				false

		2649						LN		91		17		false		          17      has said that you should use the CPI urban area -- or				false

		2650						LN		91		18		false		          18      urban metric of inflation.				false

		2651						LN		91		19		false		          19          Here, we're looking at the counties PacifiCorp				false

		2652						LN		91		20		false		          20      serves and comparing median income in those -- in				false

		2653						LN		91		21		false		          21      those counties, and I submit that's relevant.				false

		2654						LN		91		22		false		          22          Her staff has had a chance to look at this data				false

		2655						LN		91		23		false		          23      in the past.  I don't know when in the past, but she				false

		2656						LN		91		24		false		          24      has seen this at some point.  I'm willing to just				false

		2657						LN		91		25		false		          25      show it now and not put it in the record, but I think				false

		2658						PG		92		0		false		page 92				false

		2659						LN		92		1		false		           1      it should be shown.				false

		2660						LN		92		2		false		           2                        MR. McVEE:  But the witness has not				false

		2661						LN		92		3		false		           3      raised -- she raised issues specific about an				false

		2662						LN		92		4		false		           4      alternative inflationary index.  But she did not				false

		2663						LN		92		5		false		           5      challenge and say that there was no inflationary				false

		2664						LN		92		6		false		           6      impact or challenge the rates relative to inflation,				false

		2665						LN		92		7		false		           7      of the company.				false

		2666						LN		92		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  As to the				false

		2667						LN		92		9		false		           9      exhibit, itself, it looks like it is data from a				false

		2668						LN		92		10		false		          10      government website.  I see no infirmity with the				false

		2669						LN		92		11		false		          11      exhibit, itself.  And I do believe as to overall				false

		2670						LN		92		12		false		          12      costs, it should be admitted and given its due				false

		2671						LN		92		13		false		          13      weight.				false

		2672						LN		92		14		false		          14          As to the witness's specific knowledge of the				false

		2673						LN		92		15		false		          15      numbers contained therein, the witness can only				false

		2674						LN		92		16		false		          16      answer to the best of their ability, and so there may				false

		2675						LN		92		17		false		          17      be another objection, I presume, if we get beyond the				false

		2676						LN		92		18		false		          18      witness's knowledge.  But for the purposes of the				false

		2677						LN		92		19		false		          19      exhibit, itself, we can go ahead and admit that one				false

		2678						LN		92		20		false		          20      as well.  That's JRS-14X.				false

		2679						LN		92		21		false		          21                               (Company Cross-examination				false

		2680						LN		92		22		false		          22                                Exhibit JRS-14X admitted.)				false

		2681						LN		92		23		false		          23				false

		2682						LN		92		24		false		          24                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And you can go				false

		2683						LN		92		25		false		          25      ahead and proceed with your questions.				false

		2684						PG		93		0		false		page 93				false

		2685						LN		93		1		false		           1  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So this is my last question				false

		2686						LN		93		2		false		           2      for you.				false

		2687						LN		93		3		false		           3          So comparing PacifiCorp's service territory and				false

		2688						LN		93		4		false		           4      PSE's service territory, can we agree that PSE has a				false

		2689						LN		93		5		false		           5      higher income, higher median income?				false

		2690						LN		93		6		false		           6  A   Yes.				false

		2691						LN		93		7		false		           7                        MR. SYKES:  That's all I have.				false

		2692						LN		93		8		false		           8      Thank you.				false

		2693						LN		93		9		false		           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		2694						LN		93		10		false		          10          And does that conclude your cross-examination?				false

		2695						LN		93		11		false		          11                        MR. SYKES:  It does.  Thank you,				false

		2696						LN		93		12		false		          12      Your Honor.				false

		2697						LN		93		13		false		          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2698						LN		93		14		false		          14          At this point, would the company like to conduct				false

		2699						LN		93		15		false		          15      any redirect?				false

		2700						LN		93		16		false		          16                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.				false

		2701						LN		93		17		false		          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And sorry, I don't				false

		2702						LN		93		18		false		          18      mean to cut you off.  I just want to confirm that				false

		2703						LN		93		19		false		          19      AWEC and The Energy Project have no cross for this				false

		2704						LN		93		20		false		          20      witness.  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2705						LN		93		21		false		          21          You may proceed.				false

		2706						LN		93		22		false		          22                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.				false

		2707						LN		93		23		false		          23      ////				false

		2708						LN		93		24		false		          24      ////				false

		2709						LN		93		25		false		          25      ////				false

		2710						PG		94		0		false		page 94				false

		2711						LN		94		1		false		           1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		2712						LN		94		2		false		           2      BY MR. McVEE:				false

		2713						LN		94		3		false		           3  Q   Is it true that there's no cost shift of CCA cost				false

		2714						LN		94		4		false		           4      associated with Chehalis from shareholders to				false

		2715						LN		94		5		false		           5      customers because the Washington retail load receives				false

		2716						LN		94		6		false		           6      no-cost allowances?				false

		2717						LN		94		7		false		           7  A   Correct.				false

		2718						LN		94		8		false		           8  Q   Is the future -- in the future, as no-cost allowances				false

		2719						LN		94		9		false		           9      are reduced, is it fair to say that the situs				false

		2720						LN		94		10		false		          10      assignment of Chehalis will allow PacifiCorp the				false

		2721						LN		94		11		false		          11      flexibility to operate in accordance with Washington				false

		2722						LN		94		12		false		          12      energy policy?				false

		2723						LN		94		13		false		          13  A   Yes.				false

		2724						LN		94		14		false		          14  Q   If PacifiCorp had presented alternatives, would it				false

		2725						LN		94		15		false		          15      have been more likely to result in an under- or				false

		2726						LN		94		16		false		          16      over-allocation of resources across all				false

		2727						LN		94		17		false		          17      jurisdictions?				false

		2728						LN		94		18		false		          18  A   Yes.  Because then we get into a situation of states				false

		2729						LN		94		19		false		          19      picking and choosing, and there are -- more often				false

		2730						LN		94		20		false		          20      than not, it would be the -- the company losing.  And				false

		2731						LN		94		21		false		          21      so it's -- what we're proposing is a hundred percent				false

		2732						LN		94		22		false		          22      allocation across all the states.				false

		2733						LN		94		23		false		          23  Q   And then one final question.				false

		2734						LN		94		24		false		          24          Is the 2020 protocol -- when was that originally				false

		2735						LN		94		25		false		          25      set to terminate?				false

		2736						PG		95		0		false		page 95				false

		2737						LN		95		1		false		           1  A   I want to say the end of '23.				false

		2738						LN		95		2		false		           2  Q   So it was extended.				false

		2739						LN		95		3		false		           3          Was that termination extended?				false

		2740						LN		95		4		false		           4  A   Yes.  It was extended for two years.				false

		2741						LN		95		5		false		           5  Q   So there was not agreement during the anticipated				false

		2742						LN		95		6		false		           6      period for further negotiations for the post-interim				false

		2743						LN		95		7		false		           7      period methodology, correct?				false

		2744						LN		95		8		false		           8  A   Correct.				false

		2745						LN		95		9		false		           9                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.  No more				false

		2746						LN		95		10		false		          10      questions.				false

		2747						LN		95		11		false		          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		2748						LN		95		12		false		          12          And just quick housekeeping for the record.				false

		2749						LN		95		13		false		          13      During this testimony, we admitted JRS-13X and				false

		2750						LN		95		14		false		          14      JRS-14X, which were objected to earlier.  But just				false

		2751						LN		95		15		false		          15      looking at the list, JRS-8X has already been admitted				false

		2752						LN		95		16		false		          16      as CM-3, an exhibit for public counsel.  But we did				false

		2753						LN		95		17		false		          17      not admit JRS-15X nor JRS-16X.				false

		2754						LN		95		18		false		          18          Thank you.  At this point in time, we'll go ahead				false

		2755						LN		95		19		false		          19      and turn to questions from the bench.				false

		2756						LN		95		20		false		          20                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes.  Just				false

		2757						LN		95		21		false		          21      briefly, Ms. Steward.  Thanks.				false

		2758						LN		95		22		false		          22          Public counsel asked you about the company's				false

		2759						LN		95		23		false		          23      intention to remove the costs of Chehalis from rates				false

		2760						LN		95		24		false		          24      and the other jurisdictions.  I don't ask you this to				false

		2761						LN		95		25		false		          25      question your veracity or to -- or sincerity of the				false

		2762						PG		96		0		false		page 96				false

		2763						LN		96		1		false		           1      company's intention, but I just want more background				false

		2764						LN		96		2		false		           2      here.				false

		2765						LN		96		3		false		           3          Has the company made this statement of its				false

		2766						LN		96		4		false		           4      intention other than in your testimony?  In other				false

		2767						LN		96		5		false		           5      words, is there some -- in a protocol or something				false

		2768						LN		96		6		false		           6      you have -- you know, where would one find this?				false

		2769						LN		96		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  So we made the				false

		2770						LN		96		8		false		           8      statement in all of our filings --				false

		2771						LN		96		9		false		           9                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.				false

		2772						LN		96		10		false		          10                        THE WITNESS:  -- across all the				false

		2773						LN		96		11		false		          11      states.  So we have indicated to them that we do				false

		2774						LN		96		12		false		          12      intend to file a deferral.  We have not yet done				false

		2775						LN		96		13		false		          13      that, because we're kind of waiting on just the				false

		2776						LN		96		14		false		          14      outcome of this proceeding.  Because it wouldn't				false

		2777						LN		96		15		false		          15      really make sense for us to file a deferral to remove				false

		2778						LN		96		16		false		          16      it from rates if it's not approved as a situs				false

		2779						LN		96		17		false		          17      resource for Washington in this proceeding.				false

		2780						LN		96		18		false		          18                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Right.				false

		2781						LN		96		19		false		          19          Assuming that it is and those filings go forward,				false

		2782						LN		96		20		false		          20      how -- other than maybe to go look at, you know, what				false

		2783						LN		96		21		false		          21      happens in those other states, is there a way to sort				false

		2784						LN		96		22		false		          22      of validate that that has happened, that the				false

		2785						LN		96		23		false		          23      deferrals were granted and show us that, I guess?				false

		2786						LN		96		24		false		          24                        THE WITNESS:  You can certainly be				false

		2787						LN		96		25		false		          25      part of a compliance --				false

		2788						PG		97		0		false		page 97				false

		2789						LN		97		1		false		           1                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yeah.				false

		2790						LN		97		2		false		           2                        THE WITNESS:  -- with a Commission				false

		2791						LN		97		3		false		           3      order that we --				false

		2792						LN		97		4		false		           4                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Right.				false

		2793						LN		97		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  -- provide those				false

		2794						LN		97		6		false		           6      notices.				false

		2795						LN		97		7		false		           7                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank				false

		2796						LN		97		8		false		           8      you.  Thanks.				false

		2797						LN		97		9		false		           9                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		2798						LN		97		10		false		          10                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  That's it.				false

		2799						LN		97		11		false		          11      That's all from me.  Thank you.				false

		2800						LN		97		12		false		          12                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Good				false

		2801						LN		97		13		false		          13      morning, Ms. Steward.				false

		2802						LN		97		14		false		          14                        THE WITNESS:  Good morning.				false

		2803						LN		97		15		false		          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So this may				false

		2804						LN		97		16		false		          16      be in someone else's testimony, and you can refer me				false

		2805						LN		97		17		false		          17      to them for a later question.  But this goes to the				false

		2806						LN		97		18		false		          18      conversation about -- conversation with staff about				false

		2807						LN		97		19		false		          19      the SG-F factor.				false

		2808						LN		97		20		false		          20          Now, you did say, We never say "never."				false

		2809						LN		97		21		false		          21                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		2810						LN		97		22		false		          22                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Which is				false

		2811						LN		97		23		false		          23      true, right?				false

		2812						LN		97		24		false		          24                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		2813						LN		97		25		false		          25                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  We deal with				false

		2814						PG		98		0		false		page 98				false

		2815						LN		98		1		false		           1      the case in front of us at the time.				false

		2816						LN		98		2		false		           2          But when would it be appropriate, in your mind,				false

		2817						LN		98		3		false		           3      for the Commission to relook at or for the company to				false

		2818						LN		98		4		false		           4      propose modification in Washington to the SG-F				false

		2819						LN		98		5		false		           5      factor?  Because you are going to be going through				false

		2820						LN		98		6		false		           6      this process with other states.  Things may or may				false

		2821						LN		98		7		false		           7      not be approved the way the company asks for it to be				false

		2822						LN		98		8		false		           8      allocated.				false

		2823						LN		98		9		false		           9          So at what point would it make sense to revisit				false

		2824						LN		98		10		false		          10      that fixed allocation?				false

		2825						LN		98		11		false		          11                        THE WITNESS:  It's hard to say.  I				false

		2826						LN		98		12		false		          12      mean, certainly -- what we've been trying to balance				false

		2827						LN		98		13		false		          13      is some level of certainty with flexibility to adapt				false

		2828						LN		98		14		false		          14      in the future.  But what we're starting with is we				false

		2829						LN		98		15		false		          15      need some certainty to work on planning for				false

		2830						LN		98		16		false		          16      Washington in this case.				false

		2831						LN		98		17		false		          17          Going forward, based on the outcomes of the other				false

		2832						LN		98		18		false		          18      states, if we are left with a material hole of cost				false

		2833						LN		98		19		false		          19      allocations, we would likely make filings.  I don't				false

		2834						LN		98		20		false		          20      know how we would address that in Washington at this				false

		2835						LN		98		21		false		          21      point.				false

		2836						LN		98		22		false		          22          I mean, we feel pretty firm about the need for				false

		2837						LN		98		23		false		          23      fixing those what are currently system-allocated				false

		2838						LN		98		24		false		          24      resources for Washington.  But if there is a material				false

		2839						LN		98		25		false		          25      hole we want to address in the future, I think we				false

		2840						PG		99		0		false		page 99				false

		2841						LN		99		1		false		           1      would make an application to do that.  But it's hard				false

		2842						LN		99		2		false		           2      to -- to say exactly when that could be.				false

		2843						LN		99		3		false		           3                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And the SG-F				false

		2844						LN		99		4		false		           4      factor is the arguments -- and, again, it may not be				false

		2845						LN		99		5		false		           5      in your testimony.  It may be in others.  It's				false

		2846						LN		99		6		false		           6      blurring together in my brain at the moment.  That's				false

		2847						LN		99		7		false		           7      why we have these hearings.				false

		2848						LN		99		8		false		           8          The basis is that Washington is not growing at				false

		2849						LN		99		9		false		           9      the same pace as other states and maybe does not have				false

		2850						LN		99		10		false		          10      data centers or other, you know, large -- large				false

		2851						LN		99		11		false		          11      demand in Washington versus other states and that				false

		2852						LN		99		12		false		          12      it's appropriate to fix it for that demand purpose,				false

		2853						LN		99		13		false		          13      for the load purpose.				false

		2854						LN		99		14		false		          14          Is that -- is that appropriate, or am I mixing				false

		2855						LN		99		15		false		          15      things up in my head?				false

		2856						LN		99		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  I wouldn't say it's				false

		2857						LN		99		17		false		          17      the basis.  I think that is a characteristic we're				false

		2858						LN		99		18		false		          18      taking at this time.  We certainly have a resource				false

		2859						LN		99		19		false		          19      need in Washington in order to meet our compliance				false

		2860						LN		99		20		false		          20      obligations for CETA.				false

		2861						LN		99		21		false		          21          Other states -- and we've addressed this in the				false

		2862						LN		99		22		false		          22      2026 protocol -- you know, where they do, we are				false

		2863						LN		99		23		false		          23      seeing some large data center loads.  And while we				false

		2864						LN		99		24		false		          24      haven't proposed to fix allocations there, we are				false

		2865						LN		99		25		false		          25      proposing that that -- those individual resources --				false

		2866						PG		100		0		false		page 100				false

		2867						LN		100		1		false		           1      or the resources needed to serve significant load				false

		2868						LN		100		2		false		           2      growth, that makes a mess of dynamic allocations,				false

		2869						LN		100		3		false		           3      that those be dealt with within the state.				false

		2870						LN		100		4		false		           4          So it wouldn't be subject to big swings in those				false

		2871						LN		100		5		false		           5      allocations.  But for Washington, it's -- as I said,				false

		2872						LN		100		6		false		           6      it's not really the basis for our proposal, but I				false

		2873						LN		100		7		false		           7      think it's just an aspect of why it is appropriate at				false

		2874						LN		100		8		false		           8      this time to still try to fix those allocations.				false

		2875						LN		100		9		false		           9                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  And				false

		2876						LN		100		10		false		          10      PacifiCorp needs not only resources to meet CETA.  It				false

		2877						LN		100		11		false		          11      also needs resources to meet resource adequacy,				false

		2878						LN		100		12		false		          12      correct?				false

		2879						LN		100		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Yes.				false

		2880						LN		100		14		false		          14                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So				false

		2881						LN		100		15		false		          15      it's both?				false

		2882						LN		100		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		2883						LN		100		17		false		          17                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  Thank				false

		2884						LN		100		18		false		          18      you.				false

		2885						LN		100		19		false		          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe				false

		2886						LN		100		20		false		          20      that concludes our questions.				false

		2887						LN		100		21		false		          21          You may be excused at this point in time.				false

		2888						LN		100		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		2889						LN		100		23		false		          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		2890						LN		100		24		false		          24                               (Witness excused.)				false

		2891						LN		100		25		false		          25      ////				false

		2892						PG		101		0		false		page 101				false

		2893						LN		101		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  At this point in				false

		2894						LN		101		2		false		           2      time, let's go ahead and take a ten-minute break.  We				false

		2895						LN		101		3		false		           3      will be off the record.  We will return at 10:50 for				false

		2896						LN		101		4		false		           4      our next witness.  Thank you.				false

		2897						LN		101		5		false		           5                               (Pause in proceedings from				false

		2898						LN		101		6		false		           6                                10:40 a.m. to 10:53 a.m.)				false

		2899						LN		101		7		false		           7				false

		2900						LN		101		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Welcome				false

		2901						LN		101		9		false		           9      back, everybody.  It is now 10:53 a.m.  Let's please				false

		2902						LN		101		10		false		          10      be back on the record.  Thank you.				false

		2903						LN		101		11		false		          11          We will go ahead and proceed to our next witness,				false

		2904						LN		101		12		false		          12      who is Richard Link, for the company.  And let me				false

		2905						LN		101		13		false		          13      turn my camera back on.				false

		2906						LN		101		14		false		          14          Okay.  Thank you very much.				false

		2907						LN		101		15		false		          15          If you would please raise your right hand, and				false

		2908						LN		101		16		false		          16      I'll swear you in.				false

		2909						LN		101		17		false		          17          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you				false

		2910						LN		101		18		false		          18      will give today will be the truth and the whole				false

		2911						LN		101		19		false		          19      truth?				false

		2912						LN		101		20		false		          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		2913						LN		101		21		false		          21				false

		2914						LN		101		22		false		          22      RICK T. LINK,              having been first duly sworn				false

		2915						LN		101		23		false		          23                                 by Administrative Law Judge				false

		2916						LN		101		24		false		          24                                 Thompson, was examined and				false

		2917						LN		101		25		false		          25                                 testified as follows:				false

		2918						PG		102		0		false		page 102				false

		2919						LN		102		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You				false

		2920						LN		102		2		false		           2      may be seated.				false

		2921						LN		102		3		false		           3				false

		2922						LN		102		4		false		           4                        DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		2923						LN		102		5		false		           5      BY MR. McVEE:				false

		2924						LN		102		6		false		           6  Q   Good morning.				false

		2925						LN		102		7		false		           7  A   Good morning.				false

		2926						LN		102		8		false		           8  Q   I believe there's -- we'll have to make a quick				false

		2927						LN		102		9		false		           9      correction for the witness's name.				false

		2928						LN		102		10		false		          10          Could you state and spell your name for the				false

		2929						LN		102		11		false		          11      record, please.				false

		2930						LN		102		12		false		          12  A   Yes.  My name is Rick T. Link, spelled R-i-c-k T.				false

		2931						LN		102		13		false		          13      L-i-n-k.				false

		2932						LN		102		14		false		          14  Q   Thank you.				false

		2933						LN		102		15		false		          15          And what is your position at PacifiCorp?				false

		2934						LN		102		16		false		          16  A   I am senior vice president, resource planning and				false

		2935						LN		102		17		false		          17      procurement.				false

		2936						LN		102		18		false		          18  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits				false

		2937						LN		102		19		false		          19      in this proceeding?				false

		2938						LN		102		20		false		          20  A   Yes.				false

		2939						LN		102		21		false		          21  Q   And do you have any corrections to your testimony or				false

		2940						LN		102		22		false		          22      exhibits --				false

		2941						LN		102		23		false		          23  A   No.				false

		2942						LN		102		24		false		          24  Q   -- today?				false

		2943						LN		102		25		false		          25  A   No.				false

		2944						PG		103		0		false		page 103				false

		2945						LN		103		1		false		           1  Q   And if I were to ask you the questions in your				false

		2946						LN		103		2		false		           2      testimony again today, would you have the same				false

		2947						LN		103		3		false		           3      response?				false

		2948						LN		103		4		false		           4  A   Yes.				false

		2949						LN		103		5		false		           5                        MR. McVEE:  All right.  The witness				false

		2950						LN		103		6		false		           6      is available for cross-examination.				false

		2951						LN		103		7		false		           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very				false

		2952						LN		103		8		false		           8      much.				false

		2953						LN		103		9		false		           9          And apologies about using your wrong name.				false

		2954						LN		103		10		false		          10          Staff, you've indicated cross for this witness.				false

		2955						LN		103		11		false		          11      You may proceed when you're ready.				false

		2956						LN		103		12		false		          12                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Thank you, Your				false

		2957						LN		103		13		false		          13      Honor.				false

		2958						LN		103		14		false		          14				false

		2959						LN		103		15		false		          15                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		2960						LN		103		16		false		          16      BY MR. O'BRIEN:				false

		2961						LN		103		17		false		          17  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.				false

		2962						LN		103		18		false		          18  A   Good morning.				false

		2963						LN		103		19		false		          19  Q   All right.  So let's start with some of your				false

		2964						LN		103		20		false		          20      testimony about recovery in the case.				false

		2965						LN		103		21		false		          21          So you testify in RTL-3T on Page 15.  And I'll				false

		2966						LN		103		22		false		          22      give you a second to get to there.				false

		2967						LN		103		23		false		          23  A   Thank you.				false

		2968						LN		103		24		false		          24          I'm there.				false

		2969						LN		103		25		false		          25  Q   All right.  You testify there that the company's not				false

		2970						PG		104		0		false		page 104				false

		2971						LN		104		1		false		           1      seeking to overcollect on its costs.				false

		2972						LN		104		2		false		           2          So just to be clear up front:  The Commission and				false

		2973						LN		104		3		false		           3      the company should be trying to ensure as close to a				false

		2974						LN		104		4		false		           4      hundred percent allocation as possible, correct?				false

		2975						LN		104		5		false		           5      That's the ideal?				false

		2976						LN		104		6		false		           6  A   Yes.  We are -- I think even as Ms. Steward alluded				false

		2977						LN		104		7		false		           7      to, one of the outcomes we're shooting for here is to				false

		2978						LN		104		8		false		           8      get a hundred percent -- the opportunity to get a				false

		2979						LN		104		9		false		           9      hundred percent cost recovery through a set of				false

		2980						LN		104		10		false		          10      allocation methodologies and assumptions that add to				false

		2981						LN		104		11		false		          11      one essentially.				false

		2982						LN		104		12		false		          12  Q   And as has been previously stated, some resources are				false

		2983						LN		104		13		false		          13      over-allocated, and some are under-allocated within				false

		2984						LN		104		14		false		          14      your system, just on a resource-by-resource basis?				false

		2985						LN		104		15		false		          15  A   Not in our proposal.  So are you talking about --				false

		2986						LN		104		16		false		          16  Q   As currently stated.				false

		2987						LN		104		17		false		          17  A   Yes.				false

		2988						LN		104		18		false		          18  Q   What major resources are under-allocated across the				false

		2989						LN		104		19		false		          19      system currently?				false

		2990						LN		104		20		false		          20  A   Without getting into a unit by unit -- I can't go				false

		2991						LN		104		21		false		          21      through all 200-ish that Joelle mentioned in her				false

		2992						LN		104		22		false		          22      testimony this morning.  You know, for example, we				false

		2993						LN		104		23		false		          23      have gas facilities on the east side of our system --				false

		2994						LN		104		24		false		          24      Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, et cetera -- that				false

		2995						LN		104		25		false		          25      are not allocated to Washington.  It will also				false

		2996						PG		105		0		false		page 105				false

		2997						LN		105		1		false		           1      include coal facilities that are operating today that				false

		2998						LN		105		2		false		           2      are not allocated to Washington as well, as a few				false

		2999						LN		105		3		false		           3      examples.				false

		3000						LN		105		4		false		           4  Q   And that's in the record currently?				false

		3001						LN		105		5		false		           5  A   I don't know if, based off what's been submitted into				false

		3002						LN		105		6		false		           6      the record today, exactly -- I was just answering				false

		3003						LN		105		7		false		           7      your question.				false

		3004						LN		105		8		false		           8  Q   And one of those major resources that the company is				false

		3005						LN		105		9		false		           9      seeking to reallocate and is currently				false

		3006						LN		105		10		false		          10      under-allocated would be Rolling Hills, yes?				false

		3007						LN		105		11		false		          11  A   Rolling Hills, just -- it's a bit of a different				false

		3008						LN		105		12		false		          12      story with Rolling Hills.  The allocation we've				false

		3009						LN		105		13		false		          13      proposed in our filing adding to Washington's				false

		3010						LN		105		14		false		          14      allocation is the percentage that the Washingt- --				false

		3011						LN		105		15		false		          15      sorry -- the Oregon commission did not accept into				false

		3012						LN		105		16		false		          16      rates years ago.				false

		3013						LN		105		17		false		          17  Q   And it would be fair to say that if, slash, when				false

		3014						LN		105		18		false		          18      Rolling Hills, the unallocated portion, is allocated				false

		3015						LN		105		19		false		          19      to Washington, that would significantly narrow what				false

		3016						LN		105		20		false		          20      the company is claiming is under-allocated across its				false

		3017						LN		105		21		false		          21      system, yes?				false

		3018						LN		105		22		false		          22  A   Not even close.  You know, I mention gas plants.				false

		3019						LN		105		23		false		          23      Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, those units, in				false

		3020						LN		105		24		false		          24      terms of capacity, dwarf the amount we're proposing				false

		3021						LN		105		25		false		          25      to allocate to Washington when it comes to Oregon's				false

		3022						PG		106		0		false		page 106				false

		3023						LN		106		1		false		           1      unallocated share.				false

		3024						LN		106		2		false		           2  Q   And these other facilities, they -- it's not that				false

		3025						LN		106		3		false		           3      they are just under-allocated or would be reallocated				false

		3026						LN		106		4		false		           4      to Washington.  You're saying they're under-allocated				false

		3027						LN		106		5		false		           5      across the system?				false

		3028						LN		106		6		false		           6  A   I'm saying the -- when you add up all the allocation				false

		3029						LN		106		7		false		           7      factors among the six jurisdictions or states in				false

		3030						LN		106		8		false		           8      which we operate, they don't add to one.  They're				false

		3031						LN		106		9		false		           9      less than one.				false

		3032						LN		106		10		false		          10  Q   Moving on a little bit.				false

		3033						LN		106		11		false		          11          You heard my discussion with Ms. Steward earlier				false

		3034						LN		106		12		false		          12      about the oversubscription risk with SG-F and				false

		3035						LN		106		13		false		          13      situs-assigned renewables, yes?				false

		3036						LN		106		14		false		          14  A   I did hear that.				false

		3037						LN		106		15		false		          15  Q   And just to kind of rehash a little bit, SG-F is				false

		3038						LN		106		16		false		          16      separate from situs assignment and won't account for				false

		3039						LN		106		17		false		          17      situs resources, yes?				false

		3040						LN		106		18		false		          18  A   They're two separate things.  Situs is essentially				false

		3041						LN		106		19		false		          19      100 percent allocation factor, and SG-F is a fixed				false

		3042						LN		106		20		false		          20      allocation factor derived from history, four years of				false

		3043						LN		106		21		false		          21      history.  Round numbers, it's right around 8 percent.				false

		3044						LN		106		22		false		          22  Q   But when you're assigning one or the other, they				false

		3045						LN		106		23		false		          23      don't take each other into account, so SG-F won't				false

		3046						LN		106		24		false		          24      account for situs-assigned resources?				false

		3047						LN		106		25		false		          25  A   I'm not sure I understand the question of how one				false

		3048						PG		107		0		false		page 107				false

		3049						LN		107		1		false		           1      resource affects an allocation potentially of				false

		3050						LN		107		2		false		           2      another.				false

		3051						LN		107		3		false		           3          The proposed allocation methodologies for SG-F				false

		3052						LN		107		4		false		           4      are for existing resources, not for new resources,				false

		3053						LN		107		5		false		           5      moving forward.  Those are addressed in a separate				false

		3054						LN		107		6		false		           6      clause within our proposed '26 allocation				false

		3055						LN		107		7		false		           7      methodology.				false

		3056						LN		107		8		false		           8  Q   I think you actually answered my question just there.				false

		3057						LN		107		9		false		           9          So the same question to you, then.  Isn't there a				false

		3058						LN		107		10		false		          10      inherently -- inherent risk of oversubscription for				false

		3059						LN		107		11		false		          11      customers if you've got these two separate ways of				false

		3060						LN		107		12		false		          12      adding resources or allocating resources to the				false

		3061						LN		107		13		false		          13      system, that you're inherently going to have some				false

		3062						LN		107		14		false		          14      risk of more resources on the system for Washington				false

		3063						LN		107		15		false		          15      than what Washington customers need?				false

		3064						LN		107		16		false		          16  A   I think those are two separate questions, at least as				false

		3065						LN		107		17		false		          17      I'm hearing it.				false

		3066						LN		107		18		false		          18          So I don't think there's any risk that there will				false

		3067						LN		107		19		false		          19      be an over-allocation of future resources to				false

		3068						LN		107		20		false		          20      Washington.  For existing resources, our proposal is				false

		3069						LN		107		21		false		          21      again not to over-allocate anything.  In fact, it's				false

		3070						LN		107		22		false		          22      the opposite.  It's to create a new and establish a				false

		3071						LN		107		23		false		          23      new baseline, as Ms. Steward mentioned, where				false

		3072						LN		107		24		false		          24      everything sums to one.  Nothing's under.  Nothing's				false

		3073						LN		107		25		false		          25      over.  And that would apply for forward-looking				false

		3074						PG		108		0		false		page 108				false

		3075						LN		108		1		false		           1      resources as well.				false

		3076						LN		108		2		false		           2          And so I really don't see any risk of an				false

		3077						LN		108		3		false		           3      over-allocation.  I mean, subject to commissions				false

		3078						LN		108		4		false		           4      making different decisions through the various				false

		3079						LN		108		5		false		           5      proceedings we're going through.  But in terms of our				false

		3080						LN		108		6		false		           6      proposal, we're not proposing a methodology that				false

		3081						LN		108		7		false		           7      would incorporate risk for over-allocation to				false

		3082						LN		108		8		false		           8      Washington customers.				false

		3083						LN		108		9		false		           9  Q   All right.  So we're going to move on slightly.				false

		3084						LN		108		10		false		          10          In your testimony, your rebuttal testimony,				false

		3085						LN		108		11		false		          11      RTL-3T, on Page 7, Lines 6 to 7, and then again on				false

		3086						LN		108		12		false		          12      Page 10, you state the Commission's already found the				false

		3087						LN		108		13		false		          13      Rolling Hills facility to be prudent, correct?				false

		3088						LN		108		14		false		          14  A   Correct.				false

		3089						LN		108		15		false		          15  Q   And as the basis for that conclusion, you cite to				false

		3090						LN		108		16		false		          16      Docket UE-191024, which was the adoption case for the				false

		3091						LN		108		17		false		          17      WIJAM.				false

		3092						LN		108		18		false		          18  A   Can you -- you said -- you gave me two page numbers.				false

		3093						LN		108		19		false		          19      I just want to make sure I'm seeing the correct				false

		3094						LN		108		20		false		          20      reference.				false

		3095						LN		108		21		false		          21  Q   Yeah.  I believe the citation is on Page 7.				false

		3096						LN		108		22		false		          22  A   And this is -- I'm sorry.  This is RTL-3T?				false

		3097						LN		108		23		false		          23  Q   Yes.				false

		3098						LN		108		24		false		          24  A   What line on Page 7?				false

		3099						LN		108		25		false		          25  Q   Either way, what is the basis for your conclusion?				false

		3100						PG		109		0		false		page 109				false

		3101						LN		109		1		false		           1  A   Basically, generally, it's Rolling Hills is				false

		3102						LN		109		2		false		           2      incorporated into Washington rates through a prior				false

		3103						LN		109		3		false		           3      rate proceeding, I think both in its initial form and				false

		3104						LN		109		4		false		           4      as a repowered facility a few years back.  And from				false

		3105						LN		109		5		false		           5      that standpoint, that's how I draw the conclusion				false

		3106						LN		109		6		false		           6      that the Commission has established that it's a				false

		3107						LN		109		7		false		           7      prudent resource, used and useful, for inclusion in				false

		3108						LN		109		8		false		           8      Washington rates.				false

		3109						LN		109		9		false		           9  Q   And that prior rate case was the WIJAM case.  That				false

		3110						LN		109		10		false		          10      was what originally incorporated the repowering, yes?				false

		3111						LN		109		11		false		          11  A   That's why I was asking for the reference to make				false

		3112						LN		109		12		false		          12      sure I was getting the right case.  I don't out of				false

		3113						LN		109		13		false		          13      memory recall the specific case, but if -- if you do				false

		3114						LN		109		14		false		          14      see a footnote, I would assume that footnote is				false

		3115						LN		109		15		false		          15      accurate to the best of my knowledge.				false

		3116						LN		109		16		false		          16  Q   So let's just say subject to check for...				false

		3117						LN		109		17		false		          17  A   Fair enough.				false

		3118						LN		109		18		false		          18  Q   So please turn to Page 4 of Exhibit RTL-8X, the cross				false

		3119						LN		109		19		false		          19      exhibit that is the WIJAM MOU.				false

		3120						LN		109		20		false		          20  A   I'm there.				false

		3121						LN		109		21		false		          21  Q   All right.  So looking at Term 2 of the WIJAM, titled				false

		3122						LN		109		22		false		          22      "Prudence," you see the first line stating the				false

		3123						LN		109		23		false		          23      proposed allocation of a particular expense or				false

		3124						LN		109		24		false		          24      investment under this agreement is not intended to or				false

		3125						LN		109		25		false		          25      will not prejudge the prudence of those costs?				false

		3126						PG		110		0		false		page 110				false

		3127						LN		110		1		false		           1          Do you see that line?				false

		3128						LN		110		2		false		           2  A   I do.				false

		3129						LN		110		3		false		           3  Q   So given that term, do you believe that the WIJAM can				false

		3130						LN		110		4		false		           4      establish prudence of a resource?				false

		3131						LN		110		5		false		           5  A   I don't think the WIJAM, itself, would be a method to				false

		3132						LN		110		6		false		           6      establish prudence.  It's the usual cast of				false

		3133						LN		110		7		false		           7      characters that establish prudence on whether it's				false

		3134						LN		110		8		false		           8      used and useful, whether it's beneficial for				false

		3135						LN		110		9		false		           9      customers, and things of that nature, the -- the				false

		3136						LN		110		10		false		          10      traditional prudence standard.				false

		3137						LN		110		11		false		          11  Q   So we're going to go back to your rebuttal testimony				false

		3138						LN		110		12		false		          12      now, RTL-3T.				false

		3139						LN		110		13		false		          13  A   Okay.				false

		3140						LN		110		14		false		          14  Q   You argue that staff's proposals don't take into				false

		3141						LN		110		15		false		          15      account the cost of bringing new generation online,				false

		3142						LN		110		16		false		          16      correct?				false

		3143						LN		110		17		false		          17  A   Can you point me to the...				false

		3144						LN		110		18		false		          18  Q   That would be Page 7, Line 11.				false

		3145						LN		110		19		false		          19  A   So on Page 7, Line 11, I'm answering the question				false

		3146						LN		110		20		false		          20      around whether I agree with staff's hundred-and-				false

		3147						LN		110		21		false		          21      forty-five-dollar-per-megawatt-hour calculation.				false

		3148						LN		110		22		false		          22  Q   Yes.				false

		3149						LN		110		23		false		          23  A   And I -- and I say no and explain why.				false

		3150						LN		110		24		false		          24  Q   Yes.				false

		3151						LN		110		25		false		          25  A   Yes.				false

		3152						PG		111		0		false		page 111				false

		3153						LN		111		1		false		           1  Q   And you're saying that specifically for Rolling				false

		3154						LN		111		2		false		           2      Hills, staff is not accounting for many tax credits				false

		3155						LN		111		3		false		           3      or clean energy and production tax credits that would				false

		3156						LN		111		4		false		           4      be of -- that would no longer be available now,				false

		3157						LN		111		5		false		           5      correct?				false

		3158						LN		111		6		false		           6  A   Yeah, generally, the answer is on Page 7.				false

		3159						LN		111		7		false		           7  Q   So just as a baseline, even if Rolling Hills has				false

		3160						LN		111		8		false		           8      reallocated as Pac requests, will that be enough to				false

		3161						LN		111		9		false		           9      meet your clean energy interim targets?				false

		3162						LN		111		10		false		          10  A   Well, no.  We're not -- well, we don't really have at				false

		3163						LN		111		11		false		          11      this point interim targets for the next compliance				false

		3164						LN		111		12		false		          12      period.  We're wrapping up the last one.  So that's				false

		3165						LN		111		13		false		          13      the first caveat, I'll say, to address that question.				false

		3166						LN		111		14		false		          14      It's kind of unanswerable from that standpoint.				false

		3167						LN		111		15		false		          15          I will say it doesn't necessarily get us to a				false

		3168						LN		111		16		false		          16      hundred percent compliance with 2030-and-beyond				false

		3169						LN		111		17		false		          17      targets at that point.				false

		3170						LN		111		18		false		          18  Q   So a lot of your testimony here relies on the idea				false

		3171						LN		111		19		false		          19      that credits are no longer available, correct?				false

		3172						LN		111		20		false		          20  A   Are you referring to tax credits?				false

		3173						LN		111		21		false		          21  Q   Yes.  Tax credit -- PTCs specifically.				false

		3174						LN		111		22		false		          22  A   I think I mention -- and with a bit of time, I'm sure				false

		3175						LN		111		23		false		          23      I could point you to the right line.  I think you				false

		3176						LN		111		24		false		          24      know where it is.				false

		3177						LN		111		25		false		          25          But I do note that, with recent activities at the				false

		3178						PG		112		0		false		page 112				false

		3179						LN		112		1		false		           1      federal level, that in legislation that have passed,				false

		3180						LN		112		2		false		           2      we're looking at a sharp phaseout of tax credits that				false

		3181						LN		112		3		false		           3      we were planning for, in addition to changes in rules				false

		3182						LN		112		4		false		           4      around qualification for tax credits that inject a				false

		3183						LN		112		5		false		           5      fair amount of uncertainty as to whether entities,				false

		3184						LN		112		6		false		           6      the taxpayers that are relying on those tax credits,				false

		3185						LN		112		7		false		           7      will be able to qualify in the end.  So, yes, I do				false

		3186						LN		112		8		false		           8      make mention of that in my testimony.				false

		3187						LN		112		9		false		           9  Q   So that argument's inherently hindsight, though,				false

		3188						LN		112		10		false		          10      isn't it?  You're saying the Commission should accept				false

		3189						LN		112		11		false		          11      a high-cost facility because a competing facility				false

		3190						LN		112		12		false		          12      would now not qualify for incentives and tax credits.				false

		3191						LN		112		13		false		          13      But those credits were available at the time you				false

		3192						LN		112		14		false		          14      would have been constructing an alternative facility,				false

		3193						LN		112		15		false		          15      yes?				false

		3194						LN		112		16		false		          16  A   I don't agree with the premise of the question.  I				false

		3195						LN		112		17		false		          17      think my testimony is simply trying to address the				false

		3196						LN		112		18		false		          18      testimony from staff, which express the cost of				false

		3197						LN		112		19		false		          19      Rolling Hills on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.				false

		3198						LN		112		20		false		          20          And -- and so I'm highlighting the fact that if				false

		3199						LN		112		21		false		          21      you're going to compare that and then further				false

		3200						LN		112		22		false		          22      evaluate that relative to perhaps other options or				false

		3201						LN		112		23		false		          23      alternatives, that there are other factors that one				false

		3202						LN		112		24		false		          24      needs to consider.				false

		3203						LN		112		25		false		          25          I mean, when we established prudence and came in				false

		3204						PG		113		0		false		page 113				false

		3205						LN		113		1		false		           1      and looked for a cost recovery of really all our wind				false

		3206						LN		113		2		false		           2      facilities over the last decade-plus, a big part of				false

		3207						LN		113		3		false		           3      the analysis and benefit scenarios relies to tax				false

		3208						LN		113		4		false		           4      credits.				false

		3209						LN		113		5		false		           5          So I'm just highlighting that, you know, throwing				false

		3210						LN		113		6		false		           6      a number out of a hundred and forty-five dollars per				false

		3211						LN		113		7		false		           7      megawatt-hour, for folks who have some familiarity				false

		3212						LN		113		8		false		           8      with wind power purchase agreement prices and things				false

		3213						LN		113		9		false		           9      of that nature, will probably look at that and				false

		3214						LN		113		10		false		          10      indicate that is a really high cost for a resource.				false

		3215						LN		113		11		false		          11          And so I'm indicating that that's misleading.				false

		3216						LN		113		12		false		          12      It's not netting out, you know, tax credits, as one				false

		3217						LN		113		13		false		          13      example in part of my rebuttal testimony.				false

		3218						LN		113		14		false		          14  Q   You state that the company chose to repower the				false

		3219						LN		113		15		false		          15      Rolling Hills wind plant in late 2019, yes?				false

		3220						LN		113		16		false		          16  A   I believe so.  I know I've talked about it.  I just				false

		3221						LN		113		17		false		          17      from memory can't remember the exact date.  So				false

		3222						LN		113		18		false		          18      subject to check, that's --				false

		3223						LN		113		19		false		          19  Q   That is --				false

		3224						LN		113		20		false		          20  A   -- that's fine.				false

		3225						LN		113		21		false		          21  Q   -- Page 7, Line 16 and 17.				false

		3226						LN		113		22		false		          22  A   Thank you.				false

		3227						LN		113		23		false		          23  Q   And there were clean energy and production tax				false

		3228						LN		113		24		false		          24      credits available at that time for alternative wind				false

		3229						LN		113		25		false		          25      facilities, yes?  These -- the credits that you're				false

		3230						PG		114		0		false		page 114				false

		3231						LN		114		1		false		           1      talking about that are no longer available now?				false

		3232						LN		114		2		false		           2  A   You know, I -- I believe that there were some form of				false

		3233						LN		114		3		false		           3      tax credits available at that time.  Precisely which				false

		3234						LN		114		4		false		           4      and in what form of certainty, I cannot recall				false

		3235						LN		114		5		false		           5      without really going back.				false

		3236						LN		114		6		false		           6          There has been a fair amount of volatility and				false

		3237						LN		114		7		false		           7      short-term changes to tax credits.  Certainly tax				false

		3238						LN		114		8		false		           8      credits were eligible for Rolling Hills at that point				false

		3239						LN		114		9		false		           9      in time.  Again, it's one of the key value drivers to				false

		3240						LN		114		10		false		          10      that project.				false

		3241						LN		114		11		false		          11          And I'm not -- I'm just trying to be thorough in				false

		3242						LN		114		12		false		          12      my response in the sense that there's just a lot --				false

		3243						LN		114		13		false		          13      has been a lot of changes in tax credits.  Yes, they				false

		3244						LN		114		14		false		          14      were available.  At what level, I can't recall.				false

		3245						LN		114		15		false		          15  Q   Do you know if the company has put in any				false

		3246						LN		114		16		false		          16      contemporaneous documentation to show it considering				false

		3247						LN		114		17		false		          17      alternatives to that 2019 repowering?				false

		3248						LN		114		18		false		          18  A   I believe we would have had something in the filing				false

		3249						LN		114		19		false		          19      to approve that in rates.  I don't recall				false

		3250						LN		114		20		false		          20      specifically what that testimony is.  I would have to				false

		3251						LN		114		21		false		          21      go back and look.				false

		3252						LN		114		22		false		          22  Q   How long has PacifiCorp known about the CETA targets				false

		3253						LN		114		23		false		          23      it was meant to achieve by 2030?				false

		3254						LN		114		24		false		          24  A   I mean, we've -- it's hard for me to put an exact				false

		3255						LN		114		25		false		          25      time frame on it.  I know legislation was passed.				false

		3256						PG		115		0		false		page 115				false

		3257						LN		115		1		false		           1      And since that point in time, we have understood what				false

		3258						LN		115		2		false		           2      the targets generally meant.				false

		3259						LN		115		3		false		           3          And there have been rule-makings and things of				false

		3260						LN		115		4		false		           4      that nature to establish precisely how that would be				false

		3261						LN		115		5		false		           5      viewed and accounted for, how compliance would be				false

		3262						LN		115		6		false		           6      measured.  So it's a bit of a -- I'll call it a				false

		3263						LN		115		7		false		           7      transition to understanding with increasing clarity				false

		3264						LN		115		8		false		           8      over time, but certainly have been aware of our				false

		3265						LN		115		9		false		           9      obligation since the law was passed.				false

		3266						LN		115		10		false		          10  Q   And you've had interim goals that you were supposed				false

		3267						LN		115		11		false		          11      to meet in getting to that eventual CETA target in				false

		3268						LN		115		12		false		          12      2030, yes?				false

		3269						LN		115		13		false		          13  A   We have had and we will have, yes, interim targets				false

		3270						LN		115		14		false		          14      associated with CETA.				false

		3271						LN		115		15		false		          15  Q   And the company's had some trouble meeting those				false

		3272						LN		115		16		false		          16      goals, yes?				false

		3273						LN		115		17		false		          17  A   The Commission has found that we did not satisfy				false

		3274						LN		115		18		false		          18      meeting our interim targets in the last period.  And,				false

		3275						LN		115		19		false		          19      you know, we'll establish those targets between now				false

		3276						LN		115		20		false		          20      and 2030 and the current filing in front of the				false

		3277						LN		115		21		false		          21      Commission, as I understand it.				false

		3278						LN		115		22		false		          22  Q   All right.  So I'm going to pivot a bit to RTL-3T,				false

		3279						LN		115		23		false		          23      Page 10.  We're looking at Lines 3 to 6.				false

		3280						LN		115		24		false		          24  A   I'm there.				false

		3281						LN		115		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  You testified that Rolling Hills is				false

		3282						PG		116		0		false		page 116				false

		3283						LN		116		1		false		           1      preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer PTCs.				false

		3284						LN		116		2		false		           2          Does the company dispatch consider PTC				false

		3285						LN		116		3		false		           3      curtailment decisions on a Washington-allocated or a				false

		3286						LN		116		4		false		           4      systemwide basis?				false

		3287						LN		116		5		false		           5  A   I'm trying to think of that in the context of my				false

		3288						LN		116		6		false		           6      answer to this question.				false

		3289						LN		116		7		false		           7          It would just be on the cost for the resource				false

		3290						LN		116		8		false		           8      perspective.  So I don't know how to translate that				false

		3291						LN		116		9		false		           9      into a cost allocation methodology.  But whatever the				false

		3292						LN		116		10		false		          10      actual cost incurred or opportunity cost, in the case				false

		3293						LN		116		11		false		          11      of lost production tax credits, are used to establish				false

		3294						LN		116		12		false		          12      dispatch to the best of my knowledge.  Mr. Wilding,				false

		3295						LN		116		13		false		          13      I'll highlight, is in charge of dispatching our				false

		3296						LN		116		14		false		          14      system on a day-to-day basis, and you may want to ask				false

		3297						LN		116		15		false		          15      him as well.				false

		3298						LN		116		16		false		          16  Q   So just as an example for illustrative purposes, if a				false

		3299						LN		116		17		false		          17      facility in -- that was allocated to a different				false

		3300						LN		116		18		false		          18      jurisdiction and the Rolling Hills facility both are				false

		3301						LN		116		19		false		          19      producing production tax credits and Rolling Hills is				false

		3302						LN		116		20		false		          20      curtailed, would that decision be made based on the				false

		3303						LN		116		21		false		          21      production tax credits that Rolling Hills -- would				false

		3304						LN		116		22		false		          22      the curtailment decision be based purely on				false

		3305						LN		116		23		false		          23      production tax credits that Rolling Hills could give				false

		3306						LN		116		24		false		          24      to Washington, or would it be made based on the				false

		3307						LN		116		25		false		          25      production tax credits that would be lost to the				false

		3308						PG		117		0		false		page 117				false

		3309						LN		117		1		false		           1      company's entire system?				false

		3310						LN		117		2		false		           2          So if that other facility allocated to some other				false

		3311						LN		117		3		false		           3      jurisdiction could make more production tax credits				false

		3312						LN		117		4		false		           4      on the whole, would Rolling Hills still be curtailed?				false

		3313						LN		117		5		false		           5  A   So I think I answered it, but I'll try to maybe do it				false

		3314						LN		117		6		false		           6      maybe a different way.				false

		3315						LN		117		7		false		           7          I think we -- subject to, again, confirming with				false

		3316						LN		117		8		false		           8      Mr. Wilding, it was my understanding that we would				false

		3317						LN		117		9		false		           9      establish dispatch for the facility on its actual				false

		3318						LN		117		10		false		          10      cost without expressly considering the allocation.				false

		3319						LN		117		11		false		          11      The reason -- and maybe this is part of why you're				false

		3320						LN		117		12		false		          12      asking, but the reason Rolling Hills is				false

		3321						LN		117		13		false		          13      preferentially curtailed is not because of				false

		3322						LN		117		14		false		          14      allocations.  It's because not all of the wind				false

		3323						LN		117		15		false		          15      turbines at Rolling Hills are -- were repowered, and				false

		3324						LN		117		16		false		          16      so the tax credits' impact of curtailing that unit				false

		3325						LN		117		17		false		          17      relative to others is lower.				false

		3326						LN		117		18		false		          18          And that's the reason that that -- so that's				false

		3327						LN		117		19		false		          19      actually a benefit to curtail that resource first in				false

		3328						LN		117		20		false		          20      the stack to maintain the full eligibility for other				false

		3329						LN		117		21		false		          21      facilities in that constrained part of the system.				false

		3330						LN		117		22		false		          22  Q   And in that scenario, which jurisdiction would				false

		3331						LN		117		23		false		          23      receive the benefit of the PTCs generated from the				false

		3332						LN		117		24		false		          24      facility in that other jurisdiction?				false

		3333						LN		117		25		false		          25  A   If it's not curtailed, I assume?				false

		3334						PG		118		0		false		page 118				false

		3335						LN		118		1		false		           1  Q   If a other juris- -- if a facility in a different				false

		3336						LN		118		2		false		           2      jurisdiction or an allocation to a different				false

		3337						LN		118		3		false		           3      jurisdiction is not curtailed at the expense of				false

		3338						LN		118		4		false		           4      Rolling Hills being curtailed.				false

		3339						LN		118		5		false		           5  A   Every state, all of them, both under the WIJAM and				false

		3340						LN		118		6		false		           6      under our proposed allocation methodology.				false

		3341						LN		118		7		false		           7  Q   Under your new -- under the 2026 protocol?				false

		3342						LN		118		8		false		           8  A   Under both.  The Washington -- the recurrent protocol				false

		3343						LN		118		9		false		           9      and our proposal.  In other words, these resources				false

		3344						LN		118		10		false		          10      are a hundred percent allocated across all six				false

		3345						LN		118		11		false		          11      jurisdictions today that are in this area except for				false

		3346						LN		118		12		false		          12      Rolling Hills, which you identify.  I believe in your				false

		3347						LN		118		13		false		          13      question, you asked for the resources other than				false

		3348						LN		118		14		false		          14      Rolling Hills that are being curtailed.				false

		3349						LN		118		15		false		          15  Q   No.				false

		3350						LN		118		16		false		          16          What I'm asking is:  Rolling Hills is curtailed				false

		3351						LN		118		17		false		          17      for a facility in a different jurisdiction because				false

		3352						LN		118		18		false		          18      that facility in that other jurisdiction would lose				false

		3353						LN		118		19		false		          19      fewer PTCs.  They would -- you would get more PTCs				false

		3354						LN		118		20		false		          20      out of this other facility.				false

		3355						LN		118		21		false		          21          Who gets the credits for this other facility?				false

		3356						LN		118		22		false		          22      Does Washington get any of the benefit from those				false

		3357						LN		118		23		false		          23      credits --				false

		3358						LN		118		24		false		          24  A   Yes.				false

		3359						LN		118		25		false		          25  Q   -- that are produced?				false

		3360						PG		119		0		false		page 119				false

		3361						LN		119		1		false		           1  A   Sorry.  Yes.  Washington, Oregon, Utah, Wyoming,				false

		3362						LN		119		2		false		           2      Idaho, and California customers.				false

		3363						LN		119		3		false		           3  Q   But how does that work when PTCs are allocated based				false

		3364						LN		119		4		false		           4      on jurisdiction?				false

		3365						LN		119		5		false		           5  A   It's -- there -- so that resource is running as a				false

		3366						LN		119		6		false		           6      result of Rolling Hills being curtailed in this				false

		3367						LN		119		7		false		           7      hypothetical scenario.  The resource which is				false

		3368						LN		119		8		false		           8      running, which is generating production tax credits,				false

		3369						LN		119		9		false		           9      is 100 percent allocated to all states, and so the				false

		3370						LN		119		10		false		          10      tax credits flow through to costs to all states.				false

		3371						LN		119		11		false		          11  Q   But -- so you're saying that the company is				false

		3372						LN		119		12		false		          12      allocating PTCs to all states even though the				false

		3373						LN		119		13		false		          13      facilities they're generated at are allocated to				false

		3374						LN		119		14		false		          14      specific states?				false

		3375						LN		119		15		false		          15          Am I understanding that correctly?				false

		3376						LN		119		16		false		          16  A   So today under -- under the WIJAM, it was one of the				false

		3377						LN		119		17		false		          17      changes the WIJAM established relative to the WCCA				false

		3378						LN		119		18		false		          18      that it replaced, was to broaden the scope of				false

		3379						LN		119		19		false		          19      resources that can serve Washington customers, to				false

		3380						LN		119		20		false		          20      include renewable and non-emitting resources on the				false

		3381						LN		119		21		false		          21      east side of our system.  And at that point, we took				false

		3382						LN		119		22		false		          22      one step closer relative to the WCA to getting a more				false

		3383						LN		119		23		false		          23      consistent allocation methodology as it relates to				false

		3384						LN		119		24		false		          24      those resources.				false

		3385						LN		119		25		false		          25          And so I am saying that a hundred percent of that				false

		3386						PG		120		0		false		page 120				false

		3387						LN		120		1		false		           1      resource is allocated to all six of our jurisdictions				false

		3388						LN		120		2		false		           2      and that all the PTCs would flow back to Washington				false

		3389						LN		120		3		false		           3      customers in accordance with the WIJAM allocation				false

		3390						LN		120		4		false		           4      methodology for Washington's share.				false

		3391						LN		120		5		false		           5  Q   So when Rolling Hills was curtailed, the company has				false

		3392						LN		120		6		false		           6      to purchase substitute power through the WEIM, right?				false

		3393						LN		120		7		false		           7  A   Let me think about that.				false

		3394						LN		120		8		false		           8          Not necessarily.  And -- and we don't necessarily				false

		3395						LN		120		9		false		           9      purchase power through -- that may just be semantics.				false

		3396						LN		120		10		false		          10      The W -- WEIM would rebalance -- sorry -- is a				false

		3397						LN		120		11		false		          11      balancing market and would settle according to bids				false

		3398						LN		120		12		false		          12      and directives through that market.				false

		3399						LN		120		13		false		          13          And really the circumstances depend upon what the				false

		3400						LN		120		14		false		          14      system conditions are at the time, right?  We have a				false

		3401						LN		120		15		false		          15      broad system of resources.  We have access to market.				false

		3402						LN		120		16		false		          16      If a resource is not generating for any reason, other				false

		3403						LN		120		17		false		          17      resources can fill that void across the system.  It				false

		3404						LN		120		18		false		          18      may be market purchases.  In the instance of a				false

		3405						LN		120		19		false		          19      curtailment of Rolling Hills, it could be for				false

		3406						LN		120		20		false		          20      reliability purposes in the local transmission				false

		3407						LN		120		21		false		          21      system, and it could be for economics as well.				false

		3408						LN		120		22		false		          22      Meaning it would be lower costs to curtail the				false

		3409						LN		120		23		false		          23      resource than not to curtail the resource in general.				false

		3410						LN		120		24		false		          24  Q   In those instances, that power would be allocated				false

		3411						LN		120		25		false		          25      through the SG-F and subject to a system balancing				false

		3412						PG		121		0		false		page 121				false

		3413						LN		121		1		false		           1      adjustment, right?  I think you just testified				false

		3414						LN		121		2		false		           2      basically to that.				false

		3415						LN		121		3		false		           3  A   When it comes to any system balancing adjustments, if				false

		3416						LN		121		4		false		           4      you're pertaining to net power costs, then I would				false

		3417						LN		121		5		false		           5      defer those questions for Mr. Mitchell, who is				false

		3418						LN		121		6		false		           6      certainly our power cost expert.				false

		3419						LN		121		7		false		           7  Q   So since 2008, Rolling Hills has been subject to a				false

		3420						LN		121		8		false		           8      disallowance by the Oregon PUC, correct?				false

		3421						LN		121		9		false		           9  A   It was simply not included in rates.				false

		3422						LN		121		10		false		          10  Q   And that unallocated portion is still producing RECs,				false

		3423						LN		121		11		false		          11      though, yes?				false

		3424						LN		121		12		false		          12  A   Generally a REC is produced for every megawatt-hour				false

		3425						LN		121		13		false		          13      of production, so yes.				false

		3426						LN		121		14		false		          14  Q   And what currently happens with those RECs?  Are they				false

		3427						LN		121		15		false		          15      sold and kept as shareholder profits?  What does the				false

		3428						LN		121		16		false		          16      company do with them currently?				false

		3429						LN		121		17		false		          17  A   To date, they've just sat in -- in the books.  I				false

		3430						LN		121		18		false		          18      believe they're sitting in WREGIS, is my				false

		3431						LN		121		19		false		          19      understanding.  But Mr. Wilding could speak to that				false

		3432						LN		121		20		false		          20      better as well.  He's got a team that manages our --				false

		3433						LN		121		21		false		          21      our REC book, but we've -- they're collecting dust on				false

		3434						LN		121		22		false		          22      the shelf, as I understand it today.				false

		3435						LN		121		23		false		          23  Q   And so would that be accounted for in your PCAM				false

		3436						LN		121		24		false		          24      filings or any of the company filings?  Where would				false

		3437						LN		121		25		false		          25      that be shown?				false

		3438						PG		122		0		false		page 122				false

		3439						LN		122		1		false		           1  A   I can't speak specifically to which filings and where				false

		3440						LN		122		2		false		           2      things are shown.  But what I can generally speak to				false

		3441						LN		122		3		false		           3      as a policy witness is that, if a resource is in				false

		3442						LN		122		4		false		           4      rates, then it's in the filings.  And if it's not,				false

		3443						LN		122		5		false		           5      it's not in the filings.				false

		3444						LN		122		6		false		           6          So the share that's allocated to Oregon				false

		3445						LN		122		7		false		           7      historically has not been included in those types of				false

		3446						LN		122		8		false		           8      filings, because they're not in rate base.				false

		3447						LN		122		9		false		           9  Q   And same basic question about PTCs.				false

		3448						LN		122		10		false		          10          Rolling Hills is going to be producing those even				false

		3449						LN		122		11		false		          11      for the unallocated portion, yes?				false

		3450						LN		122		12		false		          12  A   Correct.				false

		3451						LN		122		13		false		          13  Q   And do you know where those are going as far as are				false

		3452						LN		122		14		false		          14      they being kept as shareholder profits?  Are they				false

		3453						LN		122		15		false		          15      being kept in WREGIS?				false

		3454						LN		122		16		false		          16  A   It's not necessarily a profit thing.  And, again, I'm				false

		3455						LN		122		17		false		          17      going to qualify I'm not the CFO.  I don't do				false

		3456						LN		122		18		false		          18      PacifiCorp's taxes, per se.  But it is a tax credit,				false

		3457						LN		122		19		false		          19      and they get ultimately claimed through the				false

		3458						LN		122		20		false		          20      appropriate tax credit process.  The cost allocation				false

		3459						LN		122		21		false		          21      methodology is not, per se, an issue when you're				false

		3460						LN		122		22		false		          22      filing tax returns with the IRS.				false

		3461						LN		122		23		false		          23  Q   All right.  So moving on to the Chehalis plant.				false

		3462						LN		122		24		false		          24          Chehalis is going to be a hundred percent				false

		3463						LN		122		25		false		          25      reallocated to Washington permanently, yes?				false

		3464						PG		123		0		false		page 123				false

		3465						LN		123		1		false		           1  A   That's our proposal, yes.				false

		3466						LN		123		2		false		           2  Q   And what percentage of the company's total power mix				false

		3467						LN		123		3		false		           3      in Washington will Chehalis contribute?				false

		3468						LN		123		4		false		           4  A   I don't have that number off the top of my head.  It				false

		3469						LN		123		5		false		           5      can be calculated a number of ways in terms of				false

		3470						LN		123		6		false		           6      energy, in terms of capacity on a resource adequacy				false

		3471						LN		123		7		false		           7      basis.  So there are different ways to look at that				false

		3472						LN		123		8		false		           8      question.  I don't have it straight off the top of my				false

		3473						LN		123		9		false		           9      head as we sit here now.				false

		3474						LN		123		10		false		          10  Q   Fair to say a pretty sizable chunk?				false

		3475						LN		123		11		false		          11  A   I don't know.  I think that's a bit of a				false

		3476						LN		123		12		false		          12      subjective -- a subjective view.  So I'll -- I'll				false

		3477						LN		123		13		false		          13      maybe not opine on that until I see the numbers.				false

		3478						LN		123		14		false		          14          But I do recognize Chehalis is a large facility				false

		3479						LN		123		15		false		          15      and it's a dispatchable facility here in Washington.				false

		3480						LN		123		16		false		          16      I just haven't done the math to relate it to size of				false

		3481						LN		123		17		false		          17      load in relation to all the other resources included				false

		3482						LN		123		18		false		          18      in our proposal.				false

		3483						LN		123		19		false		          19  Q   And this reallocation is being proposed despite the				false

		3484						LN		123		20		false		          20      fact that CETA will require a hundred percent				false

		3485						LN		123		21		false		          21      non-emitting resources by 2030, yes?				false

		3486						LN		123		22		false		          22  A   I don't agree with that statement.				false

		3487						LN		123		23		false		          23          CETA, itself, requires essentially -- I'll use				false

		3488						LN		123		24		false		          24      the term generically -- environmental attributes to				false

		3489						LN		123		25		false		          25      achieve compliance in 2030.  You know, and in my				false

		3490						PG		124		0		false		page 124				false

		3491						LN		124		1		false		           1      understanding, that could be a summation of renewable				false

		3492						LN		124		2		false		           2      energy credits for renewable resource, potentially				false

		3493						LN		124		3		false		           3      other attributes related to non-emitting resources				false

		3494						LN		124		4		false		           4      that qualify under the legislation to hit the				false

		3495						LN		124		5		false		           5      targets.  They're compared to retail load.				false

		3496						LN		124		6		false		           6          And that's how the basic math works to establish				false

		3497						LN		124		7		false		           7      whether 80 percent has been achieved, or more.  And				false

		3498						LN		124		8		false		           8      then in 2030, there's the alternative compliance				false

		3499						LN		124		9		false		           9      option for things like unbundled renewable energy				false

		3500						LN		124		10		false		          10      credits that can be used as well.  Importantly, the				false

		3501						LN		124		11		false		          11      point of me highlighting those nuances is it doesn't				false

		3502						LN		124		12		false		          12      directly limit an obligation on physical emissions.				false

		3503						LN		124		13		false		          13  Q   So that kind of segues well into my next question,				false

		3504						LN		124		14		false		          14      which is:				false

		3505						LN		124		15		false		          15          Does the company plan on removing Chehalis from				false

		3506						LN		124		16		false		          16      its allocations to Washington in 2030, or does it				false

		3507						LN		124		17		false		          17      plan on some -- in some other way curtailing				false

		3508						LN		124		18		false		          18      Chehalis's allocation to Washington?				false

		3509						LN		124		19		false		          19  A   You know, dispatch decisions will be made based off				false

		3510						LN		124		20		false		          20      the economics going forward.  We do not plan to				false

		3511						LN		124		21		false		          21      remove it expressly to achieve compliance.				false

		3512						LN		124		22		false		          22          Again, as I just noted, compliance isn't measured				false

		3513						LN		124		23		false		          23      based off the output from Chehalis.  We will				false

		3514						LN		124		24		false		          24      economically dispatch that facility to the benefit of				false

		3515						LN		124		25		false		          25      our Washington customers.  And, frankly, assigning a				false

		3516						PG		125		0		false		page 125				false

		3517						LN		125		1		false		           1      hundred percent of it to Washington allows us to do				false

		3518						LN		125		2		false		           2      that in a way that is consistent with CETA by				false

		3519						LN		125		3		false		           3      balancing the intermittency of -- of the output from				false

		3520						LN		125		4		false		           4      wind and solar facilities, which will largely be the				false

		3521						LN		125		5		false		           5      primary component of our 2030 compliance.				false

		3522						LN		125		6		false		           6      Information to hit the compliance targets will be				false

		3523						LN		125		7		false		           7      from wind and solar facilities.  And we need				false

		3524						LN		125		8		false		           8      something to balance that across -- across time.				false

		3525						LN		125		9		false		           9          But, no, we're not expressly planning to remove				false

		3526						LN		125		10		false		          10      or retire it at a certain date.				false

		3527						LN		125		11		false		          11  Q   Does the company have any plans to sell production				false

		3528						LN		125		12		false		          12      from Chehalis on the open market after 2030?				false

		3529						LN		125		13		false		          13  A   I'd suggest you ask that to Mr. Wilding.  But we do				false

		3530						LN		125		14		false		          14      not -- we do not have long-term contracts or any				false

		3531						LN		125		15		false		          15      plans to make contracts for wholesale sales out of				false

		3532						LN		125		16		false		          16      Chehalis.  It is -- in the transmission world, it is				false

		3533						LN		125		17		false		          17      a designated network resource used to serve retail				false

		3534						LN		125		18		false		          18      load for our customers, and we intend to maintain				false

		3535						LN		125		19		false		          19      that status with our transmission function to use it				false

		3536						LN		125		20		false		          20      for load service in our system.				false

		3537						LN		125		21		false		          21  Q   Then looking at your Exhibit RTL-2, which is the				false

		3538						LN		125		22		false		          22      Washington 2026 protocol.  I'm specifically going to				false

		3539						LN		125		23		false		          23      Paragraph 11.				false

		3540						LN		125		24		false		          24          So that document states that decommission				false

		3541						LN		125		25		false		          25      decisions will come in Phase 2 of the company's				false

		3542						PG		126		0		false		page 126				false

		3543						LN		126		1		false		           1      protocol filings, yes?				false

		3544						LN		126		2		false		           2  A   That's correct.				false

		3545						LN		126		3		false		           3  Q   If the company were to determine that it should				false

		3546						LN		126		4		false		           4      decommission part or all of Chehalis, is the -- would				false

		3547						LN		126		5		false		           5      that decision leave Washington customers, Washington				false

		3548						LN		126		6		false		           6      ratepayers, with all of the decommissioning costs?				false

		3549						LN		126		7		false		           7  A   I can't answer that today, for the very reason of,				false

		3550						LN		126		8		false		           8      you know, we just read Section 11 that we're speaking				false

		3551						LN		126		9		false		           9      of approval of, which is that we'll establish, you				false

		3552						LN		126		10		false		          10      know, a proposal for that in Phase 2 as we laid out				false

		3553						LN		126		11		false		          11      in our filing.				false

		3554						LN		126		12		false		          12  Q   But, hypothetically, if the decision were to be				false

		3555						LN		126		13		false		          13      decommissioning, that would leave Washington				false

		3556						LN		126		14		false		          14      customers with the rates, or with the cost of that,				false

		3557						LN		126		15		false		          15      yes?				false

		3558						LN		126		16		false		          16  A   Again, my answer is the same.  I don't know what --				false

		3559						LN		126		17		false		          17      what Washington's allocations specifically will be.				false

		3560						LN		126		18		false		          18      Our proposal will be to tie it to cost-causation				false

		3561						LN		126		19		false		          19      principles just as we've set that as a foundation				false

		3562						LN		126		20		false		          20      for -- for this filing.				false

		3563						LN		126		21		false		          21          It's -- you know, you're asking me to answer a				false

		3564						LN		126		22		false		          22      question which is -- is one of the -- the very things				false

		3565						LN		126		23		false		          23      of why we're postponing and pushing this out to				false

		3566						LN		126		24		false		          24      Phase 2.  We needed to get Phase 1 filed to get coal				false

		3567						LN		126		25		false		          25      out of rates in Washington much sooner that than we				false

		3568						PG		127		0		false		page 127				false

		3569						LN		127		1		false		           1      had the ability to tackle all of the hard issues that				false

		3570						LN		127		2		false		           2      might come in a Phase 2 approach.  This is but one of				false

		3571						LN		127		3		false		           3      them.				false

		3572						LN		127		4		false		           4                        MR. O'BRIEN:  All right.  Mr. Link,				false

		3573						LN		127		5		false		           5      thank you.  That's all my questions.				false

		3574						LN		127		6		false		           6                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		3575						LN		127		7		false		           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		3576						LN		127		8		false		           8          Public counsel, you may proceed when you're				false

		3577						LN		127		9		false		           9      ready.				false

		3578						LN		127		10		false		          10				false

		3579						LN		127		11		false		          11                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		3580						LN		127		12		false		          12      BY MR. SYKES:				false

		3581						LN		127		13		false		          13  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.  It is still morning.				false

		3582						LN		127		14		false		          14  A   Good morning.				false

		3583						LN		127		15		false		          15  Q   You have access to BGM-3, by chance?  Maybe counsel				false

		3584						LN		127		16		false		          16      can make it available to you.				false

		3585						LN		127		17		false		          17  A   I believe I can.  It may take me a moment to find it.				false

		3586						LN		127		18		false		          18  Q   That's okay.  Take your time.				false

		3587						LN		127		19		false		          19  A   Remind me of the initials.				false

		3588						LN		127		20		false		          20  Q   BGM.  Brad Mullins.				false

		3589						LN		127		21		false		          21  A   Thank you.				false

		3590						LN		127		22		false		          22  Q   Yeah.				false

		3591						LN		127		23		false		          23  A   And this is direct testimony, or...?				false

		3592						LN		127		24		false		          24  Q   Yes.  This is his direct.  So this is Exhibit 3 to				false

		3593						LN		127		25		false		          25      his direct.				false

		3594						PG		128		0		false		page 128				false

		3595						LN		128		1		false		           1          And when you've got it, I'm looking at Page 21.				false

		3596						LN		128		2		false		           2  A   This is Exhib -- sorry -- Exhibit BGM-3?				false

		3597						LN		128		3		false		           3  Q   Exhibit BGM-3.				false

		3598						LN		128		4		false		           4  A   I have that labeled on the file that I have as				false

		3599						LN		128		5		false		           5      PacifiCorp responses to data requests.  Maybe I'm in				false

		3600						LN		128		6		false		           6      the cross folder.				false

		3601						LN		128		7		false		           7  Q   That is it.				false

		3602						LN		128		8		false		           8  A   Okay.				false

		3603						LN		128		9		false		           9  Q   Yeah.  That's it.				false

		3604						LN		128		10		false		          10          So I'm looking at Page 21 of that exhibit.				false

		3605						LN		128		11		false		          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Page 21 of 30				false

		3606						LN		128		12		false		          12      listed on the top of the page?  Is that --				false

		3607						LN		128		13		false		          13                        MR. SYKES:  Yes.				false

		3608						LN		128		14		false		          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- how you're --				false

		3609						LN		128		15		false		          15                        MR. SYKES:  Yes --				false

		3610						LN		128		16		false		          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- numbering?				false

		3611						LN		128		17		false		          17                        MR. SYKES:  -- Commissioner.  Thank				false

		3612						LN		128		18		false		          18      you.				false

		3613						LN		128		19		false		          19                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you for that.				false

		3614						LN		128		20		false		          20          Almost there.				false

		3615						LN		128		21		false		          21                        MR. SYKES:  Yep.  Take your time.				false

		3616						LN		128		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  Make sure I'm in the				false

		3617						LN		128		23		false		          23      right spot.  Data Request 39?				false

		3618						LN		128		24		false		          24                        MR. SYKES:  That's it.				false

		3619						LN		128		25		false		          25                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.				false

		3620						PG		129		0		false		page 129				false

		3621						LN		129		1		false		           1  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So I understand you're not the				false

		3622						LN		129		2		false		           2      sponsor of this data request response, but I still				false

		3623						LN		129		3		false		           3      want to ask you a question about it.				false

		3624						LN		129		4		false		           4          So the question is:  Will assigning 100 percent				false

		3625						LN		129		5		false		           5      of Chehalis to Washington subject Washington to				false

		3626						LN		129		6		false		           6      reliability issues?  For example, if Chehalis has an				false

		3627						LN		129		7		false		           7      outage, how will PacifiCorp serve Washington				false

		3628						LN		129		8		false		           8      customers?				false

		3629						LN		129		9		false		           9          Response:  No, the 100 percent allocation of				false

		3630						LN		129		10		false		          10      Chehalis to Washington has no impact on reliability.				false

		3631						LN		129		11		false		          11          Then the last sentence:  In the event Chehalis				false

		3632						LN		129		12		false		          12      has an outage, Washington is still part of the				false

		3633						LN		129		13		false		          13      PacifiCorp system, and PacifiCorp will reliably serve				false

		3634						LN		129		14		false		          14      Washington load.				false

		3635						LN		129		15		false		          15          Do you agree with that answer?				false

		3636						LN		129		16		false		          16  A   Yeah, I'm -- I'm in agreement with Mr. Wilding's				false

		3637						LN		129		17		false		          17      answer to that question.				false

		3638						LN		129		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  So we're currently operating under the WIJAM				false

		3639						LN		129		19		false		          19      in Washington.				false

		3640						LN		129		20		false		          20          Do you agree that the allocation protocol is				false

		3641						LN		129		21		false		          21      rather than -- is not a complex formula to track				false

		3642						LN		129		22		false		          22      electrons?  It is a -- it is a -- it is a ratemaking				false

		3643						LN		129		23		false		          23      tool?				false

		3644						LN		129		24		false		          24  A   Before I answer that question -- and I'm sure I will				false

		3645						LN		129		25		false		          25      ask you to repeat it at this point -- my Zoom is				false

		3646						PG		130		0		false		page 130				false

		3647						LN		130		1		false		           1      telling me that the update is complete.  And I cannot				false

		3648						LN		130		2		false		           2      see myself, and I don't know if that's an issue, so I				false

		3649						LN		130		3		false		           3      at least wanted to raise it.				false

		3650						LN		130		4		false		           4                        MR. SYKES:  If we can go off the				false

		3651						LN		130		5		false		           5      record?				false

		3652						LN		130		6		false		           6                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  We still see you,				false

		3653						LN		130		7		false		           7      but --				false

		3654						LN		130		8		false		           8                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.				false

		3655						LN		130		9		false		           9                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- but...				false

		3656						LN		130		10		false		          10                        THE WITNESS:  Sorry.  Okay.				false

		3657						LN		130		11		false		          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But we've resolved				false

		3658						LN		130		12		false		          12      what was likely a cybersecurity threat there.				false

		3659						LN		130		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  I think I'm back on				false

		3660						LN		130		14		false		          14      track.  So I'm sorry for the distraction.  Can you				false

		3661						LN		130		15		false		          15      please repeat the question.				false

		3662						LN		130		16		false		          16                        MR. SYKES:  Sure.  I'll even try to				false

		3663						LN		130		17		false		          17      ask it better.				false

		3664						LN		130		18		false		          18  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So can we agree that the WIJAM is not				false

		3665						LN		130		19		false		          19      a formula trying to track electrons; it's a				false

		3666						LN		130		20		false		          20      ratemaking tool designed to allocate costs?				false

		3667						LN		130		21		false		          21  A   Yes.				false

		3668						LN		130		22		false		          22  Q   Okay.  And that's the same as the 2026 protocol,				false

		3669						LN		130		23		false		          23      correct?				false

		3670						LN		130		24		false		          24  A   Yes.				false

		3671						LN		130		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp has been before the Commission				false

		3672						PG		131		0		false		page 131				false

		3673						LN		131		1		false		           1      before, and it has stated that it dispatches as a				false

		3674						LN		131		2		false		           2      system; is that correct?				false

		3675						LN		131		3		false		           3  A   Historically, that is correct.  We dispatch our				false

		3676						LN		131		4		false		           4      resources as a system.				false

		3677						LN		131		5		false		           5  Q   Do you agree that the flow of electricity is governed				false

		3678						LN		131		6		false		           6      by the laws of physics and not by state lines or				false

		3679						LN		131		7		false		           7      allocation methodologies?				false

		3680						LN		131		8		false		           8  A   I am an environmental scientist in my training, but,				false

		3681						LN		131		9		false		           9      yes, I agree.  That's my understanding.				false

		3682						LN		131		10		false		          10  Q   I may have misheard.  But did you testify in response				false

		3683						LN		131		11		false		          11      to a staff question that Washington does not include				false

		3684						LN		131		12		false		          12      enough dispatchable generation?				false

		3685						LN		131		13		false		          13  A   I don't remember the exact context of the question				false

		3686						LN		131		14		false		          14      and the response, but I do generally recall that --				false

		3687						LN		131		15		false		          15      that -- that concept, and it's ensuring that -- it's				false

		3688						LN		131		16		false		          16      recognition that there is a need for reliable				false

		3689						LN		131		17		false		          17      operation of the system.  And part of that need is				false

		3690						LN		131		18		false		          18      met with dispatchable generation.				false

		3691						LN		131		19		false		          19          And for -- if we are going to incur costs to				false

		3692						LN		131		20		false		          20      maintain a reliable system, then Washington customers				false

		3693						LN		131		21		false		          21      need to -- from a context of an allocation				false

		3694						LN		131		22		false		          22      perspective, should pay for the resources needed to				false
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		3939						LN		141		7		false		           7      those states, correct?				false

		3940						LN		141		8		false		           8  A   Yes.				false

		3941						LN		141		9		false		           9  Q   Okay.  Chehalis has allocated to Utah something like				false

		3942						LN		141		10		false		          10      45 percent?				false

		3943						LN		141		11		false		          11  A   I will use that as a general reference as my				false

		3944						LN		141		12		false		          12      understanding of what the current SG factor generally				false

		3945						LN		141		13		false		          13      is for Utah.				false

		3946						LN		141		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  All right.  That is it.  Thank you.				false

		3947						LN		141		15		false		          15          Actually, I'm sorry.  I do have one more				false

		3948						LN		141		16		false		          16      question.				false

		3949						LN		141		17		false		          17          When we reach 2030 and there is a -- and				false

		3950						LN		141		18		false		          18      PacifiCorp has to be 80 percent renewable, will --				false

		3951						LN		141		19		false		          19      the company will have to reduce the dispatch of				false

		3952						LN		141		20		false		          20      Chehalis; is that correct?				false

		3953						LN		141		21		false		          21  A   I don't believe that's correct.				false

		3954						LN		141		22		false		          22                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  Nothing further.				false

		3955						LN		141		23		false		          23      Thank you.				false

		3956						LN		141		24		false		          24                        THE WITNESS:  You're welcome.				false

		3957						LN		141		25		false		          25      Thank you.				false

		3958						PG		142		0		false		page 142				false

		3959						LN		142		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		3960						LN		142		2		false		           2          I believe AWEC has indicated cross for this				false

		3961						LN		142		3		false		           3      witness.  You can proceed when you're ready.				false

		3962						LN		142		4		false		           4                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Judge.				false

		3963						LN		142		5		false		           5				false

		3964						LN		142		6		false		           6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		3965						LN		142		7		false		           7      BY MR. PEPPLE:				false

		3966						LN		142		8		false		           8  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.				false

		3967						LN		142		9		false		           9  A   Good morning.				false

		3968						LN		142		10		false		          10  Q   Still ten minutes.				false

		3969						LN		142		11		false		          11  A   Yeah.				false

		3970						LN		142		12		false		          12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And if you could				false

		3971						LN		142		13		false		          13      please turn on your camera.				false

		3972						LN		142		14		false		          14                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes.				false

		3973						LN		142		15		false		          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very				false

		3974						LN		142		16		false		          16      much.				false

		3975						LN		142		17		false		          17  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Are you at least generally aware				false

		3976						LN		142		18		false		          18      that AWEC's witness Mr. Mullins has raised concerns				false

		3977						LN		142		19		false		          19      with how PacifiCorp is modeling its wind resources?				false

		3978						LN		142		20		false		          20  A   Yes.				false

		3979						LN		142		21		false		          21  Q   And are you also aware that, as partial support for				false

		3980						LN		142		22		false		          22      his recommendation, Mr. Mullins referenced testimony				false

		3981						LN		142		23		false		          23      that you filed in Oregon that stated that one of the				false

		3982						LN		142		24		false		          24      benefits of the new Gateway South transmission line				false

		3983						LN		142		25		false		          25      is reduced wind curtailments?				false

		3984						PG		143		0		false		page 143				false

		3985						LN		143		1		false		           1  A   I guess I'll put it this way.  I'm certainly aware				false

		3986						LN		143		2		false		           2      that there's a cross exhibit with my testimony from				false

		3987						LN		143		3		false		           3      the Oregon --				false

		3988						LN		143		4		false		           4  Q   Okay.  Well --				false

		3989						LN		143		5		false		           5  A   -- case.				false

		3990						LN		143		6		false		           6  Q   -- you'll lead me right to it.  So that's, I think,				false

		3991						LN		143		7		false		           7      RTL-18CX.				false

		3992						LN		143		8		false		           8          And I will just flag that there is confidential				false

		3993						LN		143		9		false		           9      information in this exhibit.  I don't intend to				false

		3994						LN		143		10		false		          10      reference any of it.  But if your answers require				false

		3995						LN		143		11		false		          11      referencing any of it, we should stop.				false

		3996						LN		143		12		false		          12  A   Yeah, I'll do that.  And I will note that even -- it				false

		3997						LN		143		13		false		          13      looks like folks on my own team have tried to change				false

		3998						LN		143		14		false		          14      my name as well.				false

		3999						LN		143		15		false		          15  Q   So if you could turn to Page 11 of this exhibit,				false

		4000						LN		143		16		false		          16      which is Page 9 of the testimony.				false

		4001						LN		143		17		false		          17          And just to confirm:  This is the testimony that				false

		4002						LN		143		18		false		          18      you filed in Oregon in Docket UE-451, correct?				false

		4003						LN		143		19		false		          19  A   That's correct.				false

		4004						LN		143		20		false		          20  Q   Okay.  So starting at Line 13 of this page.				false

		4005						LN		143		21		false		          21          Are you there?				false

		4006						LN		143		22		false		          22  A   Yes, I am.				false

		4007						LN		143		23		false		          23  Q   Okay.				false

		4008						LN		143		24		false		          24                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just want to make				false

		4009						LN		143		25		false		          25      sure we're on the same.  In the upper right-hand				false

		4010						PG		144		0		false		page 144				false

		4011						LN		144		1		false		           1      corner, is it 9 of 18?				false

		4012						LN		144		2		false		           2                        MR. PEPPLE:  11 of 18.				false

		4013						LN		144		3		false		           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  11.  Very good.				false

		4014						LN		144		4		false		           4      Thank you.				false

		4015						LN		144		5		false		           5                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yeah.				false

		4016						LN		144		6		false		           6  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Okay.  So starting -- starting				false

		4017						LN		144		7		false		           7      Line 13 there, you testified about the wind				false

		4018						LN		144		8		false		           8      curtailment benefits that Gateway South is providing.				false

		4019						LN		144		9		false		           9          Do you see that?				false

		4020						LN		144		10		false		          10  A   Yes, I do.				false

		4021						LN		144		11		false		          11  Q   And would you agree that these benefits inure to				false

		4022						LN		144		12		false		          12      Washington as well as to Oregon?				false

		4023						LN		144		13		false		          13  A   So maybe if I could clarify.				false

		4024						LN		144		14		false		          14  Q   Sure.				false

		4025						LN		144		15		false		          15  A   The benefits you're referring to are benefits which				false

		4026						LN		144		16		false		          16      this section of my testimony being referenced speaks				false

		4027						LN		144		17		false		          17      to is reduced curtailments from one time period to				false

		4028						LN		144		18		false		          18      another time period, where in between that time				false

		4029						LN		144		19		false		          19      period, a large new 500-kV transmission line known as				false

		4030						LN		144		20		false		          20      Gateway South was added to the system and energized,				false

		4031						LN		144		21		false		          21      correct?				false

		4032						LN		144		22		false		          22  Q   Correct.  Yes.				false

		4033						LN		144		23		false		          23  A   There are resources that are also assigned or				false

		4034						LN		144		24		false		          24      allocated to Washington, that area.  So, yes, I				false

		4035						LN		144		25		false		          25      agree.				false

		4036						PG		145		0		false		page 145				false

		4037						LN		145		1		false		           1  Q   Okay.  Thank you.				false

		4038						LN		145		2		false		           2          In Mr. Mitchell's testimony, he makes a				false

		4039						LN		145		3		false		           3      distinction between wind curtailments that happen				false

		4040						LN		145		4		false		           4      when setting up the day-ahead base schedule and those				false

		4041						LN		145		5		false		           5      that occur through the energy imbalance market.				false

		4042						LN		145		6		false		           6          Are you familiar with that?  I can give you a				false

		4043						LN		145		7		false		           7      page cite if you need to reference it.				false

		4044						LN		145		8		false		           8  A   I -- I do not.  And I'll have to pull up				false

		4045						LN		145		9		false		           9      Mr. Mitchell's testimony.				false

		4046						LN		145		10		false		          10  Q   Very good.  That's RJM-13.  And if you go to Page 58				false

		4047						LN		145		11		false		          11      of that testimony.				false

		4048						LN		145		12		false		          12                        JUDGE HUGHES:  This is, for the				false

		4049						LN		145		13		false		          13      record, also confidential.				false

		4050						LN		145		14		false		          14                        MR. PEPPLE:  Correct.				false

		4051						LN		145		15		false		          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And what				false

		4052						LN		145		16		false		          16      page were you referring to again?  I'm sorry.				false

		4053						LN		145		17		false		          17                        MR. PEPPLE:  Page 58.				false

		4054						LN		145		18		false		          18                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.				false

		4055						LN		145		19		false		          19                        THE WITNESS:  This is				false

		4056						LN		145		20		false		          20      Mr. Mitchell's rebuttal testimony?				false

		4057						LN		145		21		false		          21                        MR. PEPPLE:  That's correct.				false

		4058						LN		145		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.  And you				false

		4059						LN		145		23		false		          23      said -- I'm sorry.  If you could -- I just got the				false

		4060						LN		145		24		false		          24      file open.  Can you repeat the page number.				false

		4061						LN		145		25		false		          25                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yeah.  Page 58.				false

		4062						PG		146		0		false		page 146				false

		4063						LN		146		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  I'm there.				false

		4064						LN		146		2		false		           2  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Okay.  So there's a Q & A that sort				false

		4065						LN		146		3		false		           3      of takes up the whole page here, and you can review				false

		4066						LN		146		4		false		           4      it.  But to sort of summarize it, you know,				false

		4067						LN		146		5		false		           5      Mr. Mitchell says that, you know, AWEC says that				false

		4068						LN		146		6		false		           6      there's a level of curtailment of about 21.1 percent,				false

		4069						LN		146		7		false		           7      which is higher than the 1.4 percent seen in the				false

		4070						LN		146		8		false		           8      Western Energy Imbalance Market.				false

		4071						LN		146		9		false		           9          And then Mr. Mitchell's response is that this is				false

		4072						LN		146		10		false		          10      an apples-to-oranges comparison, and he talks about				false

		4073						LN		146		11		false		          11      how the -- there is the Aurora model, which creates a				false

		4074						LN		146		12		false		          12      base schedule.  And then he says on Line 15 that the				false

		4075						LN		146		13		false		          13      vast majority of curtailment happens at this				false

		4076						LN		146		14		false		          14      day-ahead planning stage in Aurora.				false

		4077						LN		146		15		false		          15          And then on Line 18, he says that the Western EIM				false

		4078						LN		146		16		false		          16      data that AWEC cites represents only a tiny fraction				false

		4079						LN		146		17		false		          17      of the picture.				false

		4080						LN		146		18		false		          18          Do you see that?				false

		4081						LN		146		19		false		          19  A   I mean, I'd need to read it.  I'll maybe see what the				false

		4082						LN		146		20		false		          20      question is, and...				false

		4083						LN		146		21		false		          21  Q   Well, I guess my question is:  In your Oregon				false

		4084						LN		146		22		false		          22      testimony, is it accurate to state that the				false

		4085						LN		146		23		false		          23      curtailment data that you provided applies to EIM				false

		4086						LN		146		24		false		          24      curtailments and not curtailments that are baked into				false

		4087						LN		146		25		false		          25      the company's day-ahead setup plan as these two				false

		4088						PG		147		0		false		page 147				false

		4089						LN		147		1		false		           1      distinctions are being created in Mr. Mitchell's				false

		4090						LN		147		2		false		           2      testimony?				false

		4091						LN		147		3		false		           3  A   Yeah, it's my understanding that we're using the data				false

		4092						LN		147		4		false		           4      available to us to establish the curtailment				false

		4093						LN		147		5		false		           5      information.  And, I think, importantly, in my -- the				false

		4094						LN		147		6		false		           6      testimony we referenced, it's called the Oregon RAC,				false

		4095						LN		147		7		false		           7      renewable adjustment clause.  So if I call it the				false

		4096						LN		147		8		false		           8      RAC, that's what I'm referring to.				false

		4097						LN		147		9		false		           9          In that filing, the objective of the Q & A's that				false

		4098						LN		147		10		false		          10      we were looking at earlier in that testimony was to				false

		4099						LN		147		11		false		          11      identify that, when you add a new transmission line				false

		4100						LN		147		12		false		          12      to a part of the system that is congested, that				false

		4101						LN		147		13		false		          13      should have less congestion and therefore less				false

		4102						LN		147		14		false		          14      curtailment, and to identify, you know, with the data				false

		4103						LN		147		15		false		          15      available to us what that volume generally look like,				false

		4104						LN		147		16		false		          16      is my belief or my understanding that that came from				false

		4105						LN		147		17		false		          17      some data from the -- the EIM.				false

		4106						LN		147		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  And so I guess -- I guess a question I have				false

		4107						LN		147		19		false		          19      relevant to your Oregon testimony:				false

		4108						LN		147		20		false		          20          Is it your testimony in that case that Gateway				false

		4109						LN		147		21		false		          21      South had no impact on the curtailments that are				false

		4110						LN		147		22		false		          22      baked into the base schedule that PacifiCorp creates?				false

		4111						LN		147		23		false		          23  A   I really didn't even get into that level of detail in				false

		4112						LN		147		24		false		          24      my testimony to be able to speak to that.  My -- the				false

		4113						LN		147		25		false		          25      data I was referring to was just generally trying to				false

		4114						PG		148		0		false		page 148				false

		4115						LN		148		1		false		           1      say -- provide some quantification to what I think				false

		4116						LN		148		2		false		           2      is -- is probably expected in the sense that, if you				false

		4117						LN		148		3		false		           3      add transmission congestions relieved, you get less				false

		4118						LN		148		4		false		           4      curtailment.				false

		4119						LN		148		5		false		           5          To quantify that concept for that -- specific for				false

		4120						LN		148		6		false		           6      that proceeding, I really couldn't tell you the				false

		4121						LN		148		7		false		           7      nuances of whether it was a day-ahead base schedule				false

		4122						LN		148		8		false		           8      and precisely how that -- that data was, you know,				false

		4123						LN		148		9		false		           9      pulled together from at that level of granularity.				false

		4124						LN		148		10		false		          10  Q   Okay.  I mean, would it be reasonable to assume that,				false

		4125						LN		148		11		false		          11      if it reduced curtailments in the EIM market, it				false

		4126						LN		148		12		false		          12      would reduce curtailments on a day-ahead basis as				false

		4127						LN		148		13		false		          13      well?				false

		4128						LN		148		14		false		          14  A   Boy, there's potentially a lot in that, so I can't				false

		4129						LN		148		15		false		          15      say without more information whether that's true or				false

		4130						LN		148		16		false		          16      not true.  I think, you know, particularly the				false

		4131						LN		148		17		false		          17      information that Mr. Mitchell raises is probably best				false

		4132						LN		148		18		false		          18      suited for him to answer than me.				false

		4133						LN		148		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  I did actually have a question for				false

		4134						LN		148		20		false		          20      Mr. Mitchell that I think might actually be better				false

		4135						LN		148		21		false		          21      for you to answer, so I will ask you that.  And then				false

		4136						LN		148		22		false		          22      you can always defer to Mr. Mitchell if you need to.				false

		4137						LN		148		23		false		          23  A   Okay.				false

		4138						LN		148		24		false		          24  Q   So if you look at Mr. Mitchell's testimony on				false

		4139						LN		148		25		false		          25      Page 61.				false

		4140						PG		149		0		false		page 149				false

		4141						LN		149		1		false		           1                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  This is rebuttal,				false

		4142						LN		149		2		false		           2      reply?				false

		4143						LN		149		3		false		           3                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes.  His rebuttal,				false

		4144						LN		149		4		false		           4      13CT.				false

		4145						LN		149		5		false		           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  I'm sorry.				false

		4146						LN		149		6		false		           6      What page was that?				false

		4147						LN		149		7		false		           7                        MR. PEPPLE:  Page 61.				false

		4148						LN		149		8		false		           8                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.				false

		4149						LN		149		9		false		           9                        MR. PEPPLE:  And I'm looking at the				false

		4150						LN		149		10		false		          10      question starting on Line 6.  You have that.				false

		4151						LN		149		11		false		          11          Yeah, when you're there.				false

		4152						LN		149		12		false		          12  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Are you ready?				false

		4153						LN		149		13		false		          13  A   Oh.  I'm sorry.  I'm there.  I was taking the --				false

		4154						LN		149		14		false		          14  Q   I thought you were reading.				false

		4155						LN		149		15		false		          15  A   -- the moment of silence to read the Q & A, so maybe				false

		4156						LN		149		16		false		          16      it's still time well spent.				false

		4157						LN		149		17		false		          17  Q   So I guess this is going to be just a foundational				false

		4158						LN		149		18		false		          18      question.				false

		4159						LN		149		19		false		          19          So this Q & A talks about the preconstruction				false

		4160						LN		149		20		false		          20      vintage forecast or the P50 forecast for a wind				false

		4161						LN		149		21		false		          21      resource.				false

		4162						LN		149		22		false		          22          Are you familiar with what that is?				false

		4163						LN		149		23		false		          23  A   Yes.				false

		4164						LN		149		24		false		          24  Q   Can you just sort of describe what it is.				false

		4165						LN		149		25		false		          25  A   Sure.				false

		4166						PG		150		0		false		page 150				false

		4167						LN		150		1		false		           1          I think a P50 forecast for a wind generation				false

		4168						LN		150		2		false		           2      facility, I think the easiest way to describe it from				false

		4169						LN		150		3		false		           3      my perspective is it's the expected output where half				false

		4170						LN		150		4		false		           4      the time you will see energy output that's higher				false

		4171						LN		150		5		false		           5      than the P50 level, and half the time you will see				false

		4172						LN		150		6		false		           6      output that's lower, recognizing that wind generation				false

		4173						LN		150		7		false		           7      is variable and nonconstant.				false

		4174						LN		150		8		false		           8  Q   Okay.  And so in this -- in this response,				false

		4175						LN		150		9		false		           9      Mr. Mitchell says that these preconstruction vintage				false

		4176						LN		150		10		false		          10      forecasts are not used by the company as a basis for				false

		4177						LN		150		11		false		          11      economic justification for wind investments.  And				false

		4178						LN		150		12		false		          12      then he goes through and talks about all of the				false

		4179						LN		150		13		false		          13      analysis the company does do.				false

		4180						LN		150		14		false		          14          Do you see that?				false

		4181						LN		150		15		false		          15  A   Yes, I do.				false

		4182						LN		150		16		false		          16  Q   So I guess my question is:  What is the capacity				false

		4183						LN		150		17		false		          17      factor or the assumed capacity factor of a new				false

		4184						LN		150		18		false		          18      resource that the Commission uses when it does do an				false

		4185						LN		150		19		false		          19      economic analysis of new resources?				false

		4186						LN		150		20		false		          20  A   So I clarify:  When the Commission does an analysis,				false

		4187						LN		150		21		false		          21      or when --				false

		4188						LN		150		22		false		          22  Q   Sorry.  When the company does.				false

		4189						LN		150		23		false		          23  A   -- we do an analysis and present it to the				false

		4190						LN		150		24		false		          24      Commission?				false

		4191						LN		150		25		false		          25  Q   When the company does --				false

		4192						PG		151		0		false		page 151				false

		4193						LN		151		1		false		           1  A   Okay.				false

		4194						LN		151		2		false		           2  Q   -- the analysis.				false

		4195						LN		151		3		false		           3  A   We do, in fact, use the -- what I think Mr. Mitchell				false

		4196						LN		151		4		false		           4      has defined as the preconstruction wind forecast as				false

		4197						LN		151		5		false		           5      an input to our models, the IRP models, which have				false

		4198						LN		151		6		false		           6      changed over the years.  So, you know, what I'm				false

		4199						LN		151		7		false		           7      speaking to are concepts in general methodologies,				false

		4200						LN		151		8		false		           8      key assumptions in how you do a change from one model				false

		4201						LN		151		9		false		           9      to the next as we've changed platforms.  But				false

		4202						LN		151		10		false		          10      fundamentally, it's consistent with Ramo- --				false

		4203						LN		151		11		false		          11      Mr. Mitchell's testimony here.				false

		4204						LN		151		12		false		          12          You have an input that's basically -- I think of				false

		4205						LN		151		13		false		          13      it as what would the wind profile potentially look				false

		4206						LN		151		14		false		          14      like at the bus bar where interconnection occurs				false

		4207						LN		151		15		false		          15      based entirely on the wind regime, anemometer data,				false

		4208						LN		151		16		false		          16      wind speed data, to establish a projected forecast at				false

		4209						LN		151		17		false		          17      a P50 level, as I mentioned my definition of that				false

		4210						LN		151		18		false		          18      earlier.				false

		4211						LN		151		19		false		          19          And then when you analyze that as a part of an				false

		4212						LN		151		20		false		          20      integrated system where there are potential				false

		4213						LN		151		21		false		          21      transmission constraints and other reasons to modify				false

		4214						LN		151		22		false		          22      output beyond the bus bar of that wind facility, that				false

		4215						LN		151		23		false		          23      the capacity factor can be generally never higher,				false

		4216						LN		151		24		false		          24      lower than the preconstruction input of the wind				false

		4217						LN		151		25		false		          25      facility to reflect any number of things that may				false

		4218						PG		152		0		false		page 152				false

		4219						LN		152		1		false		           1      have occurred, whether it's curtailments or economics				false

		4220						LN		152		2		false		           2      or things of that nature as well.				false

		4221						LN		152		3		false		           3          So it puts -- preconstruction is an input.  The				false

		4222						LN		152		4		false		           4      actual capacity factor is an output.  Any time you				false

		4223						LN		152		5		false		           5      change assumptions to the model, therefore the output				false

		4224						LN		152		6		false		           6      can change.				false

		4225						LN		152		7		false		           7  Q   So does PacifiCorp have the output capacity factor of				false

		4226						LN		152		8		false		           8      the wind resources that it has acquired recently?				false

		4227						LN		152		9		false		           9          Is that -- does that -- does that data exist				false

		4228						LN		152		10		false		          10      somewhere?				false

		4229						LN		152		11		false		          11  A   Again, it would -- potentially it should exist, and				false

		4230						LN		152		12		false		          12      it exists every time you run a model and you've				false

		4231						LN		152		13		false		          13      changed the assumptions.  You put a new price curve				false

		4232						LN		152		14		false		          14      in the model, you'll get a different output.  You --				false

		4233						LN		152		15		false		          15      every time you're rerunning the model, it may or may				false

		4234						LN		152		16		false		          16      not be very impactful, your change of assumption to				false

		4235						LN		152		17		false		          17      the output, but it can change.				false

		4236						LN		152		18		false		          18          I can speak to when we've proceeded with the				false

		4237						LN		152		19		false		          19      prudence -- I'll say the analysis that I supported				false

		4238						LN		152		20		false		          20      for prudence review of wind facilities, at least that				false

		4239						LN		152		21		false		          21      I remember off the top of my head tying back to our				false

		4240						LN		152		22		false		          22      Energy Vision 2020 project, which included Segment D2				false

		4241						LN		152		23		false		          23      of our Energy Gateway West transmission upgrades,				false

		4242						LN		152		24		false		          24      roughly the 2020 time frame, that analysis, treated				false

		4243						LN		152		25		false		          25      the analysis here the same way.				false

		4244						PG		153		0		false		page 153				false

		4245						LN		153		1		false		           1          The analysis I would have supported in testimony				false

		4246						LN		153		2		false		           2      in various jurisdictions to support prudence would				false

		4247						LN		153		3		false		           3      have been analyzed in the fashion I just described.				false

		4248						LN		153		4		false		           4      And the same would flow through from there to the				false

		4249						LN		153		5		false		           5      Gateway South transmission project and associated				false

		4250						LN		153		6		false		           6      wind output and to the repowering facilities as well.				false

		4251						LN		153		7		false		           7          Those are the ones I remember off the top of my				false

		4252						LN		153		8		false		           8      head since I was the witness supporting those				false

		4253						LN		153		9		false		           9      analyses that we analyzed it this way.				false

		4254						LN		153		10		false		          10                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Those are all				false

		4255						LN		153		11		false		          11      my questions.  Thank you.				false

		4256						LN		153		12		false		          12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		4257						LN		153		13		false		          13          Any redirect from the company at this time?				false

		4258						LN		153		14		false		          14                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  Just				false

		4259						LN		153		15		false		          15      a couple quick questions.				false

		4260						LN		153		16		false		          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.				false

		4261						LN		153		17		false		          17				false

		4262						LN		153		18		false		          18                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		4263						LN		153		19		false		          19      BY MR. McVEE:				false

		4264						LN		153		20		false		          20  Q   Mr. Link, there are several questions about CETA				false

		4265						LN		153		21		false		          21      compliance.				false

		4266						LN		153		22		false		          22          Is it true that PacifiCorp has brought online or				false

		4267						LN		153		23		false		          23      contracted CETA-supporting resources since CETA				false

		4268						LN		153		24		false		          24      passed?				false

		4269						LN		153		25		false		          25  A   That's correct.  Since -- over the last -- just even				false

		4270						PG		154		0		false		page 154				false

		4271						LN		154		1		false		           1      over the last three years, we've got a little over				false

		4272						LN		154		2		false		           2      3,000 megawatts of renewable or capacity -- battery				false

		4273						LN		154		3		false		           3      storage capacity needed to integrate renewable energy				false

		4274						LN		154		4		false		           4      that either has come online or will be coming online				false

		4275						LN		154		5		false		           5      through next summer.				false

		4276						LN		154		6		false		           6  Q   And I believe staff referenced Docket UE-191024.				false

		4277						LN		154		7		false		           7      That was the 2020 PacifiCorp rate case with the				false

		4278						LN		154		8		false		           8      WIJAM.				false

		4279						LN		154		9		false		           9          Did the company seek recovery and prudence review				false

		4280						LN		154		10		false		          10      of the repowered Rolling Hills as part of that				false

		4281						LN		154		11		false		          11      request?				false

		4282						LN		154		12		false		          12  A   I believe we did.				false

		4283						LN		154		13		false		          13                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.  That's all				false

		4284						LN		154		14		false		          14      the questions that I have on redirect.				false

		4285						LN		154		15		false		          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  Sorry.				false

		4286						LN		154		16		false		          16      I was taking notes.  I appreciate that.				false

		4287						LN		154		17		false		          17          Questions from the bench at this point in time?				false

		4288						LN		154		18		false		          18                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes, please.				false

		4289						LN		154		19		false		          19      Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		4290						LN		154		20		false		          20          Mr. Link, looking at staff witness Jacque				false

		4291						LN		154		21		false		          21      Hawkins-Jones' cross testimony -- and that's JHJ-IT				false

		4292						LN		154		22		false		          22      [sic].  I'm looking at Pages 6 through 8, starting at				false

		4293						LN		154		23		false		          23      Line 15.  Page 6.				false

		4294						LN		154		24		false		          24                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.  I'm there.				false

		4295						LN		154		25		false		          25                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Have you read				false

		4296						PG		155		0		false		page 155				false

		4297						LN		155		1		false		           1      this?				false

		4298						LN		155		2		false		           2                        THE WITNESS:  I did.				false

		4299						LN		155		3		false		           3                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.				false

		4300						LN		155		4		false		           4          So on the timelines, does the company have a				false

		4301						LN		155		5		false		           5      position on the timelines requirements presented by				false

		4302						LN		155		6		false		           6      staff's proposal?  And that would be PacifiCorp to				false

		4303						LN		155		7		false		           7      initiate multiparty multi-jurisdictional cost				false

		4304						LN		155		8		false		           8      allocation frameworks discussions by February 1,				false

		4305						LN		155		9		false		           9      2027.  And the next, PacifiCorp to file a Phase 2				false

		4306						LN		155		10		false		          10      cost allocation protocol by March 1st, 2028.				false

		4307						LN		155		11		false		          11          Any position or response on those proposed				false

		4308						LN		155		12		false		          12      timelines?				false

		4309						LN		155		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  We do not, I				false

		4310						LN		155		14		false		          14      think, support the timelines proposed in this				false

		4311						LN		155		15		false		          15      testimony.  I think there are really a number of				false

		4312						LN		155		16		false		          16      reasons why.				false

		4313						LN		155		17		false		          17          First, let me say it's not -- we're not opposed				false

		4314						LN		155		18		false		          18      to potentially exploring opportunities to get				false

		4315						LN		155		19		false		          19      engagement from stakeholders and to try to find				false

		4316						LN		155		20		false		          20      resolution that parties can agree to in advance of a				false

		4317						LN		155		21		false		          21      potential filing.				false

		4318						LN		155		22		false		          22          I think our recent experience tells us that the				false

		4319						LN		155		23		false		          23      likelihood of success in that approach may not be				false

		4320						LN		155		24		false		          24      high, and that rather than prescriptively establish				false

		4321						LN		155		25		false		          25      when and how the Phase 2 should be done, we're				false

		4322						PG		156		0		false		page 156				false

		4323						LN		156		1		false		           1      focusing in our proposal that I believe states that				false

		4324						LN		156		2		false		           2      we will ensure Phase 2 is in place with sufficient				false

		4325						LN		156		3		false		           3      time for 2030 essentially rate effective period.				false

		4326						LN		156		4		false		           4          There are some pretty difficult issues yet on the				false

		4327						LN		156		5		false		           5      table for us to address in Phase 2.  We've				false

		4328						LN		156		6		false		           6      highlighted what some of those may be.  Today's				false

		4329						LN		156		7		false		           7      exchange with me hit some of this as well, whether				false

		4330						LN		156		8		false		           8      it's decommissioning or new transmission projects,				false

		4331						LN		156		9		false		           9      and we simply need the time to work through those				false

		4332						LN		156		10		false		          10      complicated issues.  And we will look for				false

		4333						LN		156		11		false		          11      opportunities to engage.				false

		4334						LN		156		12		false		          12          It's in -- it's to our benefit to have				false

		4335						LN		156		13		false		          13      stakeholder participation and ultimately some level				false

		4336						LN		156		14		false		          14      of consensus on what we can agree to, so there's --				false

		4337						LN		156		15		false		          15      we're clearly not opposed to it.  But I'm simply not				false

		4338						LN		156		16		false		          16      in agreement to the very prescriptive, "By such date,				false

		4339						LN		156		17		false		          17      you should do these very specific things," and kind				false

		4340						LN		156		18		false		          18      of shackle us in a way that I feel might be more				false

		4341						LN		156		19		false		          19      harmful than helpful in the end.				false

		4342						LN		156		20		false		          20                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.				false

		4343						LN		156		21		false		          21      Thank you.				false

		4344						LN		156		22		false		          22          And staying just with Phase 2 and going on to the				false

		4345						LN		156		23		false		          23      next page, does the company have a position on any of				false

		4346						LN		156		24		false		          24      the recommendations made by staff regarding the				false

		4347						LN		156		25		false		          25      requirements of a Phase 2 filing?				false

		4348						PG		157		0		false		page 157				false

		4349						LN		157		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  I think as a general				false

		4350						LN		157		2		false		           2      matter -- and I could certainly walk through them one				false

		4351						LN		157		3		false		           3      by one as necessary.  But as a general matter, we're				false

		4352						LN		157		4		false		           4      not -- there's a lot of information here that,				false

		4353						LN		157		5		false		           5      frankly, when we're -- we're reading it as a team,				false

		4354						LN		157		6		false		           6      we're not quite sure even what some of the analysis				false

		4355						LN		157		7		false		           7      intended means and what that might look like.				false

		4356						LN		157		8		false		           8          And from our recent experience in trying to get				false

		4357						LN		157		9		false		           9      consensus through the multistate process previously,				false

		4358						LN		157		10		false		          10      that -- that is -- those sorts of uncertainties and				false

		4359						LN		157		11		false		          11      vagueness that have, I think, helped or contributed				false

		4360						LN		157		12		false		          12      to us being bogged down and then trying to over- --				false

		4361						LN		157		13		false		          13      or not over, but to analysis by paralysis.  I think				false

		4362						LN		157		14		false		          14      Ms. Steward mentioned that -- that term, used that				false

		4363						LN		157		15		false		          15      earlier.				false

		4364						LN		157		16		false		          16          And there were some things here that, you know,				false

		4365						LN		157		17		false		          17      I'm not sure entirely make a lot of sense, like where				false

		4366						LN		157		18		false		          18      directional implications on load forecast, if we're				false

		4367						LN		157		19		false		          19      at fixed allocation factors for Washington in				false

		4368						LN		157		20		false		          20      particular, that that may not really be a driver of				false

		4369						LN		157		21		false		          21      how interactions happen with other jurisdictions.				false

		4370						LN		157		22		false		          22          We do fully anticipate proposing fixed allocation				false

		4371						LN		157		23		false		          23      factors for at least some combination of				false

		4372						LN		157		24		false		          24      jurisdictions in Phase 2 as well, so Washington				false

		4373						LN		157		25		false		          25      wouldn't be the only one ultimately.  It's the first				false

		4374						PG		158		0		false		page 158				false

		4375						LN		158		1		false		           1      one, given the timing of where we are in the				false

		4376						LN		158		2		false		           2      compliance obligations, frankly, under CETA and the				false

		4377						LN		158		3		false		           3      CCA.				false

		4378						LN		158		4		false		           4                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank				false

		4379						LN		158		5		false		           5      you.				false

		4380						LN		158		6		false		           6          Nothing further from me.  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		4381						LN		158		7		false		           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just a real quick				false

		4382						LN		158		8		false		           8      follow-up.  There was a discussion earlier on the				false

		4383						LN		158		9		false		           9      allocation of PTCs, and I just want to make sure I				false

		4384						LN		158		10		false		          10      understand it correctly, so I'm going to use a real				false

		4385						LN		158		11		false		          11      simple model in my head.				false

		4386						LN		158		12		false		          12          My understanding is that PTCs would be allocated				false

		4387						LN		158		13		false		          13      based on the cost allocation as well.  So PTCs are a				false

		4388						LN		158		14		false		          14      benefit to customers.  And if there are allocated				false

		4389						LN		158		15		false		          15      costs, then that PTC rolls back to them.				false

		4390						LN		158		16		false		          16          So my simple example is, if a wind facility is				false

		4391						LN		158		17		false		          17      allocated 10 percent or 8 percent to Washington				false

		4392						LN		158		18		false		          18      customers, a PTC is produced and comes to the company				false

		4393						LN		158		19		false		          19      as a tax benefit, 8 percent of that PTC comes back to				false

		4394						LN		158		20		false		          20      Washington customers.				false

		4395						LN		158		21		false		          21          Do I have -- is that a correct flow of what a PTC				false

		4396						LN		158		22		false		          22      would do for customers?				false

		4397						LN		158		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  We share the same				false

		4398						LN		158		24		false		          24      understanding, yes.				false

		4399						LN		158		25		false		          25                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  Very good.				false

		4400						PG		159		0		false		page 159				false

		4401						LN		159		1		false		           1      Thank you.				false

		4402						LN		159		2		false		           2                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.				false

		4403						LN		159		3		false		           3      And I was having the same question, so that's				false

		4404						LN		159		4		false		           4      helpful.				false

		4405						LN		159		5		false		           5          Mr. Link, I just have one other question.  And we				false

		4406						LN		159		6		false		           6      were talking a bit about decommissioning and				false

		4407						LN		159		7		false		           7      remediation costs for -- for the Chehalis plant.  And				false

		4408						LN		159		8		false		           8      I think in response to Commissioner Doumit's				false

		4409						LN		159		9		false		           9      question, you also indicated that is still sort of a				false

		4410						LN		159		10		false		          10      question up in the air, which is why it's deferred to				false

		4411						LN		159		11		false		          11      Phase 2.				false

		4412						LN		159		12		false		          12          But just going to -- you mentioned you're tying				false

		4413						LN		159		13		false		          13      it to cost-causation principles.				false

		4414						LN		159		14		false		          14          Similar to decommissioning or remediation costs				false

		4415						LN		159		15		false		          15      for coal plants -- and we've dealt with this with				false

		4416						LN		159		16		false		          16      other companies and other issues -- that those costs				false

		4417						LN		159		17		false		          17      for the plant really refer back to how that cost was				false

		4418						LN		159		18		false		          18      used over time, not changes in those plants going				false

		4419						LN		159		19		false		          19      forward; for example, how we have considered it with				false

		4420						LN		159		20		false		          20      Colstrip.				false

		4421						LN		159		21		false		          21          Would you agree to that?				false

		4422						LN		159		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  I think with -- with				false

		4423						LN		159		23		false		          23      the caveat that I'm not sure what we've done with				false

		4424						LN		159		24		false		          24      Colstrip personally.  Other witnesses, I suspect, may				false

		4425						LN		159		25		false		          25      be; Ms. Cheung in particular.				false

		4426						PG		160		0		false		page 160				false

		4427						LN		160		1		false		           1          And I think I understand, though, generally where				false

		4428						LN		160		2		false		           2      you're coming from, and we have not yet determined				false

		4429						LN		160		3		false		           3      our approach, I would say is the easiest way to put				false

		4430						LN		160		4		false		           4      it.				false

		4431						LN		160		5		false		           5          I certainly am aware that -- that there's an				false

		4432						LN		160		6		false		           6      argument for, you know, how the costs have occurred				false

		4433						LN		160		7		false		           7      over time via an allocation method should be a factor				false

		4434						LN		160		8		false		           8      in establishing what that is.  But at the same time,				false

		4435						LN		160		9		false		           9      it's my understanding also, particularly in				false

		4436						LN		160		10		false		          10      Washington and even under the WIJAM, that actual				false

		4437						LN		160		11		false		          11      decommissioning will ultimately be what is paid for.				false

		4438						LN		160		12		false		          12      It's just at what allocation.  And we need to work				false

		4439						LN		160		13		false		          13      through what that proposal looks like.				false

		4440						LN		160		14		false		          14          We started having some convers- -- I'll be				false

		4441						LN		160		15		false		          15      perfectly honest in establishing this.  Some of those				false

		4442						LN		160		16		false		          16      conversations and quickly determined that we would				false

		4443						LN		160		17		false		          17      have a difficult time coming to resolution as to what				false

		4444						LN		160		18		false		          18      we would want to propose and the time we needed to				false

		4445						LN		160		19		false		          19      make this filing, and Phase -- we have no immediate				false

		4446						LN		160		20		false		          20      plans to retire the facility by the time we get to				false

		4447						LN		160		21		false		          21      Phase 2 and we can consider that during Phase 2.				false

		4448						LN		160		22		false		          22                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So --				false

		4449						LN		160		23		false		          23      but the issue is, if -- if other states benefitted				false

		4450						LN		160		24		false		          24      from the allocation of Chehalis and the dispatch of				false

		4451						LN		160		25		false		          25      Chehalis, should they not then be responsible for a				false

		4452						PG		161		0		false		page 161				false

		4453						LN		161		1		false		           1      portion of the decommissioning and remediation costs.				false

		4454						LN		161		2		false		           2      Whether they would agree to that is a different				false

		4455						LN		161		3		false		           3      issue, but if you're looking at cost causation in				false

		4456						LN		161		4		false		           4      terms of, you know, traditional sort of environmental				false

		4457						LN		161		5		false		           5      cost causation, if a state has had the benefit of the				false

		4458						LN		161		6		false		           6      use, then would they not have the benefit -- the				false

		4459						LN		161		7		false		           7      burden of the decommissioning and remediation costs				false

		4460						LN		161		8		false		           8      going forward?				false

		4461						LN		161		9		false		           9                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah, and I -- how do				false

		4462						LN		161		10		false		          10      I want to put this?  At the risk of boxing myself				false

		4463						LN		161		11		false		          11      into we've established a methodology going forward,				false

		4464						LN		161		12		false		          12      I -- I -- I agree with that basic sentiment, and the				false

		4465						LN		161		13		false		          13      mechanics of how we achieve that kind of fair outcome				false

		4466						LN		161		14		false		          14      are what we need to work through.				false

		4467						LN		161		15		false		          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  I				false

		4468						LN		161		16		false		          16      understand.  And that will be for the Phase 2.				false

		4469						LN		161		17		false		          17                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		4470						LN		161		18		false		          18                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So as the				false

		4471						LN		161		19		false		          19      company is filing its deferrals for -- with other				false

		4472						LN		161		20		false		          20      states for the Chehalis plant, will the consideration				false

		4473						LN		161		21		false		          21      of depreciation or remediation costs also be included				false

		4474						LN		161		22		false		          22      in those deferral applications or petitions?				false

		4475						LN		161		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  I will recommend you				false

		4476						LN		161		24		false		          24      maybe try to validate my answer with Ms. Cheung when				false

		4477						LN		161		25		false		          25      she gets up.  But because we haven't established a				false

		4478						PG		162		0		false		page 162				false

		4479						LN		162		1		false		           1      specific decommissioning proposal here or in the				false

		4480						LN		162		2		false		           2      other jurisdictions, my expectation is that we would				false

		4481						LN		162		3		false		           3      not have that factored into those deferrals.				false

		4482						LN		162		4		false		           4                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So if you				false

		4483						LN		162		5		false		           5      don't factor it into the deferral and you're not				false

		4484						LN		162		6		false		           6      seeking deferral of those costs, the company is				false

		4485						LN		162		7		false		           7      potentially, depending on the outcome of those				false

		4486						LN		162		8		false		           8      deferrals and the depreciation discussion of Phase 2,				false

		4487						LN		162		9		false		           9      potentially not able to recover certain costs,				false

		4488						LN		162		10		false		          10      correct?				false

		4489						LN		162		11		false		          11                        THE WITNESS:  I would -- I think I				false

		4490						LN		162		12		false		          12      would recommend that go to Ms. Cheung as well.				false

		4491						LN		162		13		false		          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  I				false

		4492						LN		162		14		false		          14      will do that.  Thanks.				false

		4493						LN		162		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		4494						LN		162		16		false		          16                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Sorry.  Just				false

		4495						LN		162		17		false		          17      one more.				false

		4496						LN		162		18		false		          18          Public counsel went to your rebuttal testimony at				false

		4497						LN		162		19		false		          19      Page 20 and asked you to opine essentially on public				false

		4498						LN		162		20		false		          20      counsel's recommendation that the Commission order				false

		4499						LN		162		21		false		          21      PacifiCorp to remove Chehalis and Gym Bridger's Units				false

		4500						LN		162		22		false		          22      1 and 2 on December 31, 2029.				false

		4501						LN		162		23		false		          23          You answered there, but I -- "reckless," you				false

		4502						LN		162		24		false		          24      said.  Pretty strong word.  And I want to just go a				false

		4503						LN		162		25		false		          25      little bit deeper than that and just maybe set forth				false

		4504						PG		163		0		false		page 163				false

		4505						LN		163		1		false		           1      the reasons why -- why you would suggest that.				false

		4506						LN		163		2		false		           2                        THE WITNESS:  So can you help me				false

		4507						LN		163		3		false		           3      understand if my use of the term "reckless" was in my				false

		4508						LN		163		4		false		           4      response this morning or it's in the testimony?				false

		4509						LN		163		5		false		           5                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Oh.  No.				false

		4510						LN		163		6		false		           6      It's in the testimony.				false

		4511						LN		163		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.				false

		4512						LN		163		8		false		           8                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  I'm sorry.				false

		4513						LN		163		9		false		           9                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		4514						LN		163		10		false		          10                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  It's in your				false

		4515						LN		163		11		false		          11      testimony.  22 and then again over on 21.				false

		4516						LN		163		12		false		          12                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		4517						LN		163		13		false		          13                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  At Line 15.				false

		4518						LN		163		14		false		          14      You have it in here, but --				false

		4519						LN		163		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		4520						LN		163		16		false		          16                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  -- I just				false

		4521						LN		163		17		false		          17      want a little more -- a little more substance on				false

		4522						LN		163		18		false		          18      that, please.  Thank you.				false

		4523						LN		163		19		false		          19                        THE WITNESS:  Sure.  I appreciate				false

		4524						LN		163		20		false		          20      that.				false

		4525						LN		163		21		false		          21          The -- the only real dispatchable generation from				false

		4526						LN		163		22		false		          22      our existing fleet that would be available for				false

		4527						LN		163		23		false		          23      Washington really boils down to the Chehalis				false

		4528						LN		163		24		false		          24      facility, the thermal units, the Bridger facilities				false

		4529						LN		163		25		false		          25      we've got proposed in this -- in this allocation.				false

		4530						PG		164		0		false		page 164				false

		4531						LN		164		1		false		           1          There are additional procurements we're planning.				false

		4532						LN		164		2		false		           2      We do have some battery resources coming online, but				false

		4533						LN		164		3		false		           3      not sufficient in and of themselves to replace this.				false

		4534						LN		164		4		false		           4          And so my use of the term "reckless" is really to				false

		4535						LN		164		5		false		           5      draw attention to the fact that removal of this				false

		4536						LN		164		6		false		           6      dispatch will generate reliance on maybe not a				false

		4537						LN		164		7		false		           7      hundred percent but close to hundred percent				false

		4538						LN		164		8		false		           8      non-emitting variable resources.  There are some				false

		4539						LN		164		9		false		           9      hydro facilities, so I'm not trying to make this				false

		4540						LN		164		10		false		          10      black and white all in all, but it's a significant				false

		4541						LN		164		11		false		          11      reduction of the sort of things needed to maintain				false

		4542						LN		164		12		false		          12      reliable operations on the system would, in fact, be				false

		4543						LN		164		13		false		          13      reckless.				false

		4544						LN		164		14		false		          14          And, again, I'm tying that to the point that				false

		4545						LN		164		15		false		          15      if -- if -- if we're incurring real costs to maintain				false

		4546						LN		164		16		false		          16      that type of service, then, you know, inherent in				false

		4547						LN		164		17		false		          17      that assumption is those costs are being passed				false

		4548						LN		164		18		false		          18      through to customers because it's a cost to provide				false

		4549						LN		164		19		false		          19      reliable service.  That we can't just lean on the				false

		4550						LN		164		20		false		          20      system in other jurisdictions' costs for resources				false

		4551						LN		164		21		false		          21      that might be providing that service and assume				false

		4552						LN		164		22		false		          22      that's okay.				false

		4553						LN		164		23		false		          23                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.				false

		4554						LN		164		24		false		          24      Thank you.  Appreciate that.				false

		4555						LN		164		25		false		          25                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		4556						PG		165		0		false		page 165				false

		4557						LN		165		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe				false

		4558						LN		165		2		false		           2      that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Link.				false

		4559						LN		165		3		false		           3      You're excused at this point in time.				false

		4560						LN		165		4		false		           4                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		4561						LN		165		5		false		           5                               (Witness excused.)				false

		4562						LN		165		6		false		           6				false

		4563						LN		165		7		false		           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  At this				false

		4564						LN		165		8		false		           8      point in time, we will go ahead and break for lunch.				false

		4565						LN		165		9		false		           9      We will be off the record.				false

		4566						LN		165		10		false		          10                               (Pause in proceedings from				false

		4567						LN		165		11		false		          11                                12:19 p.m. to 1:24 p.m.)				false

		4568						LN		165		12		false		          12				false

		4569						LN		165		13		false		          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  It is now				false

		4570						LN		165		14		false		          14      1:24 p.m.  And we will be moving to our next witness,				false

		4571						LN		165		15		false		          15      witness -- sorry -- witness Mitchell.  If you could				false

		4572						LN		165		16		false		          16      please come up.  Thank you.				false

		4573						LN		165		17		false		          17          And if you could please raise your right hand,				false

		4574						LN		165		18		false		          18      I'll swear you in.				false

		4575						LN		165		19		false		          19          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you				false

		4576						LN		165		20		false		          20      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,				false

		4577						LN		165		21		false		          21      and nothing but the truth?				false

		4578						LN		165		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		4579						LN		165		23		false		          23      ////				false

		4580						LN		165		24		false		          24      ////				false

		4581						LN		165		25		false		          25      ////				false

		4582						PG		166		0		false		page 166				false

		4583						LN		166		1		false		           1      RAMON J. MITCHELL,         having been first duly sworn				false

		4584						LN		166		2		false		           2                                 by Administrative Law Judge				false

		4585						LN		166		3		false		           3                                 Thompson, was examined and				false

		4586						LN		166		4		false		           4                                 testified as follows:				false

		4587						LN		166		5		false		           5				false

		4588						LN		166		6		false		           6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You				false

		4589						LN		166		7		false		           7      may be seated.				false

		4590						LN		166		8		false		           8          And, Counsel, you may proceed.				false

		4591						LN		166		9		false		           9				false

		4592						LN		166		10		false		          10                        DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		4593						LN		166		11		false		          11      BY MR. LOWNEY:				false

		4594						LN		166		12		false		          12  Q   Witness Mitchell, could you please state and spell				false

		4595						LN		166		13		false		          13      your name for the record.				false

		4596						LN		166		14		false		          14  A   Name is Ramon Mitchell.  R-a-m-o-n M-i-t-c-h-e-l-l.				false

		4597						LN		166		15		false		          15  Q   And how are you employed?				false

		4598						LN		166		16		false		          16  A   I am the director of net power cost for PacifiCorp.				false

		4599						LN		166		17		false		          17  Q   And in that capacity, did you file testimony in this				false

		4600						LN		166		18		false		          18      case?				false

		4601						LN		166		19		false		          19  A   Yes, I did.				false

		4602						LN		166		20		false		          20  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions today,				false

		4603						LN		166		21		false		          21      would your answers be the same?				false

		4604						LN		166		22		false		          22  A   Yes, they would.				false

		4605						LN		166		23		false		          23                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you.				false

		4606						LN		166		24		false		          24          Witness Mitchell is available for				false

		4607						LN		166		25		false		          25      cross-examination.				false

		4608						PG		167		0		false		page 167				false

		4609						LN		167		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very				false

		4610						LN		167		2		false		           2      much.				false

		4611						LN		167		3		false		           3          We will go ahead and begin with staff.  And feel				false

		4612						LN		167		4		false		           4      free to proceed whenever you're ready.				false

		4613						LN		167		5		false		           5				false

		4614						LN		167		6		false		           6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		4615						LN		167		7		false		           7      BY MS. STRAUSS:				false

		4616						LN		167		8		false		           8  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.				false

		4617						LN		167		9		false		           9          How are you?				false

		4618						LN		167		10		false		          10  A   Good afternoon.  I'm well.  Thank you.				false

		4619						LN		167		11		false		          11          How are you?				false

		4620						LN		167		12		false		          12  Q   Generally speaking, would you expect to buy a hedge				false

		4621						LN		167		13		false		          13      at one price and then sell it at another price?				false

		4622						LN		167		14		false		          14  A   No.  Generally speaking, as you can see in Page 40 of				false

		4623						LN		167		15		false		          15      my rebuttal testimony -- as in Page four zero of				false

		4624						LN		167		16		false		          16      Exhibit 13CT, as in "Charlie," "tango" -- it				false

		4625						LN		167		17		false		          17      illustrates the tree timelines of the energy market:				false

		4626						LN		167		18		false		          18      The forward market, the day-ahead market, and the				false

		4627						LN		167		19		false		          19      real-time market.				false

		4628						LN		167		20		false		          20          Hedges are transacted in the forward market.  And				false

		4629						LN		167		21		false		          21      then to the extent that they're sold, they're				false

		4630						LN		167		22		false		          22      typically sold in the day-ahead market, at which				false

		4631						LN		167		23		false		          23      point they're no longer hedges.  They're spot market				false

		4632						LN		167		24		false		          24      transactions or day-ahead or real-time transactions.				false

		4633						LN		167		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  But the price you buy it at would not be the				false

		4634						PG		168		0		false		page 168				false

		4635						LN		168		1		false		           1      same you would sell any sort of spot market				false

		4636						LN		168		2		false		           2      transaction at?				false

		4637						LN		168		3		false		           3  A   It could be the same.  It could be different.  The				false

		4638						LN		168		4		false		           4      market is unpredictable; hence, why we hedge.  And so				false

		4639						LN		168		5		false		           5      it's not possible to say whether it would be higher				false

		4640						LN		168		6		false		           6      or lower, which is why the hedging adjustment does				false

		4641						LN		168		7		false		           7      not account for those variations.  It does not				false

		4642						LN		168		8		false		           8      account for price volatility impacts on the net power				false

		4643						LN		168		9		false		           9      cost forecast, and it does not account for changes in				false

		4644						LN		168		10		false		          10      the underlying OFPC.				false

		4645						LN		168		11		false		          11  Q   Okay.  You agree that Aurora -- that Aurora is				false

		4646						LN		168		12		false		          12      modeled based on prices and resource datas that are				false

		4647						LN		168		13		false		          13      input into the program on the day the model is run,				false

		4648						LN		168		14		false		          14      correct?				false

		4649						LN		168		15		false		          15  A   They are based on the prices input and the resource				false

		4650						LN		168		16		false		          16      correctors.  It's not necessarily on the day that the				false

		4651						LN		168		17		false		          17      model is run, because we have preparatory stages.				false

		4652						LN		168		18		false		          18      But they are as you describe with the exception of				false

		4653						LN		168		19		false		          19      the last.				false

		4654						LN		168		20		false		          20  Q   Okay.  So it's based on data that has been generated				false

		4655						LN		168		21		false		          21      in recent past?				false

		4656						LN		168		22		false		          22  A   Either generated or procured.  In the case of forward				false

		4657						LN		168		23		false		          23      prices, we do not as a company generate those forward				false

		4658						LN		168		24		false		          24      price curves.  We take them from the real or forward				false

		4659						LN		168		25		false		          25      market, which are broker quotes, where you can buy				false

		4660						PG		169		0		false		page 169				false

		4661						LN		169		1		false		           1      now energy for delivery one year from now.				false

		4662						LN		169		2		false		           2  Q   And in your opinion, as you stated in testimony,				false

		4663						LN		169		3		false		           3      Aurora's optimization is fundamentally a spot market				false

		4664						LN		169		4		false		           4      simulation, correct?				false

		4665						LN		169		5		false		           5  A   Correct.				false

		4666						LN		169		6		false		           6  Q   Okay.  And the spot market is the real-time or				false

		4667						LN		169		7		false		           7      short-term marketplace where electricity is bought or				false

		4668						LN		169		8		false		           8      sold for immediate delivery?				false

		4669						LN		169		9		false		           9  A   Yes.  And I would like to clarify that the phrase				false

		4670						LN		169		10		false		          10      Aurora is a spot market simulation refers to the fact				false

		4671						LN		169		11		false		          11      that the model is an hourly granularity model, which				false

		4672						LN		169		12		false		          12      is more akin to the spot market and less akin to the				false

		4673						LN		169		13		false		          13      forward time frames where you have to purchase energy				false
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		4928						LN		179		8		false		           8      inputs or near all inputs are forecasts of prices.				false

		4929						LN		179		9		false		           9      It applies to all of net power costs in the model.				false

		4930						LN		179		10		false		          10  Q   So the hedge forecast could be an overestimation or				false

		4931						LN		179		11		false		          11      an underestimation of the actual costs?				false

		4932						LN		179		12		false		          12  A   All of net power costs can be an over-underestimation				false

		4933						LN		179		13		false		          13      [sic] or an underestimation of the actual costs.				false

		4934						LN		179		14		false		          14      This is the whole bundle.  It cannot take away				false

		4935						LN		179		15		false		          15      hedging and isolate it and speak to it as things that				false

		4936						LN		179		16		false		          16      are inaccurate over or under without considering that				false

		4937						LN		179		17		false		          17      this is a concept that applies to the entirety of				false

		4938						LN		179		18		false		          18      modeled net power costs that sets that PCAM base				false

		4939						LN		179		19		false		          19      that's -- or, rather, that amount that flows into the				false

		4940						LN		179		20		false		          20      PCAM and is trued up for customer rates on that, on				false

		4941						LN		179		21		false		          21      that surcharge.				false

		4942						LN		179		22		false		          22  Q   Now, the official forward price curve, does that				false

		4943						LN		179		23		false		          23      explicitly include information that identifies				false

		4944						LN		179		24		false		          24      purchase and sale price for the 25-megawatt hedge				false
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		4948						LN		180		2		false		           2      the price are not related for any component of net				false

		4949						LN		180		3		false		           3      power costs, in the sense that when we get that OFPC				false

		4950						LN		180		4		false		           4      from broker quotes in the market, it is a price that				false

		4951						LN		180		5		false		           5      is given to us based on prevailing market dynamics				false

		4952						LN		180		6		false		           6      and how players in the market foresee future events				false

		4953						LN		180		7		false		           7      unfolding as an aggregate.				false

		4954						LN		180		8		false		           8          But there isn't a -- there isn't a set of -- from				false

		4955						LN		180		9		false		           9      X -- from zero megawatts to a thousand megawatts,				false

		4956						LN		180		10		false		          10      here's your price for each incremental megawatt-hour.				false

		4957						LN		180		11		false		          11      It's one price.  And so implicitly it assumes				false

		4958						LN		180		12		false		          12      infinite liquidity, and so it's disconnected from				false
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		4960						LN		180		14		false		          14  Q   So I want to talk a little bit more about the				false

		4961						LN		180		15		false		          15      25-megawatt hedge blocks that you reference in your				false

		4962						LN		180		16		false		          16      testimony.				false

		4963						LN		180		17		false		          17          That specific product, that 25-megawatt hedge				false

		4964						LN		180		18		false		          18      block, does the OFPC explicitly have information				false

		4965						LN		180		19		false		          19      related to that exact product in terms of a purchase				false

		4966						LN		180		20		false		          20      price or a sale price, or is it -- are those official				false

		4967						LN		180		21		false		          21      forward price curve prices just general energy				false
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		4975						LN		181		3		false		           3      transactions, day-ahead market transactions, or				false

		4976						LN		181		4		false		           4      real-time market transactions -- the OFPC is agnostic				false

		4977						LN		181		5		false		           5      to whether it's purchased in 25-megawatt blocks or 25				false

		4978						LN		181		6		false		           6      times 250-megawatt blocks.				false

		4979						LN		181		7		false		           7          And your question seems to imply that we purchase				false

		4980						LN		181		8		false		           8      a single product that is of 25 megawatts in size.  We				false

		4981						LN		181		9		false		           9      purchase a product that is multiples of 25 megawatts.				false

		4982						LN		181		10		false		          10      It could be 500, a thousand, or 50.  It's not just a				false

		4983						LN		181		11		false		          11      single 25.  And this applies to the forward markets				false
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		4985						LN		181		13		false		          13  Q   Okay.  Thank you.				false

		4986						LN		181		14		false		          14          Now I want to talk a little bit about the PCAM				false

		4987						LN		181		15		false		          15      just briefly.				false

		4988						LN		181		16		false		          16          The PCAM is meant to track deviations in costs				false

		4989						LN		181		17		false		          17      from the net power cost forecast that is set, impacts				false

		4990						LN		181		18		false		          18      GRC or PCORC, correct?				false

		4991						LN		181		19		false		          19  A   That is part of its purpose, yes.				false

		4992						LN		181		20		false		          20  Q   Okay.  And then that balance is trued up in the				false

		4993						LN		181		21		false		          21      annual PCAM filings?				false

		4994						LN		181		22		false		          22  A   That's the basic idea of it.				false

		4995						LN		181		23		false		          23  Q   And, now, system balancing transactions are included				false

		4996						LN		181		24		false		          24      in those -- in those costs that are tracked in the				false
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		5001						LN		182		3		false		           3  Q   Now, the hedge prices that the company ultimately				false

		5002						LN		182		4		false		           4      pays, the price they ultimately pay for the hedge				false

		5003						LN		182		5		false		           5      products they acquire, are those included in the				false

		5004						LN		182		6		false		           6      costs that are tracked for true-up in the PCAM?				false

		5005						LN		182		7		false		           7  A   Yes.  But not cherry-picking here.  All prices are				false

		5006						LN		182		8		false		           8      included, the actuals for all forward market,				false

		5007						LN		182		9		false		           9      day-ahead market, real-time market.  All the actual				false
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		5009						LN		182		11		false		          11      prices.  We can't cherry-pick one single market and				false

		5010						LN		182		12		false		          12      ignore the other two markets.  It's a holistic				false

		5011						LN		182		13		false		          13      forecast.				false

		5012						LN		182		14		false		          14  Q   And the PCAM is a tracking mechanism, correct?				false

		5013						LN		182		15		false		          15  A   That's my understanding.				false

		5014						LN		182		16		false		          16  Q   Okay.  Thank you.				false

		5015						LN		182		17		false		          17          I want to switch gears a little bit and talk				false
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		5102						PG		186		0		false		page 186				false

		5103						LN		186		1		false		           1      system -- and I'm just making up these numbers for				false

		5104						LN		186		2		false		           2      whole numbers and easy math 'cause I'm not good at				false
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		5120						LN		186		18		false		          18  Q   And that's only for the gas hedges.  And that --				false
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		5159						LN		188		5		false		           5      feel that it's necessary to do so at this point in				false

		5160						LN		188		6		false		           6      time?				false

		5161						LN		188		7		false		           7                        MR. LOWNEY:  I confess, I'm a bit				false

		5162						LN		188		8		false		           8      at a loss, because I'm just not sure what -- if I'm				false

		5163						LN		188		9		false		           9      understanding, if the question is going to make				false

		5164						LN		188		10		false		          10      reference to confidential material even obliquely, I				false

		5165						LN		188		11		false		          11      think we need to go into the confidential session.				false

		5166						LN		188		12		false		          12      But not understanding exactly how the question is				false

		5167						LN		188		13		false		          13      going to be phrased, I'm not a hundred percent sure.				false

		5168						LN		188		14		false		          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Let's go				false

		5169						LN		188		15		false		          15      ahead, and we'll need to take probably a five-minute				false

		5170						LN		188		16		false		          16      recess to be able to go into a confidential session.				false

		5171						LN		188		17		false		          17          I'll just ask public counsel and AWEC:  Did you				false

		5172						LN		188		18		false		          18      have confidential questions for witness Mitchell as				false

		5173						LN		188		19		false		          19      well?				false

		5174						LN		188		20		false		          20                        MR. PEPPLE:  I have questions that				false

		5175						LN		188		21		false		          21      reference confidential material, but I'm fairly				false

		5176						LN		188		22		false		          22      confident I can do it without getting into				false

		5177						LN		188		23		false		          23      confidential discussions.				false

		5178						LN		188		24		false		          24                        MR. SYKES:  I think I can avoid				false

		5179						LN		188		25		false		          25      confidential material in my questioning.				false

		5180						PG		189		0		false		page 189				false

		5181						LN		189		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We'll go				false

		5182						LN		189		2		false		           2      ahead and take a brief recess to go ahead and go into				false

		5183						LN		189		3		false		           3      a confidential session.				false

		5184						LN		189		4		false		           4          I was thinking if we had more questions, we could				false

		5185						LN		189		5		false		           5      just do them all at once.  But if we can avoid them,				false

		5186						LN		189		6		false		           6      to prevent us from going back into confidential				false

		5187						LN		189		7		false		           7      session, that would be great.				false

		5188						LN		189		8		false		           8          So at this point in time, we'll be off the record				false

		5189						LN		189		9		false		           9      for a couple of minutes so that we can set up the				false

		5190						LN		189		10		false		          10      breakout room.  I'd ask that the parties take a look				false

		5191						LN		189		11		false		          11      around the room and just ensure that everybody who's				false

		5192						LN		189		12		false		          12      here with you has signed a confidentiality agreement.				false

		5193						LN		189		13		false		          13          If not, we'll have to send them out of the room				false

		5194						LN		189		14		false		          14      temporarily.  Thank you.				false

		5195						LN		189		15		false		          15                               (Pause in proceedings from				false

		5196						LN		189		16		false		          16                                1:57 p.m. to 2:04 p.m.)				false

		5197						LN		189		17		false		          17                               (Confidential Session				false

		5198						LN		189		18		false		          18                                begins.)				false

		5199						LN		189		19		false		          19                               (Confidential portion				false

		5200						LN		189		20		false		          20                                redacted.)				false

		5201						LN		189		21		false		          21				false

		5202						LN		189		22		false		          22				false

		5203						LN		189		23		false		          23				false

		5204						LN		189		24		false		          24				false

		5205						LN		189		25		false		          25				false

		5206						PG		192		0		false		page 192				false

		5207						LN		192		1		false		           1				false

		5208						LN		192		2		false		           2				false

		5209						LN		192		3		false		           3				false

		5210						LN		192		4		false		           4				false

		5211						LN		192		5		false		           5				false

		5212						LN		192		6		false		           6				false

		5213						LN		192		7		false		           7				false

		5214						LN		192		8		false		           8				false

		5215						LN		192		9		false		           9				false

		5216						LN		192		10		false		          10				false

		5217						LN		192		11		false		          11				false

		5218						LN		192		12		false		          12				false

		5219						LN		192		13		false		          13				false

		5220						LN		192		14		false		          14				false

		5221						LN		192		15		false		          15                               (Confidential session				false

		5222						LN		192		16		false		          16                                concluded.)				false

		5223						LN		192		17		false		          17				false

		5224						LN		192		18		false		          18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We are back				false

		5225						LN		192		19		false		          19      on the record in the public Zoom room.  And, staff,				false

		5226						LN		192		20		false		          20      you can go ahead and proceed with your next question.				false

		5227						LN		192		21		false		          21                        MS. STRAUSS:  Thank you, Your				false

		5228						LN		192		22		false		          22      Honor.				false

		5229						LN		192		23		false		          23  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  So, Mr. Mitchell, the currently				false

		5230						LN		192		24		false		          24      used model for forecasting hedges has never been				false

		5231						LN		192		25		false		          25      tested by applying it to a prior year and comparing				false

		5232						PG		193		0		false		page 193				false

		5233						LN		193		1		false		           1      the outputs in the model with the actual hedges that				false

		5234						LN		193		2		false		           2      were acquired for that year, correct?				false

		5235						LN		193		3		false		           3  A   No, that's not correct.				false

		5236						LN		193		4		false		           4  Q   But you just said the backcast study does not				false

		5237						LN		193		5		false		           5      individually reflect the hedges.				false

		5238						LN		193		6		false		           6  A   Right.  Let me explain.				false

		5239						LN		193		7		false		           7          So our forecast of net power costs -- whether it				false

		5240						LN		193		8		false		           8      be in a dollar basis or a megawatt-hour basis -- is,				false

		5241						LN		193		9		false		           9      for lack of for better phrasing, always wrong, unless				false

		5242						LN		193		10		false		          10      by some extreme coincidence the decimals line up				false

		5243						LN		193		11		false		          11      perfectly.				false

		5244						LN		193		12		false		          12          So those hedge forecasts, in an ideal world where				false

		5245						LN		193		13		false		          13      all our inputs into the model are correct and the				false

		5246						LN		193		14		false		          14      model is properly specified, the forecast of hedges				false

		5247						LN		193		15		false		          15      on a dollar basis and on a megawatt-hour basis would				false

		5248						LN		193		16		false		          16      be completely accurate, because the forward price				false

		5249						LN		193		17		false		          17      curve would never change from our assumptions, et				false

		5250						LN		193		18		false		          18      cetera and so forth.				false

		5251						LN		193		19		false		          19          In this benchmark, we took all of the actual				false

		5252						LN		193		20		false		          20      executed hedges in 2020, and because they were known,				false

		5253						LN		193		21		false		          21      we fixed them into the model so that the model				false

		5254						LN		193		22		false		          22      properly accounts for that -- those quarterly blocks				false

		5255						LN		193		23		false		          23      of energy that it has to somehow, if there is an				false

		5256						LN		193		24		false		          24      excess say for that 5,000-megawatt summer peak hour,				false

		5257						LN		193		25		false		          25      it has to get rid of.				false

		5258						PG		194		0		false		page 194				false

		5259						LN		194		1		false		           1          We loaded the full yearly amount of total actual				false

		5260						LN		194		2		false		           2      executed hedges and then let the model dispose of any				false

		5261						LN		194		3		false		           3      excess just like it would in the forecast, with the				false

		5262						LN		194		4		false		           4      only difference being, between the benchmark and the				false

		5263						LN		194		5		false		           5      forecast, is that we know that these hedges actually				false

		5264						LN		194		6		false		           6      occurred.  And then the forecast, in a perfect world,				false

		5265						LN		194		7		false		           7      we know that the hedges would actually occur as well.				false

		5266						LN		194		8		false		           8      But it's a forecast, so there would be some variation				false

		5267						LN		194		9		false		           9      in price and some variation in megawatt-hours as per				false

		5268						LN		194		10		false		          10      usual for any forecast.				false

		5269						LN		194		11		false		          11          But the principle is the same.  Hedges are loaded				false

		5270						LN		194		12		false		          12      into the model in quarterly blocks, and then the				false

		5271						LN		194		13		false		          13      excess is sold at a discount because we used the OFPC				false

		5272						LN		194		14		false		          14      that you discussed with the DART premium discount.				false

		5273						LN		194		15		false		          15  Q   So let me ask the question a little differently.				false

		5274						LN		194		16		false		          16          Have you ever taken the method you're currently				false

		5275						LN		194		17		false		          17      using to forecast hedges and applied it on a prior				false

		5276						LN		194		18		false		          18      year's data for hedges, the actual known data, to				false

		5277						LN		194		19		false		          19      compare the outputs?				false

		5278						LN		194		20		false		          20  A   In a related fashion, but not as you describe it.				false

		5279						LN		194		21		false		          21          What we have done is benched mark -- so the				false

		5280						LN		194		22		false		          22      method that we use to calculate the hedge volumes --				false

		5281						LN		194		23		false		          23      because remember that the prices are set by the OFPC,				false

		5282						LN		194		24		false		          24      not calculated by the company.  They are what they				false

		5283						LN		194		25		false		          25      are.				false

		5284						PG		195		0		false		page 195				false

		5285						LN		195		1		false		           1          But the hedge volumes that go into the model,				false

		5286						LN		195		2		false		           2      those quarterly blocks for -- and these quarterly				false

		5287						LN		195		3		false		           3      blocks are seasonal.  So June, July, August, those				false

		5288						LN		195		4		false		           4      types of quarterly blocks corresponding to seasons.				false

		5289						LN		195		5		false		           5      I may be off on the season definition.  I can't quite				false

		5290						LN		195		6		false		           6      recall.  Those volumes that are in this PCORC have				false

		5291						LN		195		7		false		           7      been "benched mark" in aggregate against historical				false

		5292						LN		195		8		false		           8      volumes from calendar year 2024, calendar year 2023,				false

		5293						LN		195		9		false		           9      and quite possibly 2022.  I'd have to double-check my				false

		5294						LN		195		10		false		          10      testimony.				false

		5295						LN		195		11		false		          11          So we validated that the method we use to come up				false

		5296						LN		195		12		false		          12      with the hedge volumes is reasonable.  And then based				false

		5297						LN		195		13		false		          13      on that, plus the fact that this benchmark study in				false

		5298						LN		195		14		false		          14      2020 also took the actual hedge volumes this time,				false

		5299						LN		195		15		false		          15      not the forecasted one.  But recall, the forecast is				false

		5300						LN		195		16		false		          16      reasonable to the actuals based on our comparison.				false

		5301						LN		195		17		false		          17      Our result here in the benchmark implies, therefore,				false

		5302						LN		195		18		false		          18      that the results in the forecast are also reasonable.				false

		5303						LN		195		19		false		          19          And so your question implies at some kind of				false

		5304						LN		195		20		false		          20      divergence based on a lack of -- of fact checking or				false

		5305						LN		195		21		false		          21      back checking, but that wouldn't be an accurate				false

		5306						LN		195		22		false		          22      premise.				false

		5307						LN		195		23		false		          23  Q   So I really quickly want to touch on something you				false

		5308						LN		195		24		false		          24      just said.				false

		5309						LN		195		25		false		          25          You mentioned comparing applying this methodology				false

		5310						PG		196		0		false		page 196				false

		5311						LN		196		1		false		           1      to years 2024, 2023, and maybe 2022.				false

		5312						LN		196		2		false		           2          Is that what you just said?				false

		5313						LN		196		3		false		           3  A   Taking the total amount of hedge volumes anticipated				false

		5314						LN		196		4		false		           4      for calendar year 2026 and having the own historical				false

		5315						LN		196		5		false		           5      data for comparison, being calendar years 2024 and				false

		5316						LN		196		6		false		           6      backwards, we compared the forecast in hedge volumes				false

		5317						LN		196		7		false		           7      to historical actual hedge volumes to ensure that				false

		5318						LN		196		8		false		           8      they are in alignment and in a realm of				false

		5319						LN		196		9		false		           9      reasonability.				false

		5320						LN		196		10		false		          10  Q   Okay.  And which exhibit are those comparisons --				false

		5321						LN		196		11		false		          11      which exhibit to your testimony or to any one in the				false

		5322						LN		196		12		false		          12      PacifiCorp's testimony can those comparisons be found				false

		5323						LN		196		13		false		          13      in?				false

		5324						LN		196		14		false		          14  A   They're in my rebuttal testimony.				false

		5325						LN		196		15		false		          15  Q   But which exhibit to your rebuttal testimony is that				false

		5326						LN		196		16		false		          16      data actually shown, or is it just stated in your				false

		5327						LN		196		17		false		          17      testimony?				false

		5328						LN		196		18		false		          18  A   It's -- the data is in Exhibit 13CT.				false

		5329						LN		196		19		false		          19          Now, someone with a Control-F, if they did				false

		5330						LN		196		20		false		          20      "million mwh" with a space in between, could find it				false

		5331						LN		196		21		false		          21      faster than me.  But those numbers for 2024, for				false

		5332						LN		196		22		false		          22      2026, or for 2023, I'm 90 percent certain that they				false

		5333						LN		196		23		false		          23      are directly within Exhibit 13C in my rebuttal				false

		5334						LN		196		24		false		          24      testimony.				false

		5335						LN		196		25		false		          25                        MR. LOWNEY:  Your Honor, if I may,				false

		5336						PG		197		0		false		page 197				false

		5337						LN		197		1		false		           1      I believe Page 23 may be the page that you're looking				false

		5338						LN		197		2		false		           2      for.				false

		5339						LN		197		3		false		           3                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  We'll				false

		5340						LN		197		4		false		           4      take a look.				false

		5341						LN		197		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Page 23 has the				false

		5342						LN		197		6		false		           6      last paragraph that says, finally, these hedges are				false

		5343						LN		197		7		false		           7      far from hypothetical in practice.				false

		5344						LN		197		8		false		           8          Then it goes on.  And then it says to provide				false

		5345						LN		197		9		false		           9      context in calendar year 2024, then in calendar year				false

		5346						LN		197		10		false		          10      2023.  So I didn't use 2022.  I just used 2024 and				false

		5347						LN		197		11		false		          11      2023.  Actual executed hedges to compare to a				false

		5348						LN		197		12		false		          12      forecast of calendar year 2026.				false

		5349						LN		197		13		false		          13  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  So this is the quantity of hedges,				false

		5350						LN		197		14		false		          14      though, correct?				false

		5351						LN		197		15		false		          15  A   Yes.  Which is the entire premise.  Because recall				false

		5352						LN		197		16		false		          16      the OFPC is already set by the market, and so the				false

		5353						LN		197		17		false		          17      company doesn't have any input into what the prices				false

		5354						LN		197		18		false		          18      are, only what the volume is.				false

		5355						LN		197		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  So -- but when you're modeling for hedges and				false

		5356						LN		197		20		false		          20      you're using the OFPC, you're using that also to				false

		5357						LN		197		21		false		          21      model not only the purchase price but the sale price				false

		5358						LN		197		22		false		          22      for any excess; is that correct?				false

		5359						LN		197		23		false		          23  A   Yes.  So the hedges, themselves, at these quarterly				false

		5360						LN		197		24		false		          24      blocks -- represent in summer, winter, fall,				false

		5361						LN		197		25		false		          25      spring -- they come in at the flat OFPC.  Because				false

		5362						PG		198		0		false		page 198				false

		5363						LN		198		1		false		           1      this, what we discussed earlier with this premium and				false

		5364						LN		198		2		false		           2      this discount, that is the day-ahead real-time				false

		5365						LN		198		3		false		           3      adjustment not related to forward markets.  And then				false

		5366						LN		198		4		false		           4      that discount, when the excess is sold, that's when				false

		5367						LN		198		5		false		           5      that price for the sale kicks in, which is a discount				false

		5368						LN		198		6		false		           6      to the OFPC.				false

		5369						LN		198		7		false		           7  Q   Yeah, I understand that.				false

		5370						LN		198		8		false		           8          So what I'm asking is:  This method that you are				false

		5371						LN		198		9		false		           9      using to model that purchase and sale pricing, did				false

		5372						LN		198		10		false		          10      you apply that method to say the 2024, 2023 data, to				false

		5373						LN		198		11		false		          11      look at how that method for modeling pricing applied				false

		5374						LN		198		12		false		          12      to the actual pricing produced for those quantities				false

		5375						LN		198		13		false		          13      purchased?				false

		5376						LN		198		14		false		          14  A   The question, itself, isn't valid.  We're comparing				false

		5377						LN		198		15		false		          15      megawatt-hours only.  Because a comparison of price				false

		5378						LN		198		16		false		          16      produces no tangible results.  The prices are broker				false

		5379						LN		198		17		false		          17      quotes from the forward market that form the OFPC.				false

		5380						LN		198		18		false		          18      And so any comparison of price would seem to be				false

		5381						LN		198		19		false		          19      saying, Well, how wrong was the market in predicting				false

		5382						LN		198		20		false		          20      next year's price?				false

		5383						LN		198		21		false		          21          And that's something that the company does not				false

		5384						LN		198		22		false		          22      calculate.  It's not in our control of net power cost				false

		5385						LN		198		23		false		          23      forecast inputs, if you will.  We don't determine the				false

		5386						LN		198		24		false		          24      OFPC.  The market does.				false

		5387						LN		198		25		false		          25          But what we do determine is the hedge volumes.				false

		5388						PG		199		0		false		page 199				false

		5389						LN		199		1		false		           1      And so that we need to check against the historical				false

		5390						LN		199		2		false		           2      data to make sure that they're in the realm of				false

		5391						LN		199		3		false		           3      reasonableness.  To check to see if the prices are in				false

		5392						LN		199		4		false		           4      the realm of reasonableness, that could be done.  But				false

		5393						LN		199		5		false		           5      the only outcome of that analysis would be to say,				false

		5394						LN		199		6		false		           6      Well, I guess the market got it wrong.  But we don't				false

		5395						LN		199		7		false		           7      create those prices.				false

		5396						LN		199		8		false		           8  Q   Okay.  Thank you.				false

		5397						LN		199		9		false		           9          Okay.  I want to talk a little bit about the PTCs				false

		5398						LN		199		10		false		          10      that my cocounsel talked a little bit about earlier,				false

		5399						LN		199		11		false		          11      and I talk a little bit about PTCs in your testimony.				false

		5400						LN		199		12		false		          12      So I just want to touch on those questions.  If for				false

		5401						LN		199		13		false		          13      some reason you can't answer them, it's fine.  But to				false

		5402						LN		199		14		false		          14      the extent you can, I want to give it a go.				false

		5403						LN		199		15		false		          15          So you heard my cocounsel's questions to witness				false

		5404						LN		199		16		false		          16      Links a little earlier about PTCs, correct?				false

		5405						LN		199		17		false		          17  A   It'd be helpful if you could refresh my memory as				false

		5406						LN		199		18		false		          18      necessary.				false

		5407						LN		199		19		false		          19  Q   I'm going to ask slightly different questions, so I				false

		5408						LN		199		20		false		          20      don't expect you to have them memorized.				false

		5409						LN		199		21		false		          21          You agree that Mr. Link testifies that Rolling				false

		5410						LN		199		22		false		          22      Hills is preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer				false

		5411						LN		199		23		false		          23      PTCs.				false

		5412						LN		199		24		false		          24          That's your understanding of his testimony,				false

		5413						LN		199		25		false		          25      correct?				false

		5414						PG		200		0		false		page 200				false

		5415						LN		200		1		false		           1  A   I recall Mr. Link discussing preferential curtailment				false

		5416						LN		200		2		false		           2      in order to maximize the benefits of PTCs from other				false

		5417						LN		200		3		false		           3      wind resources that Washington has a -- Washington				false

		5418						LN		200		4		false		           4      has a share of, all our wind resources in that region				false

		5419						LN		200		5		false		           5      he was discussing, to my knowledge.				false

		5420						LN		200		6		false		           6          I'd say it was -- I reference his question as				false

		5421						LN		200		7		false		           7      being balance in do you take the more PTCs from this				false

		5422						LN		200		8		false		           8      or the less PTCs from this or it's equal, more				false

		5423						LN		200		9		false		           9      revenue for Washington customers, is my recollection				false

		5424						LN		200		10		false		          10      of that.				false

		5425						LN		200		11		false		          11  Q   And is the decision to curtail dispatch of Rolling				false

		5426						LN		200		12		false		          12      Hills, say, in effort to lose fewer PTCs made based				false

		5427						LN		200		13		false		          13      on assessment of the systemwide or just Washington?				false

		5428						LN		200		14		false		          14  A   Both.  Because in that constrained Wyoming region				false

		5429						LN		200		15		false		          15      where we have more generation capacity than we have				false

		5430						LN		200		16		false		          16      the transmission to move the totality of that				false

		5431						LN		200		17		false		          17      generation out of the region, when it comes to wind,				false

		5432						LN		200		18		false		          18      subject to check, because of WIJAM, Washington has				false

		5433						LN		200		19		false		          19      its system load share of all the wind resources.				false

		5434						LN		200		20		false		          20          And so when you consider system dispatch of that				false

		5435						LN		200		21		false		          21      wind versus Washington dispatch, because it's load				false

		5436						LN		200		22		false		          22      ratio for all the six states, the effect is the same				false

		5437						LN		200		23		false		          23      whether you dispatch for the system or for				false

		5438						LN		200		24		false		          24      Washington.				false

		5439						LN		200		25		false		          25  Q   Now, I know PacifiCorp is proposing something called				false

		5440						PG		201		0		false		page 201				false

		5441						LN		201		1		false		           1      a 2026 protocol in this case, and there's the				false

		5442						LN		201		2		false		           2      existing WIJAM.				false

		5443						LN		201		3		false		           3          And there's different allocation proposals under				false

		5444						LN		201		4		false		           4      each, correct?				false

		5445						LN		201		5		false		           5  A   Yes.				false

		5446						LN		201		6		false		           6  Q   Okay.  Now, looking at PTCs, in terms of the WIJAM,				false

		5447						LN		201		7		false		           7      those are allocated based on who the resource is				false

		5448						LN		201		8		false		           8      allocated to, correct?				false

		5449						LN		201		9		false		           9  A   The allocation factors determine the flow of the				false

		5450						LN		201		10		false		          10      PTCs, as the commissioner was questioning Mr. Link				false

		5451						LN		201		11		false		          11      previously.				false

		5452						LN		201		12		false		          12  Q   And the same would apply to the 2026 protocol,				false

		5453						LN		201		13		false		          13      correct?				false

		5454						LN		201		14		false		          14  A   Yes.				false

		5455						LN		201		15		false		          15  Q   Okay.  So if, for example, Rolling Hills were				false

		5456						LN		201		16		false		          16      curtailed in favor of another resource that is				false

		5457						LN		201		17		false		          17      allocated to a different jurisdiction, then				false

		5458						LN		201		18		false		          18      Washington customers would lose the PTCs that would				false

		5459						LN		201		19		false		          19      have flown to them -- flow to them from Rolling				false

		5460						LN		201		20		false		          20      Hills; isn't that correct?				false

		5461						LN		201		21		false		          21  A   I'm not understanding your concept of a different				false

		5462						LN		201		22		false		          22      jurisdiction.  Because the resources as they exist				false

		5463						LN		201		23		false		          23      physically are system resources that each state has a				false

		5464						LN		201		24		false		          24      share of, and the total shares in the 2026 protocol				false

		5465						LN		201		25		false		          25      as proposed by the company would add to one.				false

		5466						PG		202		0		false		page 202				false

		5467						LN		202		1		false		           1          Now, there is that Rolling Hills difference where				false

		5468						LN		202		2		false		           2      Washington would not have a higher percentage.  But				false

		5469						LN		202		3		false		           3      setting that aside for a moment to establish a				false

		5470						LN		202		4		false		           4      baseline, it's not as if we operate a single resource				false

		5471						LN		202		5		false		           5      six times, once for each jurisdiction.  We operate				false

		5472						LN		202		6		false		           6      one resource, and each jurisdiction has a share of				false

		5473						LN		202		7		false		           7      that resource, inclusive of Washington, inclusive of				false

		5474						LN		202		8		false		           8      all the other five.				false

		5475						LN		202		9		false		           9          And so I don't understand your concept of				false

		5476						LN		202		10		false		          10      operating for another jurisdiction, or...				false

		5477						LN		202		11		false		          11  Q   Let me -- let me try and do a hypothetical example.				false

		5478						LN		202		12		false		          12          So say I believe PacifiCorp's proposal in this is				false

		5479						LN		202		13		false		          13      that Washington would receive 34 percent of Rolling				false

		5480						LN		202		14		false		          14      Hills, correct?  Roughly?				false

		5481						LN		202		15		false		          15  A   Subject to check, the number seems appropriate.				false

		5482						LN		202		16		false		          16  Q   Okay.  Let's just say --				false

		5483						LN		202		17		false		          17  A   Approximate.				false

		5484						LN		202		18		false		          18  Q   -- it's 34 just for the purpose of this question.				false

		5485						LN		202		19		false		          19          So under the allocation, Washington would receive				false

		5486						LN		202		20		false		          20      34 percent of the PTCs that come from that facility,				false

		5487						LN		202		21		false		          21      correct?				false

		5488						LN		202		22		false		          22  A   Yes.				false

		5489						LN		202		23		false		          23  Q   Now say that facility is curtailed and instead				false

		5490						LN		202		24		false		          24      hypothetical Wind Plant No. 2, of which Washington				false

		5491						LN		202		25		false		          25      receives 2 percent of the power, it only receives 2				false

		5492						PG		203		0		false		page 203				false

		5493						LN		203		1		false		           1      percent of the PTCs.				false

		5494						LN		203		2		false		           2          So if Rolling Hills were curtailed in favor of				false

		5495						LN		203		3		false		           3      this other facility, Washington would lose out on the				false

		5496						LN		203		4		false		           4      34 percent of the PTCs it gets from Rolling Hills.				false

		5497						LN		203		5		false		           5      It would only get 2 percent of the PTCs from that				false

		5498						LN		203		6		false		           6      other facility?				false

		5499						LN		203		7		false		           7  A   With the caveat that Rolling Hills has on the				false

		5500						LN		203		8		false		           8      dollar -- on a cents-per-kilowatt-hour basis, a lower				false

		5501						LN		203		9		false		           9      PTC rate than the other wind facilities.				false

		5502						LN		203		10		false		          10  Q   Depending on the facility?  Or is Rolling Hills -- of				false

		5503						LN		203		11		false		          11      all the wind facilities, they're all equal, and				false

		5504						LN		203		12		false		          12      Rolling Hill is different?				false

		5505						LN		203		13		false		          13  A   Mike Wilding would be the expert on that.  But				false

		5506						LN		203		14		false		          14      subject to check with witness Wilding, of all				false

		5507						LN		203		15		false		          15      company-owned wind resources, Rolling Hills and maybe				false

		5508						LN		203		16		false		          16      one other are the only ones that have a PTC rate				false

		5509						LN		203		17		false		          17      that -- or, rather, the only one that the projects				false

		5510						LN		203		18		false		          18      are all not fully either repowered or earning the				false

		5511						LN		203		19		false		          19      full PTC rates as well.				false

		5512						LN		203		20		false		          20                        MS. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Let me just				false

		5513						LN		203		21		false		          21      check one thing.				false

		5514						LN		203		22		false		          22          That is all my questions.  Thank you very much.				false

		5515						LN		203		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		5516						LN		203		24		false		          24                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		5517						LN		203		25		false		          25          Public counsel, whenever you're ready, you can go				false

		5518						PG		204		0		false		page 204				false

		5519						LN		204		1		false		           1      ahead and proceed with your questions.				false

		5520						LN		204		2		false		           2				false

		5521						LN		204		3		false		           3                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		5522						LN		204		4		false		           4      BY MR. SYKES:				false

		5523						LN		204		5		false		           5  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.  Actually I've only got				false

		5524						LN		204		6		false		           6      a few questions for you today.				false

		5525						LN		204		7		false		           7  A   Good afternoon.				false

		5526						LN		204		8		false		           8  Q   So this is a yes-or-no question.				false

		5527						LN		204		9		false		           9          Under the WIJAM --				false

		5528						LN		204		10		false		          10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Would you				false

		5529						LN		204		11		false		          11      mind speaking closer to your mike.				false

		5530						LN		204		12		false		          12                        MR. SYKES:  Sure.				false

		5531						LN		204		13		false		          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.				false

		5532						LN		204		14		false		          14  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So this is a yes-or-no question.				false

		5533						LN		204		15		false		          15          Under the WIJAM, Washington ratepayers are				false

		5534						LN		204		16		false		          16      allocated a portion of NPC costs?				false

		5535						LN		204		17		false		          17  A   Under the WIJAM, Washington customers are allocated				false

		5536						LN		204		18		false		          18      net power costs.  The word "a portion of" --				false

		5537						LN		204		19		false		          19      mathematically, yes, there's a total company number,				false

		5538						LN		204		20		false		          20      and there's a Washington number, and one is less than				false

		5539						LN		204		21		false		          21      the other.				false

		5540						LN		204		22		false		          22  Q   Okay.  So you said net power costs.				false

		5541						LN		204		23		false		          23          Are there also allocated a proportion of not NPC				false

		5542						LN		204		24		false		          24      costs?				false

		5543						LN		204		25		false		          25  A   Yes.				false

		5544						PG		205		0		false		page 205				false

		5545						LN		205		1		false		           1  Q   Okay.  They receive benefits for those non-NPC costs				false

		5546						LN		205		2		false		           2      they that pay?				false

		5547						LN		205		3		false		           3  A   And the net-power-cost witness Sherona Cheung is the				false

		5548						LN		205		4		false		           4      revenue requirement witness.				false

		5549						LN		205		5		false		           5  Q   I understand.				false

		5550						LN		205		6		false		           6          Your testimony actually discusses non-NPC a				false

		5551						LN		205		7		false		           7      little bit.				false

		5552						LN		205		8		false		           8  A   Oh.  Could you point me to the --				false

		5553						LN		205		9		false		           9  Q   Sure.				false

		5554						LN		205		10		false		          10  A   -- section of my testimony that does that.				false

		5555						LN		205		11		false		          11  Q   Okay.  Let me ask it this way.  I'm having trouble				false

		5556						LN		205		12		false		          12      finding it in the -- in your rebuttal testimony.				false

		5557						LN		205		13		false		          13          You described the WIJAM balancing adjustment as a				false

		5558						LN		205		14		false		          14      noncash transaction to cover a non-NPC shortfall.				false

		5559						LN		205		15		false		          15  A   Could you please point me to that section of my				false

		5560						LN		205		16		false		          16      testimony.				false

		5561						LN		205		17		false		          17  Q   Okay.  Let's look at your analogy here of the car				false

		5562						LN		205		18		false		          18      lease, the car fleet leases.				false

		5563						LN		205		19		false		          19  A   Which page?				false

		5564						LN		205		20		false		          20  Q   Page 99.				false

		5565						LN		205		21		false		          21  A   Okay.  Rebuttal testimony Page 99.				false

		5566						LN		205		22		false		          22  Q   Yeah.				false

		5567						LN		205		23		false		          23  A   Yes.				false

		5568						LN		205		24		false		          24  Q   It's RJM-13C.				false

		5569						LN		205		25		false		          25  A   I am there.				false

		5570						PG		206		0		false		page 206				false

		5571						LN		206		1		false		           1  Q   Okay.  So in your analogy here, you are using the				false

		5572						LN		206		2		false		           2      cost of gasoline, which is a variable cost --				false

		5573						LN		206		3		false		           3  A   Mm-hmm.				false

		5574						LN		206		4		false		           4  Q   -- as a proxy for the car lease, which is a fixed				false

		5575						LN		206		5		false		           5      cost.				false

		5576						LN		206		6		false		           6  A   Mm-hmm.				false

		5577						LN		206		7		false		           7  Q   Right?				false

		5578						LN		206		8		false		           8          So that is an analogy for NPC, the gasoline, and				false

		5579						LN		206		9		false		           9      non-NPC, the lease?				false

		5580						LN		206		10		false		          10  A   Yes.  And that's why I use an analogy.  Because I'm				false

		5581						LN		206		11		false		          11      the net power cost expert, not the -- not the non-net				false

		5582						LN		206		12		false		          12      power cost expert.  It's a car-lease/gasoline				false

		5583						LN		206		13		false		          13      analogy.				false

		5584						LN		206		14		false		          14  Q   Now, your rebuttal testimony, it doesn't actually				false

		5585						LN		206		15		false		          15      discuss what non-NPC costs went unpaid by Washington				false

		5586						LN		206		16		false		          16      customers during any given time frame?				false

		5587						LN		206		17		false		          17  A   My rebuttal testimony focuses on net power costs.				false

		5588						LN		206		18		false		          18      I'm not net power cost witness.				false

		5589						LN		206		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  I understand that.				false

		5590						LN		206		20		false		          20  A   I don't have any insight into those numbers like a				false

		5591						LN		206		21		false		          21      subject matter expert does.				false

		5592						LN		206		22		false		          22  Q   I understand that.				false

		5593						LN		206		23		false		          23          But you're the witness who balanced on rebuttal				false

		5594						LN		206		24		false		          24      about the balancing adjustment.  Not anybody else.				false

		5595						LN		206		25		false		          25      You.				false

		5596						PG		207		0		false		page 207				false

		5597						LN		207		1		false		           1  A   The balancing adjustment, it's a net power cost				false

		5598						LN		207		2		false		           2      adjustment.				false

		5599						LN		207		3		false		           3  Q   Okay.  So it is a net power cost adjustment?				false

		5600						LN		207		4		false		           4  A   Yes, the balancing adjustment has always been a net				false

		5601						LN		207		5		false		           5      power cost adjustment unless we're discussing two --				false

		5602						LN		207		6		false		           6  Q   Okay.				false

		5603						LN		207		7		false		           7  A   -- separate things.				false

		5604						LN		207		8		false		           8  Q   So, I guess, what are the non-NPC costs that the				false

		5605						LN		207		9		false		           9      balancing adjustment is covering for Washington?				false

		5606						LN		207		10		false		          10          This is your analogy, so I'm trying to work with				false

		5607						LN		207		11		false		          11      you here.				false

		5608						LN		207		12		false		          12  A   I see what you're -- I think I see what you're				false

		5609						LN		207		13		false		          13      getting at.				false

		5610						LN		207		14		false		          14          So using a simplistic example, under the current				false

		5611						LN		207		15		false		          15      WIJAM, it's been often the narrative and it is the				false

		5612						LN		207		16		false		          16      case that Washington's share of the system's				false

		5613						LN		207		17		false		          17      portfolio, Washington's share of the generation of				false

		5614						LN		207		18		false		          18      resources that are off the total system is the -- the				false

		5615						LN		207		19		false		          19      share of the actual generation output in any given				false

		5616						LN		207		20		false		          20      year is lower than Washington -- than the load				false

		5617						LN		207		21		false		          21      consumed by Washington customers.  And so there's a				false

		5618						LN		207		22		false		          22      different -- there's a missing portion of energy.				false

		5619						LN		207		23		false		          23          Now, in reality, Washington customers weren't				false

		5620						LN		207		24		false		          24      blacked out to account for that missing portion of				false

		5621						LN		207		25		false		          25      energy.  They received -- on the bulk electric				false

		5622						PG		208		0		false		page 208				false

		5623						LN		208		1		false		           1      transmission system, they received reliable service.				false

		5624						LN		208		2		false		           2          And so that gap of missing energy which is due				false

		5625						LN		208		3		false		           3      to -- or put another way, had Washington subscribed				false

		5626						LN		208		4		false		           4      to more generation units or more generation, which				false

		5627						LN		208		5		false		           5      would of course entail plants and the entire revenue				false

		5628						LN		208		6		false		           6      requirement associated with them, that gap would have				false

		5629						LN		208		7		false		           7      closed.				false

		5630						LN		208		8		false		           8          And so that closing of the gap in this				false

		5631						LN		208		9		false		           9      hypothetical scenario, let's use Currant Creek as				false

		5632						LN		208		10		false		          10      witness Link described earlier.  A resource in place,				false

		5633						LN		208		11		false		          11      a gas resource that Washington currently doesn't				false

		5634						LN		208		12		false		          12      subscribe to.  Assume Washington did subscribe to				false

		5635						LN		208		13		false		          13      that resource.  In -- under the current WIJAM, it				false

		5636						LN		208		14		false		          14      would make or possibly eliminate that what is often				false

		5637						LN		208		15		false		          15      referred to as a short position, that gap between the				false

		5638						LN		208		16		false		          16      generation and the energy.  And if Washington had				false

		5639						LN		208		17		false		          17      subscribed to that gas plant in the east, there would				false

		5640						LN		208		18		false		          18      be costs associated with net power costs and non-net				false

		5641						LN		208		19		false		          19      power costs.				false

		5642						LN		208		20		false		          20          Now, to recover or to proxy for the costs that				false

		5643						LN		208		21		false		          21      Washington would have incurred had it signed up for a				false

		5644						LN		208		22		false		          22      total amount of generation to satisfy its load, the				false

		5645						LN		208		23		false		          23      balancing adjustment uses, as in its current form --				false

		5646						LN		208		24		false		          24      this isn't the -- I'm discussing the current WIJAM.				false

		5647						LN		208		25		false		          25      It uses market prices to proxy for the total value of				false

		5648						PG		209		0		false		page 209				false

		5649						LN		209		1		false		           1      what -- of that -- of those missing dollars.				false

		5650						LN		209		2		false		           2          The -- the customers of Washington received				false

		5651						LN		209		3		false		           3      reliable energy, but on the books, on the ratemaking				false

		5652						LN		209		4		false		           4      side, there isn't actually a payment for enough				false

		5653						LN		209		5		false		           5      generation to have cover that reliable energy.  And				false

		5654						LN		209		6		false		           6      so this balancing adjustment concept is simply a				false

		5655						LN		209		7		false		           7      valuation of that shortfall.				false

		5656						LN		209		8		false		           8          And so it appears in net power costs, and it does				false

		5657						LN		209		9		false		           9      proxy for those non-net power cost components.  But				false

		5658						LN		209		10		false		          10      it isn't a non-net power cost calculation.  It's a				false

		5659						LN		209		11		false		          11      net power cost calculation proxy for a lack of				false

		5660						LN		209		12		false		          12      non-net power cost elements in Washington rates.  And				false

		5661						LN		209		13		false		          13      it's a ratemaking calculation, purely ratemaking on				false

		5662						LN		209		14		false		          14      the spreadsheet.  Again, I must emphasize that				false

		5663						LN		209		15		false		          15      Washington customers have reliable service and they				false

		5664						LN		209		16		false		          16      don't actually get their service cut because of				false

		5665						LN		209		17		false		          17      missing energy on a spreadsheet.				false

		5666						LN		209		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  And they get reliable service because they're				false

		5667						LN		209		19		false		          19      part of a whole system?				false

		5668						LN		209		20		false		          20  A   Right.  Because they're part of an integrated,				false

		5669						LN		209		21		false		          21      holistically operated system.				false

		5670						LN		209		22		false		          22  Q   Okay.  And does PacifiCorp track its NPC systemwide				false

		5671						LN		209		23		false		          23      or by jurisdiction?				false

		5672						LN		209		24		false		          24  A   NPCs incurred systemwide because it's operated as one				false

		5673						LN		209		25		false		          25      system.  So our incurrence of the commodity costs to				false

		5674						PG		210		0		false		page 210				false

		5675						LN		210		1		false		           1      cover the power that we've purchased and so forth is				false

		5676						LN		210		2		false		           2      inherently a total system invoice that, you know, we				false

		5677						LN		210		3		false		           3      receive from our suppliers for natural gas and so				false

		5678						LN		210		4		false		           4      forth.  Anything after that is a -- is an -- is an				false

		5679						LN		210		5		false		           5      allocation exercise of divvying costs, slicing the				false

		5680						LN		210		6		false		           6      pie, so to speak.				false

		5681						LN		210		7		false		           7  Q   Okay.  And in your testimony, RJM-13CT, 105, 12, to				false

		5682						LN		210		8		false		           8      106, 15, you -- let's see.  Actually, let's do 105,				false

		5683						LN		210		9		false		           9      20.				false

		5684						LN		210		10		false		          10          You say that public counsel stipulated to the				false

		5685						LN		210		11		false		          11      WIJAM balancing adjustment in PacifiCorp's 2019				false

		5686						LN		210		12		false		          12      general rate case.				false

		5687						LN		210		13		false		          13  A   Could you -- when you say "105, 20," are you				false

		5688						LN		210		14		false		          14      referring to Pages 105 to Pages 120?				false

		5689						LN		210		15		false		          15  Q   No.  Page 105, Line 20.				false

		5690						LN		210		16		false		          16  A   Got you.				false

		5691						LN		210		17		false		          17          On that line there, it says that the parties				false

		5692						LN		210		18		false		          18      engaged in negotiations.				false

		5693						LN		210		19		false		          19  Q   Yes.				false

		5694						LN		210		20		false		          20          And then towards -- and it's PacifiCorp's				false

		5695						LN		210		21		false		          21      position that public counsel stipulated to the WIJAM				false

		5696						LN		210		22		false		          22      balancing adjustment?				false

		5697						LN		210		23		false		          23  A   Are you referring to Page 106, Line 8?				false

		5698						LN		210		24		false		          24  Q   Yes.  106, Line 8.				false

		5699						LN		210		25		false		          25  A   Public counsel filed joint testimony in support of a				false

		5700						PG		211		0		false		page 211				false

		5701						LN		211		1		false		           1      settlement.  Those are the -- that's the verbiage I'm				false

		5702						LN		211		2		false		           2      reading from that line.				false

		5703						LN		211		3		false		           3  Q   Yes.				false

		5704						LN		211		4		false		           4          Can we agree that the WIJAM stipulation, itself,				false

		5705						LN		211		5		false		           5      just the text of the stipulation that was filed, is				false

		5706						LN		211		6		false		           6      silent as to the balancing adjustment?				false

		5707						LN		211		7		false		           7  A   The text of the WIJAM, the Washington				false

		5708						LN		211		8		false		           8      Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Methodology, the				false

		5709						LN		211		9		false		           9      bare-bones text with the sections, we can definitely				false

		5710						LN		211		10		false		          10      agree that it does not specifically refer to the				false

		5711						LN		211		11		false		          11      balancing adjustment that came in the supporting				false

		5712						LN		211		12		false		          12      testimony.				false

		5713						LN		211		13		false		          13  Q   Okay.  And you refer -- I believe in the Footnote 111				false

		5714						LN		211		14		false		          14      there on Page 106, you refer to Michael Wilding's				false

		5715						LN		211		15		false		          15      direct testimony, Page 10, Lines 8 through 12, in				false

		5716						LN		211		16		false		          16      that document; is that right?				false

		5717						LN		211		17		false		          17  A   Yes.				false

		5718						LN		211		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  So if the Commission wanted to understand how				false

		5719						LN		211		19		false		          19      the balancing adjustment is supposed to work, they				false

		5720						LN		211		20		false		          20      could go refer to that testimony?				false

		5721						LN		211		21		false		          21  A   Mr. Wilding's testimony, yes.  Or they could ask				false

		5722						LN		211		22		false		          22      Mr. Wilding, who is conveniently here.				false

		5723						LN		211		23		false		          23                        MR. SYKES:  All right.  Thank you.				false

		5724						LN		211		24		false		          24      That's all.				false

		5725						LN		211		25		false		          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		5726						PG		212		0		false		page 212				false

		5727						LN		212		1		false		           1          AWEC, go ahead and proceed when you're ready.				false

		5728						LN		212		2		false		           2                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		5729						LN		212		3		false		           3				false

		5730						LN		212		4		false		           4                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		5731						LN		212		5		false		           5      BY MR. PEPPLE:				false

		5732						LN		212		6		false		           6  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.				false

		5733						LN		212		7		false		           7  A   Good afternoon.				false

		5734						LN		212		8		false		           8  Q   I have a couple questions about wind curtailment for				false

		5735						LN		212		9		false		           9      you to start off with.				false

		5736						LN		212		10		false		          10          First, I was just hoping that you could tell me				false

		5737						LN		212		11		false		          11      how PacifiCorp -- what capacity factor PacifiCorp				false

		5738						LN		212		12		false		          12      uses as an input to the Aurora model, how it				false

		5739						LN		212		13		false		          13      determines that capacity factor for a wind resource.				false

		5740						LN		212		14		false		          14  A   Most of the capacity factors that are used as an				false

		5741						LN		212		15		false		          15      input into our production cost model, Aurora, or the				false

		5742						LN		212		16		false		          16      P50 or preconstruction vintage forecasts that				false

		5743						LN		212		17		false		          17      Mr. Link referred to earlier.				false

		5744						LN		212		18		false		          18  Q   You said "most."				false

		5745						LN		212		19		false		          19          What about ones that are not?				false

		5746						LN		212		20		false		          20  A   Yes, if I recall correctly, about 65 percent use the				false

		5747						LN		212		21		false		          21      preconstructive -- preconstruction vintage forecast,				false

		5748						LN		212		22		false		          22      often referred to casually as "P50," and then the				false

		5749						LN		212		23		false		          23      remainder uses 48 months of history, a normalization				false

		5750						LN		212		24		false		          24      of 48 months of history as an input into the model.				false

		5751						LN		212		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  So when you say "a normalization of 48 months				false

		5752						PG		213		0		false		page 213				false

		5753						LN		213		1		false		           1      of history," could you just sort of expand on that?				false

		5754						LN		213		2		false		           2      That's --				false

		5755						LN		213		3		false		           3  A   It's average.  Averaged out.				false

		5756						LN		213		4		false		           4  Q   So the average actual production of the wind facility				false

		5757						LN		213		5		false		           5      over those 48 months; is that right?				false

		5758						LN		213		6		false		           6  A   Right.  It's generation-based -- well, they're -- the				false

		5759						LN		213		7		false		           7      generation capacity factors are the same concepts.				false

		5760						LN		213		8		false		           8      What it is is it's that four-year history on an				false

		5761						LN		213		9		false		           9      hourly basis is where the data starts from, and then				false

		5762						LN		213		10		false		          10      it simply -- you take an average of that four years				false

		5763						LN		213		11		false		          11      to get a capacity factor.  And then because wind of				false

		5764						LN		213		12		false		          12      course doesn't blow at the same capacity factor for				false

		5765						LN		213		13		false		          13      every hour of the year, we take the -- an actual wind				false

		5766						LN		213		14		false		          14      shape from the most recently available calendar year				false

		5767						LN		213		15		false		          15      and then apply the capacity to that 8,760 hours, that				false

		5768						LN		213		16		false		          16      8760 wind shape, to get it to match across the year,				false

		5769						LN		213		17		false		          17      the same capacity factor that we calculated from the				false

		5770						LN		213		18		false		          18      four years of data.				false

		5771						LN		213		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  Thank you.				false

		5772						LN		213		20		false		          20          And then do you have Mr. Mullins' testimony,				false

		5773						LN		213		21		false		          21      BGM-1CT?				false

		5774						LN		213		22		false		          22  A   1CT?  Yes, I do.				false

		5775						LN		213		23		false		          23  Q   Could you turn -- I'm looking at -- so there's a				false

		5776						LN		213		24		false		          24      Confidential Table 2 on Page 23 of his testimony.  If				false

		5777						LN		213		25		false		          25      you could turn to that.				false

		5778						PG		214		0		false		page 214				false

		5779						LN		214		1		false		           1  A   Yes, I see this Confidential Table --				false

		5780						LN		214		2		false		           2  Q   Okay.				false

		5781						LN		214		3		false		           3  A   -- 2.				false

		5782						LN		214		4		false		           4  Q   So just to confirm:  I'm not going to discuss any of				false

		5783						LN		214		5		false		           5      the actual numbers in this table.  But where it shows				false

		5784						LN		214		6		false		           6      PacifiCorp wind forecast model input and CF				false

		5785						LN		214		7		false		           7      percentage, those are the capacity factor percentages				false

		5786						LN		214		8		false		           8      that we've just been talking about, either the P50 or				false

		5787						LN		214		9		false		           9      the historical average; is that right?				false

		5788						LN		214		10		false		          10  A   Yes.				false

		5789						LN		214		11		false		          11  Q   And then if you go over to the Aurora model output,				false

		5790						LN		214		12		false		          12      that CF percentage, I guess looking at both of those				false

		5791						LN		214		13		false		          13      or really all of the numbers in this table, my				false

		5792						LN		214		14		false		          14      understanding is that you don't -- you don't dispute				false

		5793						LN		214		15		false		          15      the accuracy of any of these numbers.  You may				false

		5794						LN		214		16		false		          16      dispute the conclusions that Mr. Mullins draws from				false

		5795						LN		214		17		false		          17      them, but the numbers, themselves, you have not				false

		5796						LN		214		18		false		          18      disputed; is that right?				false

		5797						LN		214		19		false		          19  A   The numbers are accurate as of the direct testimony				false

		5798						LN		214		20		false		          20      that Mr. Mullins referred to, to the best of my				false

		5799						LN		214		21		false		          21      knowledge.				false

		5800						LN		214		22		false		          22  Q   Okay.				false

		5801						LN		214		23		false		          23  A   I did not actually verify his numbers.				false

		5802						LN		214		24		false		          24  Q   So I had a couple of questions that were mostly just				false

		5803						LN		214		25		false		          25      to clarify the record, maybe a little confusion on my				false

		5804						PG		215		0		false		page 215				false

		5805						LN		215		1		false		           1      part.				false

		5806						LN		215		2		false		           2          You testify -- and I can give you a page cite if				false

		5807						LN		215		3		false		           3      you need it -- but the majority of wind curtailments				false

		5808						LN		215		4		false		           4      do not occur in the EIM, but instead are based on				false

		5809						LN		215		5		false		           5      PacifiCorp's -- baked into PacifiCorp's day-ahead				false

		5810						LN		215		6		false		           6      schedule.				false

		5811						LN		215		7		false		           7          Do you recall that?				false

		5812						LN		215		8		false		           8  A   Page reference would be very helpful.  Thank you.				false

		5813						LN		215		9		false		           9  Q   Sure.  It's Pages 58 to 59 of your rebuttal				false

		5814						LN		215		10		false		          10      testimony.				false

		5815						LN		215		11		false		          11  A   Yes.  Pages 58 contains an entire Q that goes over on				false

		5816						LN		215		12		false		          12      to Page 59.  Q & A, that is.  Is -- is --				false

		5817						LN		215		13		false		          13  Q   So --				false

		5818						LN		215		14		false		          14  A   Yeah.				false

		5819						LN		215		15		false		          15  Q   So my understanding of what you're saying here is				false

		5820						LN		215		16		false		          16      that, you know, that there's two different sort of				false

		5821						LN		215		17		false		          17      levels of curtailment.  One happens -- there's				false

		5822						LN		215		18		false		          18      curtailments that are baked into the Aurora model,				false

		5823						LN		215		19		false		          19      and then there are curtailments that occur in the EIM				false

		5824						LN		215		20		false		          20      and that most of them occur as part of the day-head				false

		5825						LN		215		21		false		          21      setup?				false

		5826						LN		215		22		false		          22  A   No.  That's a misunderstanding of my testimony.				false

		5827						LN		215		23		false		          23          So on Page 58, firstly the question is discussing				false

		5828						LN		215		24		false		          24      AWEC's comparison of a 21.1 percent number that they				false

		5829						LN		215		25		false		          25      call Aurora curtailment and then compares to a 1.4				false

		5830						PG		216		0		false		page 216				false

		5831						LN		216		1		false		           1      percent number that they call the EIM curtailment.				false

		5832						LN		216		2		false		           2      And so I mention that my comparison is an				false

		5833						LN		216		3		false		           3      apples-to-pineapples, apples-to-oranges comparison.				false

		5834						LN		216		4		false		           4          And then I go to speak of the Aurora model.  So,				false

		5835						LN		216		5		false		           5      firstly, in actual operations, there are no				false

		5836						LN		216		6		false		           6      curtailments initiated in the day-ahead time frame.				false

		5837						LN		216		7		false		           7      The day-ahead time -- curtailments happen in real				false

		5838						LN		216		8		false		           8      time, in the moment.  If the wind picks up right now				false

		5839						LN		216		9		false		           9      in Wyoming east and there is not enough transmission				false

		5840						LN		216		10		false		          10      capacity, then the company's energy management system				false

		5841						LN		216		11		false		          11      may send instructions to the wind to dial it down to				false

		5842						LN		216		12		false		          12      stay within the transmission limits.  That's a				false

		5843						LN		216		13		false		          13      real-time activity.				false

		5844						LN		216		14		false		          14          Day-ahead is -- is a -- is a setup where you --				false

		5845						LN		216		15		false		          15      you try to best predict how the system is going to				false

		5846						LN		216		16		false		          16      look the next day, and those -- the purpose of -- or				false

		5847						LN		216		17		false		          17      these days, the purpose of that day-ahead setup is to				false

		5848						LN		216		18		false		          18      create what we call base schedules that go into the				false

		5849						LN		216		19		false		          19      EIM to serve as the foundation of how financial				false

		5850						LN		216		20		false		          20      settlements occur.				false

		5851						LN		216		21		false		          21          Before the EIM, the base schedules could have				false

		5852						LN		216		22		false		          22      been thought of as how you would run the system if				false

		5853						LN		216		23		false		          23      your day-ahead forecast was perfect and you just went				false

		5854						LN		216		24		false		          24      right into the moment with no change in any inputs.				false

		5855						LN		216		25		false		          25          So my point here in this Q & A is that, firstly,				false

		5856						PG		217		0		false		page 217				false

		5857						LN		217		1		false		           1      the Aurora model is fundamentally, as I discussed				false

		5858						LN		217		2		false		           2      with the staff counsel, it's a spot market				false

		5859						LN		217		3		false		           3      simulation.  And by that I mean it's a -- it's				false

		5860						LN		217		4		false		           4      fundamentally a day-ahead and real-time simulation,				false

		5861						LN		217		5		false		           5      because it operates at the hourly granularity only.				false

		5862						LN		217		6		false		           6      It doesn't operate at the 50-minute or five-minute				false

		5863						LN		217		7		false		           7      granularity.  And so effectively the results from				false

		5864						LN		217		8		false		           8      Aurora are akin to day-ahead base schedules.				false

		5865						LN		217		9		false		           9          And so from that perspective, in the world of				false

		5866						LN		217		10		false		          10      Aurora, in the world of net power cost forecasting,				false

		5867						LN		217		11		false		          11      because Aurora has perfect foresight and no				false

		5868						LN		217		12		false		          12      uncertainty, it knows what the wind is across the				false

		5869						LN		217		13		false		          13      entire year, what the wind will be, the forecast does				false

		5870						LN		217		14		false		          14      not change.  The transmission, it knows what it will				false

		5871						LN		217		15		false		          15      be.  So it curtails -- assuming that your inputs are				false

		5872						LN		217		16		false		          16      correct, its curtailment bakes in all the curtailment				false

		5873						LN		217		17		false		          17      that would happen in real life, in real time, moment				false

		5874						LN		217		18		false		          18      to moment.				false

		5875						LN		217		19		false		          19          And so from that perspective, the Aurora model				false

		5876						LN		217		20		false		          20      bakes in, as I mentioned in my testimony, those				false

		5877						LN		217		21		false		          21      curtailments into the day-ahead base schedule.  Key				false

		5878						LN		217		22		false		          22      being that this reference to day-ahead base schedule				false

		5879						LN		217		23		false		          23      is a reference to Aurora and the world of the net				false

		5880						LN		217		24		false		          24      power cost forecast.  And it's important not to				false

		5881						LN		217		25		false		          25      conflate that with actual operations where the --				false

		5882						PG		218		0		false		page 218				false

		5883						LN		218		1		false		           1      where the day-ahead base schedule and actual				false

		5884						LN		218		2		false		           2      operations is not related to curtailment whatsoever.				false

		5885						LN		218		3		false		           3      And so that -- that perhaps is something that could				false

		5886						LN		218		4		false		           4      have been explained better here, but I think it				false

		5887						LN		218		5		false		           5      answers your question, Counsel.				false

		5888						LN		218		6		false		           6  Q   I think it does.  Let me just see if I can say it				false

		5889						LN		218		7		false		           7      back to you, and you tell me if it was right.				false

		5890						LN		218		8		false		           8          So PacifiCorp does not assume any curtailments in				false

		5891						LN		218		9		false		           9      actual operations as part of the base schedule.				false

		5892						LN		218		10		false		          10      Actual curtailments only happen at the time.				false

		5893						LN		218		11		false		          11          In Aurora, PacifiCorp -- the model, itself,				false

		5894						LN		218		12		false		          12      assumes a certain amount of curtailments as part of				false

		5895						LN		218		13		false		          13      the day-ahead base schedule based on the assumptions				false

		5896						LN		218		14		false		          14      and inputs and everything else that are included in				false

		5897						LN		218		15		false		          15      Aurora, like transmission constraints and things like				false

		5898						LN		218		16		false		          16      that.				false

		5899						LN		218		17		false		          17          Is that accurate?				false

		5900						LN		218		18		false		          18  A   With the caveat that, in your initial statement, you				false

		5901						LN		218		19		false		          19      mentioned that the company does not, I think,				false

		5902						LN		218		20		false		          20      consider curtailments in day-ahead time frame.  It				false

		5903						LN		218		21		false		          21      does consider it.  Because, for example, today we can				false

		5904						LN		218		22		false		          22      receive a wind forecast for tomorrow that says, wow,				false

		5905						LN		218		23		false		          23      all the -- the wind is blowing so hard that every				false

		5906						LN		218		24		false		          24      single wind plant is estimated to produce at their				false

		5907						LN		218		25		false		          25      full output, and there's no way that's going to get				false

		5908						PG		219		0		false		page 219				false

		5909						LN		219		1		false		           1      out of the constrained region in Wyoming.				false

		5910						LN		219		2		false		           2          And so we anticipate that there will be				false

		5911						LN		219		3		false		           3      forecasts.  But it's a wind forecast from a day				false

		5912						LN		219		4		false		           4      ahead.  So will it actually materialize?  We don't				false

		5913						LN		219		5		false		           5      know.  Life is uncertain.				false

		5914						LN		219		6		false		           6          And so schedules would be developed in day ahead				false

		5915						LN		219		7		false		           7      to reflect the best known information available at				false

		5916						LN		219		8		false		           8      the time, which is that all wind plants will output				false

		5917						LN		219		9		false		           9      at their full capabilities.  That schedule though,				false

		5918						LN		219		10		false		          10      is -- is from actual operations perspective.  It's				false

		5919						LN		219		11		false		          11      their day-ahead base schedule.  But because the EIM				false

		5920						LN		219		12		false		          12      exists, the base schedule doesn't impact the actual				false

		5921						LN		219		13		false		          13      dispatch or curtailment.  It's just a -- it's a				false

		5922						LN		219		14		false		          14      reference point that the EIM starts from.				false

		5923						LN		219		15		false		          15          And so to that -- in that context, day ahead does				false

		5924						LN		219		16		false		          16      consider what may happen the next day, but it is				false

		5925						LN		219		17		false		          17      ultimately the real-time processes, whether it be the				false

		5926						LN		219		18		false		          18      EIM or the company, that dispatches and curtails in				false

		5927						LN		219		19		false		          19      the day, in the moment to moment, setting aside				false

		5928						LN		219		20		false		          20      whatever happened in the day-ahead time frame, which				false

		5929						LN		219		21		false		          21      is -- which, by the time you get to the next day, is				false

		5930						LN		219		22		false		          22      a stale forecast when it comes to wind.				false

		5931						LN		219		23		false		          23  Q   Okay.  I think I got it.  Thank you.				false

		5932						LN		219		24		false		          24          I then have a few questions for you about one of				false

		5933						LN		219		25		false		          25      the topics that staff counsel was asking you about,				false

		5934						PG		220		0		false		page 220				false

		5935						LN		220		1		false		           1      this forward market transaction adjustment.				false

		5936						LN		220		2		false		           2          You recall that?  Are you familiar with that?				false

		5937						LN		220		3		false		           3  A   The conversation with staff I'm familiar with.				false

		5938						LN		220		4		false		           4  Q   And so this adjustment -- correct me if I'm wrong.				false

		5939						LN		220		5		false		           5      This is -- you're proposing it for the first time in				false

		5940						LN		220		6		false		           6      this case, right?  This is not an adjustment that's				false

		5941						LN		220		7		false		           7      been important in any prior cases in Washington?				false

		5942						LN		220		8		false		           8  A   Yes and no.				false

		5943						LN		220		9		false		           9          So typically in Washington, we have a compliance				false

		5944						LN		220		10		false		          10      file in at -- towards almost right before the rate				false

		5945						LN		220		11		false		          11      effective period.  Using the 2020 -- using the PCORC				false

		5946						LN		220		12		false		          12      that did test period 2022 as an example, the rate				false

		5947						LN		220		13		false		          13      effective date for that PCORC, I believe, may have				false

		5948						LN		220		14		false		          14      been in April, subject to check.  We filed a				false

		5949						LN		220		15		false		          15      compliance filing, I believe, at the beginning of				false

		5950						LN		220		16		false		          16      April.  And that compliance filing included the most				false

		5951						LN		220		17		false		          17      up-to-date information available, a limited-scope				false

		5952						LN		220		18		false		          18      update, which also included all the hedges that had				false

		5953						LN		220		19		false		          19      actually been executed.				false

		5954						LN		220		20		false		          20          Now, because we were basically right on top of				false

		5955						LN		220		21		false		          21      the beginning of the test period, a good percent of				false

		5956						LN		220		22		false		          22      hedges -- let's say, subject to check, 70 percent of				false

		5957						LN		220		23		false		          23      them -- of the hedges that were needed for the entire				false

		5958						LN		220		24		false		          24      test period, were already executed and were brought				false

		5959						LN		220		25		false		          25      over into the model.				false

		5960						PG		221		0		false		page 221				false

		5961						LN		221		1		false		           1          And so we have always been bringing in actual				false

		5962						LN		221		2		false		           2      executed hedges into the model at the very moment				false

		5963						LN		221		3		false		           3      that the forecast is created.  But what we've always				false

		5964						LN		221		4		false		           4      been missing is those hedges that have to occur after				false

		5965						LN		221		5		false		           5      the compliance filing, before the quarter rolls				false

		5966						LN		221		6		false		           6      around, the season rolls around where those hedges				false

		5967						LN		221		7		false		           7      are needed -- most specifically December.  The winter				false

		5968						LN		221		8		false		           8      hedges for December, when we do a filing in April,				false

		5969						LN		221		9		false		           9      would most likely not have been execute -- we would				false

		5970						LN		221		10		false		          10      not have made those purchases for hedges, so it				false

		5971						LN		221		11		false		          11      wouldn't be there at all.				false

		5972						LN		221		12		false		          12          And so we'd have a good percentage, a majority of				false

		5973						LN		221		13		false		          13      hedges, but be missing the other portion.  And so				false

		5974						LN		221		14		false		          14      what we've done with this enhancement is take that				false

		5975						LN		221		15		false		          15      missing portion, proxy it so that we have the full				false

		5976						LN		221		16		false		          16      suite of hedges, or rather, all the actual executed				false

		5977						LN		221		17		false		          17      and then a proxy for what will be executed in the				false

		5978						LN		221		18		false		          18      model.				false

		5979						LN		221		19		false		          19          And we do that right from beginning in initial,				false

		5980						LN		221		20		false		          20      in direct testimony, so that the variation between				false

		5981						LN		221		21		false		          21      the net power cost forecast in direct testimony and				false

		5982						LN		221		22		false		          22      the net power cost forecast in the compliance filing				false

		5983						LN		221		23		false		          23      is now minimized, and the direct testimony's net				false

		5984						LN		221		24		false		          24      power cost forecast is more accurate and indicative				false

		5985						LN		221		25		false		          25      of what may come in the compliance period, which also				false

		5986						PG		222		0		false		page 222				false

		5987						LN		222		1		false		           1      is missing some hedges.				false

		5988						LN		222		2		false		           2          So it's not a new thing in the sense that we've				false

		5989						LN		222		3		false		           3      always been dealing with these quarterly blocks,				false

		5990						LN		222		4		false		           4      these seasonal blocks of market purchases that we				false

		5991						LN		222		5		false		           5      call hedges.  It's just that we've never had the				false

		5992						LN		222		6		false		           6      complete set of necessary hedges in the net power				false

		5993						LN		222		7		false		           7      cost forecast.  Only a portion.  Which is -- in the				false

		5994						LN		222		8		false		           8      case of Washington, because of the compliance filing,				false

		5995						LN		222		9		false		           9      it's a majority, but not the complete amount.				false

		5996						LN		222		10		false		          10  Q   And would that be -- if you just did the same thing				false

		5997						LN		222		11		false		          11      you've been doing before, would that be true in this				false

		5998						LN		222		12		false		          12      case too?  You make a compliance filing and include				false

		5999						LN		222		13		false		          13      however many actual hedges you had executed?				false

		6000						LN		222		14		false		          14  A   If you made the compliance filing as we have done				false

		6001						LN		222		15		false		          15      before without this hedging adjustment, we would pick				false

		6002						LN		222		16		false		          16      up about 70, 80 percent, maybe, of the sub -- this is				false

		6003						LN		222		17		false		          17      hypothetical number -- of the hedges and then miss				false

		6004						LN		222		18		false		          18      the other 30 to 20 percent.  And then that would				false

		6005						LN		222		19		false		          19      therefore skew the net power costs compared to what				false

		6006						LN		222		20		false		          20      you will see in the PCAM when you look back at 2026,				false

		6007						LN		222		21		false		          21      for example, when you're in 2027, and that variance				false

		6008						LN		222		22		false		          22      will show up for customers to have a, you know,				false

		6009						LN		222		23		false		          23      true-up.				false

		6010						LN		222		24		false		          24  Q   Okay.  So I guess one of the reasons it seems like				false

		6011						LN		222		25		false		          25      you are implementing this adjustment is that you said				false

		6012						PG		223		0		false		page 223				false

		6013						LN		223		1		false		           1      that Aurora has perfect foresight and can transact in				false

		6014						LN		223		2		false		           2      sort of any amount to fill the energy needs that it				false

		6015						LN		223		3		false		           3      needs, whereas in real life, you are sort of				false

		6016						LN		223		4		false		           4      constrained to transacting in these 25-megawatt				false

		6017						LN		223		5		false		           5      blocks over a certain period of time.				false

		6018						LN		223		6		false		           6          Is that sort of the essence of the adjustment				false

		6019						LN		223		7		false		           7      here?				false

		6020						LN		223		8		false		           8  A   Yes.  More specifically and most egregiously, the				false

		6021						LN		223		9		false		           9      buying of three months' worth of energy for what				false

		6022						LN		223		10		false		          10      might be a 5,000-megawatt peak in a summer hour is				false

		6023						LN		223		11		false		          11      that lack that -- is that thing that Aurora lacks,				false

		6024						LN		223		12		false		          12      which incurs a real transactional cost as you have to				false

		6025						LN		223		13		false		          13      dispose, as I mentioned before, of the excess at a				false

		6026						LN		223		14		false		          14      discount because of the nature of utilities, which				false

		6027						LN		223		15		false		          15      are price takers.				false

		6028						LN		223		16		false		          16  Q   And I'm not sure actually how long you've worked for				false

		6029						LN		223		17		false		          17      the company at this point.  But if you recall or if				false

		6030						LN		223		18		false		          18      you know, did the grid model that PacifiCorp used				false

		6031						LN		223		19		false		          19      before Aurora have the same type of perfect foresight				false

		6032						LN		223		20		false		          20      and ability to sort of transact in incremental				false

		6033						LN		223		21		false		          21      amounts?				false

		6034						LN		223		22		false		          22  A   It had perfect foresight in concept but not as good				false

		6035						LN		223		23		false		          23      as Aurora.  Because the grid model was developed in				false

		6036						LN		223		24		false		          24      2002, and so the techniques, mathematical techniques				false

		6037						LN		223		25		false		          25      were not as good back then.				false

		6038						PG		224		0		false		page 224				false

		6039						LN		224		1		false		           1          Aurora, in contrast, is still being updated today				false

		6040						LN		224		2		false		           2      by Energy Exemplar, so it has more perfect foresight.				false

		6041						LN		224		3		false		           3      But in concept, both models had that perfect				false

		6042						LN		224		4		false		           4      foresight.				false

		6043						LN		224		5		false		           5  Q   Okay.  So sort of the same problem existed				false

		6044						LN		224		6		false		           6      conceptually at least with the grid as it does with				false

		6045						LN		224		7		false		           7      Aurora?				false

		6046						LN		224		8		false		           8  A   On a smaller scale.				false

		6047						LN		224		9		false		           9  Q   Okay.  And how long has PacifiCorp been constrained				false

		6048						LN		224		10		false		          10      to buying these sort of 25-megawatt blocks over some				false

		6049						LN		224		11		false		          11      period of time?				false

		6050						LN		224		12		false		          12  A   It's a very good question.  Company witness Wilding				false

		6051						LN		224		13		false		          13      will probably be aware of that.  But ever since I've				false

		6052						LN		224		14		false		          14      been at the company since 2015, there -- we've been				false

		6053						LN		224		15		false		          15      doing primarily quarterly blocks of hedges by season.				false

		6054						LN		224		16		false		          16      Specifically summer is the greatest need.  Winter is				false

		6055						LN		224		17		false		          17      the greatest need, and so forth.				false

		6056						LN		224		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  So I just want to make sure.  This is not a --				false

		6057						LN		224		19		false		          19      this change that you're proposing in this case today				false

		6058						LN		224		20		false		          20      is not something to deal with a change in the markets				false

		6059						LN		224		21		false		          21      or a change in the models?				false

		6060						LN		224		22		false		          22  A   It's a change to improve accuracy.				false

		6061						LN		224		23		false		          23  Q   Simply to improve accuracy.  Okay.				false

		6062						LN		224		24		false		          24          And if you go to Page 29 of your rebuttal				false

		6063						LN		224		25		false		          25      testimony.				false

		6064						PG		225		0		false		page 225				false

		6065						LN		225		1		false		           1          Oh.  Sorry.  Your opening testimony, not your				false

		6066						LN		225		2		false		           2      rebuttal.				false

		6067						LN		225		3		false		           3  A   Page 29.  I am there.				false

		6068						LN		225		4		false		           4  Q   Okay.  And just looking at Line 4 there, the NPC				false

		6069						LN		225		5		false		           5      impact that you identify in your direct testimony at				false

		6070						LN		225		6		false		           6      least of this modeling change is $22.8 million,				false

		6071						LN		225		7		false		           7      right?				false

		6072						LN		225		8		false		           8  A   Yes.				false

		6073						LN		225		9		false		           9  Q   And I recognize that the -- I think the number has				false

		6074						LN		225		10		false		          10      changed in the rebuttal testimony, but at least in				false

		6075						LN		225		11		false		          11      the initial filing, the total Washington allocated				false

		6076						LN		225		12		false		          12      NPC that you reported was 194.6 million.				false

		6077						LN		225		13		false		          13          Do you want to check that, or do you --				false

		6078						LN		225		14		false		          14  A   It sounds about close.				false

		6079						LN		225		15		false		          15  Q   So this new modeling adjustment that is not made to				false

		6080						LN		225		16		false		          16      accommodate a new model or a new change in the				false

		6081						LN		225		17		false		          17      markets is effectively equivalent to almost 12				false

		6082						LN		225		18		false		          18      percent of Washington's entire NPC?				false

		6083						LN		225		19		false		          19  A   It's equivalent to elimination of a substantial				false

		6084						LN		225		20		false		          20      portion of the PCAM variance that we've observed				false

		6085						LN		225		21		false		          21      every year and an increase in the accuracy of the net				false

		6086						LN		225		22		false		          22      power cost forecast.  Those are my objectives when				false

		6087						LN		225		23		false		          23      creating the net power cost forecast.  I don't look				false

		6088						LN		225		24		false		          24      at number directional impacts and whether something				false

		6089						LN		225		25		false		          25      is of a certain percentage of another percentage.				false

		6090						PG		226		0		false		page 226				false

		6091						LN		226		1		false		           1  Q   Has PacifiCorp always under-forecast its NPC in				false

		6092						LN		226		2		false		           2      Washington?				false

		6093						LN		226		3		false		           3  A   To my knowledge, no.  The under-forecasts have been				false

		6094						LN		226		4		false		           4      continuous since maybe 2021 going forward or 2020.				false

		6095						LN		226		5		false		           5      But throughout the history of PacifiCorp operating as				false

		6096						LN		226		6		false		           6      Pacific Power & Pacific & -- Pacific Power & Light,				false

		6097						LN		226		7		false		           7      we certainly have not every year, unlike some other				false

		6098						LN		226		8		false		           8      jurisdictions, under-forecast net power cost.  I				false

		6099						LN		226		9		false		           9      don't -- I do not believe we have every year for our				false

		6100						LN		226		10		false		          10      history under-forecast net power costs, no.				false

		6101						LN		226		11		false		          11                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		6102						LN		226		12		false		          12      Those are all my questions.				false

		6103						LN		226		13		false		          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		6104						LN		226		14		false		          14          Does the company have any redirect at this point				false

		6105						LN		226		15		false		          15      in time?				false

		6106						LN		226		16		false		          16                        MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, I've got a few				false

		6107						LN		226		17		false		          17      questions.				false

		6108						LN		226		18		false		          18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Go ahead				false

		6109						LN		226		19		false		          19      and proceed when you're ready.				false

		6110						LN		226		20		false		          20                        MR. LOWNEY:  Actually, if I could				false

		6111						LN		226		21		false		          21      just have one moment to confer.				false

		6112						LN		226		22		false		          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Absolutely.				false

		6113						LN		226		23		false		          23                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you.  That will				false

		6114						LN		226		24		false		          24      shorten my -- shorten my questions.				false

		6115						LN		226		25		false		          25      ////				false

		6116						PG		227		0		false		page 227				false

		6117						LN		227		1		false		           1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		6118						LN		227		2		false		           2      BY MR. LOWNEY:				false

		6119						LN		227		3		false		           3  Q   Witness Mitchell, I'd like to ask you a few questions				false

		6120						LN		227		4		false		           4      relating to how wind is modeled in Aurora in response				false

		6121						LN		227		5		false		           5      to the dialogue you were having with Mr. Pepple.				false

		6122						LN		227		6		false		           6          And I believe when -- at some point when				false

		6123						LN		227		7		false		           7      Mr. Pepple was paraphrasing back to you his				false

		6124						LN		227		8		false		           8      understanding of your testimony, I'm going to try to				false

		6125						LN		227		9		false		           9      quote it, and I may be wrong.  But what he said, as I				false

		6126						LN		227		10		false		          10      wrote it down, is that Aurora assumes a certain level				false

		6127						LN		227		11		false		          11      of curtailments.				false

		6128						LN		227		12		false		          12          And if that was his question, my follow-up is:				false

		6129						LN		227		13		false		          13      Under what circumstances would Aurora not dispatch a				false

		6130						LN		227		14		false		          14      wind facility?				false

		6131						LN		227		15		false		          15  A   When transmission constraints or other physical				false

		6132						LN		227		16		false		          16      binding physical realities constrain the output of				false

		6133						LN		227		17		false		          17      wind -- for example, transmission limitations in the				false

		6134						LN		227		18		false		          18      Wyoming region -- and also the minimum operating				false

		6135						LN		227		19		false		          19      levels of thermal plants that enable the wind to be				false

		6136						LN		227		20		false		          20      integrated onto the system, and also holding -- the				false

		6137						LN		227		21		false		          21      holding of North American Electric Reliability				false

		6138						LN		227		22		false		          22      Corporation, NERC, mandated operating reserves,				false

		6139						LN		227		23		false		          23      particularly contingency reserves and to some extent				false

		6140						LN		227		24		false		          24      regulation reserves.				false

		6141						LN		227		25		false		          25          Those either hard limits or mandated NERC				false

		6142						PG		228		0		false		page 228				false

		6143						LN		228		1		false		           1      reliability limits would -- would be those				false

		6144						LN		228		2		false		           2      circumstances where there isn't an ability to get				false

		6145						LN		228		3		false		           3      more wind out, so to speak.  The wind would be				false

		6146						LN		228		4		false		           4      curtailed because there -- there are hard limits on				false

		6147						LN		228		5		false		           5      the system.				false

		6148						LN		228		6		false		           6  Q   And so just to be clear, Aurora does not in itself				false

		6149						LN		228		7		false		           7      just assume automatically a certain level of				false

		6150						LN		228		8		false		           8      curtailment of wind?				false

		6151						LN		228		9		false		           9  A   Not at all.  It's a least-cost dispatch model subject				false

		6152						LN		228		10		false		          10      to constraints, or as some folks in the industry put				false

		6153						LN		228		11		false		          11      it, a constrained least-cost dispatch model.  And so				false

		6154						LN		228		12		false		          12      it operates within the constraints but is not --				false

		6155						LN		228		13		false		          13      there are no predeterminations of the output.  There				false

		6156						LN		228		14		false		          14      are no levers to toggle to specify a certain level of				false

		6157						LN		228		15		false		          15      output or to impute random penalties or anything like				false

		6158						LN		228		16		false		          16      that.				false

		6159						LN		228		17		false		          17          It is simply here is the system.  Here is what				false

		6160						LN		228		18		false		          18      the system can accommodate.  Here are the				false

		6161						LN		228		19		false		          19      transmission lines, the generation, the generating				false

		6162						LN		228		20		false		          20      limits, the ramp rates, gas prices, so forth, and				false

		6163						LN		228		21		false		          21      based on all of these, what is feasible based on the				false

		6164						LN		228		22		false		          22      best known information on expected market conditions				false

		6165						LN		228		23		false		          23      and expected system conditions in 2026.  No				false

		6166						LN		228		24		false		          24      assumptions of curtailment or anything -- or anything				false

		6167						LN		228		25		false		          25      of the sort.				false

		6168						PG		229		0		false		page 229				false

		6169						LN		229		1		false		           1                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		6170						LN		229		2		false		           2      I have no further questions.				false

		6171						LN		229		3		false		           3                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		6172						LN		229		4		false		           4          Bench questions?				false

		6173						LN		229		5		false		           5                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I'll kick us off.				false

		6174						LN		229		6		false		           6          And I do want to get back to this wind				false

		6175						LN		229		7		false		           7      curtailment issue and transmission issues.  I have a				false

		6176						LN		229		8		false		           8      couple questions first.  But, if nothing else,				false

		6177						LN		229		9		false		           9      Mr. Mitchell, you've given me the name for my next				false

		6178						LN		229		10		false		          10      band, which is "Infinite Liquidity."				false

		6179						LN		229		11		false		          11          We had a quick -- or you had a quick discussion				false

		6180						LN		229		12		false		          12      about PTCs and the Rolling Hills facility.				false

		6181						LN		229		13		false		          13          And maybe this is a question for Mr. Wilding.				false

		6182						LN		229		14		false		          14      But what I understood from Mr. Link's testimony --				false

		6183						LN		229		15		false		          15      and maybe there's different versions of this, but the				false

		6184						LN		229		16		false		          16      preferential curtailment at Rolling Hills is that				false

		6185						LN		229		17		false		          17      some facilities have been repowered at that plant,				false

		6186						LN		229		18		false		          18      and some have not.				false

		6187						LN		229		19		false		          19                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		6188						LN		229		20		false		          20                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  And so the				false

		6189						LN		229		21		false		          21      preferential curtailment would be curtail those that				false

		6190						LN		229		22		false		          22      have not been repowered and, ergo, cannot get PTCs.				false

		6191						LN		229		23		false		          23          Is that your understanding of preferential				false

		6192						LN		229		24		false		          24      curtailment?				false

		6193						LN		229		25		false		          25                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  With the caveat				false

		6194						PG		230		0		false		page 230				false

		6195						LN		230		1		false		           1      that, as to the physical operations of, here, we have				false

		6196						LN		230		2		false		           2      these turbines over here that don't have PTCs and we				false

		6197						LN		230		3		false		           3      have these turbines over here that have PTCs and the				false

		6198						LN		230		4		false		           4      mechanism by which one might attempt to shut those				false

		6199						LN		230		5		false		           5      turbines off and not those turbines off, Mr. Wilding				false

		6200						LN		230		6		false		           6      will be the expert on that one.				false

		6201						LN		230		7		false		           7          But from a conceptual perspective, there would be				false

		6202						LN		230		8		false		           8      a batch of turbines that have no PTCs, and you would				false

		6203						LN		230		9		false		           9      expect those to be considered differently than the				false

		6204						LN		230		10		false		          10      batch of turbines that do have PTCs, and so forth.				false

		6205						LN		230		11		false		          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  And so all of those				false

		6206						LN		230		12		false		          12      machines, turbines, are behind this, I think what you				false

		6207						LN		230		13		false		          13      refer to as well-understood physical bottleneck in				false

		6208						LN		230		14		false		          14      eastern Wyoming of transmission.  That's a				false

		6209						LN		230		15		false		          15      transmission bottleneck, right?				false

		6210						LN		230		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		6211						LN		230		17		false		          17                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Who owns that				false

		6212						LN		230		18		false		          18      transmission?				false

		6213						LN		230		19		false		          19                        THE WITNESS:  PacifiCorp does.				false

		6214						LN		230		20		false		          20                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Are there any plans				false

		6215						LN		230		21		false		          21      for addressing this persistent congestion on that				false

		6216						LN		230		22		false		          22      transmission that PacifiCorp owns?				false

		6217						LN		230		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  My understanding --				false

		6218						LN		230		24		false		          24      and witness Link could provide great detail on				false

		6219						LN		230		25		false		          25      this -- is that if one were to build enough				false

		6220						PG		231		0		false		page 231				false

		6221						LN		231		1		false		           1      transmission such that there was never a transmission				false

		6222						LN		231		2		false		           2      bottleneck -- let's simplify the system such that				false

		6223						LN		231		3		false		           3      there was one thermal plant regulating the wind in				false

		6224						LN		231		4		false		           4      that region and a whole -- a hundred-megawatt thermo				false

		6225						LN		231		5		false		           5      plant and then a thousand megawatts of wind in terms				false

		6226						LN		231		6		false		           6      of capacity, total potential output.				false

		6227						LN		231		7		false		           7          So you have a thousand one hundred megawatts of				false

		6228						LN		231		8		false		           8      total potential output.  So if you built a thousand-				false

		6229						LN		231		9		false		           9      and-one -- thousand-one-hundred-megawatt transmission				false

		6230						LN		231		10		false		          10      line, you would never experience congestion in that				false

		6231						LN		231		11		false		          11      simplified example.				false

		6232						LN		231		12		false		          12          But because wind, on average, only performs at				false

		6233						LN		231		13		false		          13      about 40 percent capacity factor in the sense that,				false

		6234						LN		231		14		false		          14      across the year, of that thousand megawatts of wind,				false

		6235						LN		231		15		false		          15      you'll only get as generation 40 percent on average.				false

		6236						LN		231		16		false		          16          To build enough transmission to accommodate the				false

		6237						LN		231		17		false		          17      1,100 megawatts of potential is not the least-cost,				false

		6238						LN		231		18		false		          18      least-risk solution, because you would have horribly				false

		6239						LN		231		19		false		          19      overbuilt for those few peak hours in the day or in				false

		6240						LN		231		20		false		          20      the month when all the wind blew at high speed and				false

		6241						LN		231		21		false		          21      all the wind turbines produced at maximum output, but				false

		6242						LN		231		22		false		          22      that isn't the typical case, and so the IRP's				false

		6243						LN		231		23		false		          23      least-cost, least-risk solution says that thou should				false

		6244						LN		231		24		false		          24      build less than the total amount of capacity, and				false

		6245						LN		231		25		false		          25      therefore there would always be a transmission				false

		6246						PG		232		0		false		page 232				false

		6247						LN		232		1		false		           1      bottleneck by design so as to lower rates for				false

		6248						LN		232		2		false		           2      customers or to rather have the lowest as compared to				false

		6249						LN		232		3		false		           3      alternative.				false

		6250						LN		232		4		false		           4                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Are you aware of				false

		6251						LN		232		5		false		           5      other strategies other than expanding the				false

		6252						LN		232		6		false		           6      transmission system, itself, to address congestion?				false

		6253						LN		232		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  Myself, personally,				false

		6254						LN		232		8		false		           8      no.  But I believe that Mr. -- witness Link or				false

		6255						LN		232		9		false		           9      witness Wilding may have some further insight into				false

		6256						LN		232		10		false		          10      that.				false

		6257						LN		232		11		false		          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Do you know if				false

		6258						LN		232		12		false		          12      PacifiCorp uses dynamic line rating as an example?				false

		6259						LN		232		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  I am not familiar				false

		6260						LN		232		14		false		          14      with the transmission side of the business,				false

		6261						LN		232		15		false		          15      unfortunately.				false

		6262						LN		232		16		false		          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Is Mr. Wilding the				false

		6263						LN		232		17		false		          17      right witness to ask on that?  Well, maybe I'll ask				false

		6264						LN		232		18		false		          18      counsel.				false

		6265						LN		232		19		false		          19          Any thoughts on who might be able to help us				false

		6266						LN		232		20		false		          20      answer that question?				false

		6267						LN		232		21		false		          21                        MR. LOWNEY:  Yes.  I'm being told				false

		6268						LN		232		22		false		          22      that witness Wilding can answer that question.				false

		6269						LN		232		23		false		          23                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.				false

		6270						LN		232		24		false		          24          Do you know who makes the decision to curtail				false

		6271						LN		232		25		false		          25      wind when it is curtailed?				false

		6272						PG		233		0		false		page 233				false

		6273						LN		233		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  It's primarily made				false

		6274						LN		233		2		false		           2      by two entities:  PacifiCorp, in its role as a				false

		6275						LN		233		3		false		           3      balancing authority, and also the energy imbalance				false

		6276						LN		233		4		false		           4      market in its role as a -- as a dispatch solution.				false

		6277						LN		233		5		false		           5      Both subject to transmission constraints.				false

		6278						LN		233		6		false		           6          The balancing authority directly observes, via				false

		6279						LN		233		7		false		           7      its processes and systems, the prevailing				false

		6280						LN		233		8		false		           8      transmission constraints.  And simultaneously every				false

		6281						LN		233		9		false		           9      five minutes, PacifiCorp sends the energy imbalance				false

		6282						LN		233		10		false		          10      market those same prevailing transmission				false

		6283						LN		233		11		false		          11      constraints, which it bundles into its least-cost				false

		6284						LN		233		12		false		          12      solution, and issues curtailment -- curtailment set				false

		6285						LN		233		13		false		          13      points, instructions, which isn't so much produce at				false

		6286						LN		233		14		false		          14      X level, but rather, do not produce above X level,				false

		6287						LN		233		15		false		          15      because the wind, you can't control it.				false

		6288						LN		233		16		false		          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  You had a				false

		6289						LN		233		17		false		          17      conversation with AWEC's counsel.  There's a lot of				false

		6290						LN		233		18		false		          18      testimony on this.  I think I understand their				false

		6291						LN		233		19		false		          19      argument as your modeling has overstated				false

		6292						LN		233		20		false		          20      curtailments.				false

		6293						LN		233		21		false		          21          Is that how you understand some of their				false

		6294						LN		233		22		false		          22      argument?				false

		6295						LN		233		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  As in understanding				false

		6296						LN		233		24		false		          24      what AWEC's argument of my testimony is, yes.  My				false

		6297						LN		233		25		false		          25      understanding is that AWEC's argument attempts to put				false

		6298						PG		234		0		false		page 234				false

		6299						LN		234		1		false		           1      forth a scenario where Aurora overstates the				false

		6300						LN		234		2		false		           2      megawatt-hours of energy that could have been				false

		6301						LN		234		3		false		           3      generated.				false

		6302						LN		234		4		false		           4                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So it's another way				false

		6303						LN		234		5		false		           5      of saying that might be it's overstating the amount				false

		6304						LN		234		6		false		           6      of wind, curtailments particularly?				false

		6305						LN		234		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		6306						LN		234		8		false		           8                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  If wind				false

		6307						LN		234		9		false		           9      curtailments are actually less in real-time				false

		6308						LN		234		10		false		          10      operations, what is the impact of that on net power				false

		6309						LN		234		11		false		          11      costs?				false

		6310						LN		234		12		false		          12                        THE WITNESS:  There should be, with				false

		6311						LN		234		13		false		          13      accurate modeling, none.  Because what ultimately				false

		6312						LN		234		14		false		          14      flows into rates is the actual wind generation that				false

		6313						LN		234		15		false		          15      comes -- that the Aurora model shows us coming out of				false

		6314						LN		234		16		false		          16      Wyoming is built into the net power cost forecast.				false

		6315						LN		234		17		false		          17      And I have this in my Confidential Table 1 on				false

		6316						LN		234		18		false		          18      figure 1, which aligns that level with historical				false

		6317						LN		234		19		false		          19      levels.				false

		6318						LN		234		20		false		          20          That number, when compared to the actual amount				false

		6319						LN		234		21		false		          21      of generation in real life that comes out of that				false

		6320						LN		234		22		false		          22      Wyoming region, if they are the same, then -- then				false

		6321						LN		234		23		false		          23      that's it.  That's -- there's no impact.				false

		6322						LN		234		24		false		          24                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.  Yep.				false

		6323						LN		234		25		false		          25                        THE WITNESS:  And so the -- what				false

		6324						PG		235		0		false		page 235				false

		6325						LN		235		1		false		           1      AWEC latches onto is an input into the Aurora model				false

		6326						LN		235		2		false		           2      based on P50s and so forth.  And then in reality, you				false

		6327						LN		235		3		false		           3      have the input into reality, which is real wind				false

		6328						LN		235		4		false		           4      speeds and not related to P50s at all, and then makes				false

		6329						LN		235		5		false		           5      the comparison based on those two numbers and				false

		6330						LN		235		6		false		           6      apples-to-pineapples kind of thing.				false

		6331						LN		235		7		false		           7          But at bottom line is, the actual numerical				false

		6332						LN		235		8		false		           8      megawatt-hours forecasted to be produced as shown in				false

		6333						LN		235		9		false		           9      the net power cost forecast compared to the actual				false

		6334						LN		235		10		false		          10      megawatt-hours of wind that we will see in the PCAM				false

		6335						LN		235		11		false		          11      for calendar year 2026, those two values, if matched				false

		6336						LN		235		12		false		          12      perfectly, means that the model operated perfectly				false

		6337						LN		235		13		false		          13      and properly.  And whether or not there was some				false

		6338						LN		235		14		false		          14      percentage variation in the model due to some inputs				false

		6339						LN		235		15		false		          15      and something in real -- in reality due to EIM is				false

		6340						LN		235		16		false		          16      completely not related to whether there is actual				false

		6341						LN		235		17		false		          17      accuracy in the model or an alignment between the				false

		6342						LN		235		18		false		          18      forecast and the actuals.				false

		6343						LN		235		19		false		          19                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But if actual				false

		6344						LN		235		20		false		          20      production of wind is greater than you forecast, what				false

		6345						LN		235		21		false		          21      happens then?				false

		6346						LN		235		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  Then my model is				false

		6347						LN		235		23		false		          23      incorrect, and I should --				false

		6348						LN		235		24		false		          24                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  What happens to				false

		6349						LN		235		25		false		          25      customer rates?				false

		6350						PG		236		0		false		page 236				false

		6351						LN		236		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  Then customer rates				false

		6352						LN		236		2		false		           2      will be higher than they should be, because PDCs will				false

		6353						LN		236		3		false		           3      materialize in base rates as much as they should				false

		6354						LN		236		4		false		           4      have, and other costs on the system would have been				false

		6355						LN		236		5		false		           5      higher than they should have.  And then that variance				false

		6356						LN		236		6		false		           6      would flow into the PCAM and come as an increase to				false

		6357						LN		236		7		false		           7      customer rates.  As in --				false

		6358						LN		236		8		false		           8                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Make sure I				false

		6359						LN		236		9		false		           9      understood that.				false

		6360						LN		236		10		false		          10                        THE WITNESS:  -- PCAM would				false

		6361						LN		236		11		false		          11      increase the total allowance.				false

		6362						LN		236		12		false		          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I think my scenario				false

		6363						LN		236		13		false		          13      is the reverse of that.  You predict more wind				false

		6364						LN		236		14		false		          14      curtailments than --				false

		6365						LN		236		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  Oh.				false

		6366						LN		236		16		false		          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- actually				false

		6367						LN		236		17		false		          17      happens.				false

		6368						LN		236		18		false		          18                        THE WITNESS:  Then it's the				false

		6369						LN		236		19		false		          19      opposite.				false

		6370						LN		236		20		false		          20                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Reverse.				false

		6371						LN		236		21		false		          21                        THE WITNESS:  My apologies, yes.				false

		6372						LN		236		22		false		          22      Then the PTCs are too high, and customers get a low				false

		6373						LN		236		23		false		          23      amount in base rates.  And the other elements of net				false

		6374						LN		236		24		false		          24      power cost forecast shows low system costs on a net				false

		6375						LN		236		25		false		          25      power cost basis.  Net power costs, the definition of				false

		6376						PG		237		0		false		page 237				false

		6377						LN		237		1		false		           1      typically doesn't include PTCs, and so that's why I				false

		6378						LN		237		2		false		           2      separate them.				false

		6379						LN		237		3		false		           3          And so customer rates are artificially low in the				false

		6380						LN		237		4		false		           4      base.  And then when we turn to the PCAM and we see				false

		6381						LN		237		5		false		           5      that, oh, the wind didn't blow as much, then that				false

		6382						LN		237		6		false		           6      variance comes in, and actual net power cost becomes				false

		6383						LN		237		7		false		           7      much higher, and then that flows through the PCAM as				false

		6384						LN		237		8		false		           8      money that we tried to recover.				false

		6385						LN		237		9		false		           9                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  That would be an				false

		6386						LN		237		10		false		          10      increase in revenue.				false

		6387						LN		237		11		false		          11                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		6388						LN		237		12		false		          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  PacifiCorp would				false

		6389						LN		237		13		false		          13      then request an increase there.				false

		6390						LN		237		14		false		          14                        THE WITNESS:  Request an increase.				false

		6391						LN		237		15		false		          15                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But so I just want				false

		6392						LN		237		16		false		          16      to make sure I'm clear.				false

		6393						LN		237		17		false		          17                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		6394						LN		237		18		false		          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  If you overpredict				false

		6395						LN		237		19		false		          19      curtailments -- sorry.  I'm realizing that's kind of				false

		6396						LN		237		20		false		          20      a double negative.				false

		6397						LN		237		21		false		          21          If you overpredict curtailments, that means there				false

		6398						LN		237		22		false		          22      are fewer PTCs flowing to customers, fewer low --				false

		6399						LN		237		23		false		          23      less low-cost energy flowing to customers in your				false

		6400						LN		237		24		false		          24      base rates.  And then the PCAM will catch that up if				false

		6401						LN		237		25		false		          25      actual wind production is greater, and then customer				false

		6402						PG		238		0		false		page 238				false

		6403						LN		238		1		false		           1      will get a refund through the PCAM process.				false

		6404						LN		238		2		false		           2          Is that correct?  Sorry if that --				false

		6405						LN		238		3		false		           3                        THE WITNESS:  If we overpredict				false

		6406						LN		238		4		false		           4      PTCs, so we -- more PTCs --				false

		6407						LN		238		5		false		           5                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I'm overpredicting				false

		6408						LN		238		6		false		           6      curtailments.				false

		6409						LN		238		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  Ah.  Overpredicting				false

		6410						LN		238		8		false		           8      curtailments.				false

		6411						LN		238		9		false		           9                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So underpredicting				false

		6412						LN		238		10		false		          10      PTCs.				false

		6413						LN		238		11		false		          11                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So we				false

		6414						LN		238		12		false		          12      overpredict curtailment such that the wind forecast				false

		6415						LN		238		13		false		          13      coming out of the net power costs model is too low.				false

		6416						LN		238		14		false		          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Right.				false

		6417						LN		238		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  And then customers				false

		6418						LN		238		16		false		          16      will see the higher net power costs in the PCAM.  The				false

		6419						LN		238		17		false		          17      signages is also tripping me up.  But the wind				false

		6420						LN		238		18		false		          18      forecast at too low wind forecast in the base, you				false

		6421						LN		238		19		false		          19      would see a lower base than it should have been,				false

		6422						LN		238		20		false		          20      because your wind was too low.  Your PTCs were too				false

		6423						LN		238		21		false		          21      low.				false

		6424						LN		238		22		false		          22                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.				false

		6425						LN		238		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  And so then in the				false

		6426						LN		238		24		false		          24      actuals, when the wind comes in at a much higher				false

		6427						LN		238		25		false		          25      level --				false

		6428						PG		239		0		false		page 239				false

		6429						LN		239		1		false		           1                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.				false

		6430						LN		239		2		false		           2                        THE WITNESS:  Or is it vice versa?				false

		6431						LN		239		3		false		           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  No, that's right.				false

		6432						LN		239		4		false		           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  The signage				false

		6433						LN		239		5		false		           5      has me tripped around, but what you're saying makes				false

		6434						LN		239		6		false		           6      perfect sense to me.				false

		6435						LN		239		7		false		           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  I'll move				false

		6436						LN		239		8		false		           8      on.				false

		6437						LN		239		9		false		           9          In the operational sequence, the curtailment				false

		6438						LN		239		10		false		          10      order, you had in your testimony that it's -- gas is				false

		6439						LN		239		11		false		          11      curtailed first, coal curtailed second, wind				false

		6440						LN		239		12		false		          12      curtailed third.				false

		6441						LN		239		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		6442						LN		239		14		false		          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Why is gas				false

		6443						LN		239		15		false		          15      curtailed before coal?				false

		6444						LN		239		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  It's typically more				false

		6445						LN		239		17		false		          17      expensive on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.				false

		6446						LN		239		18		false		          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.  That's				false

		6447						LN		239		19		false		          19      all I have.				false

		6448						LN		239		20		false		          20                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Thank you.				false

		6449						LN		239		21		false		          21          Thank you, Mr. Mitchell.  A few -- just a few				false

		6450						LN		239		22		false		          22      questions on areas we haven't touched upon to fill				false

		6451						LN		239		23		false		          23      out our record.				false

		6452						LN		239		24		false		          24          So the first is the Bonneville Power '26 rate				false

		6453						LN		239		25		false		          25      case at -- in your rebuttal testimony at Page 123,				false

		6454						PG		240		0		false		page 240				false

		6455						LN		240		1		false		           1      Lines 2 to 7.				false

		6456						LN		240		2		false		           2                        THE WITNESS:  Yes, please.				false

		6457						LN		240		3		false		           3                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  You state				false

		6458						LN		240		4		false		           4      that PacifiCorp will not update the original filing				false

		6459						LN		240		5		false		           5      to include the BP '26 rate case rate increase because				false

		6460						LN		240		6		false		           6      the wheeling expenses encompass other, quote/unquote,				false

		6461						LN		240		7		false		           7      outdated items that would change the NPC.				false

		6462						LN		240		8		false		           8          Here's my question.  Please confirm the process				false

		6463						LN		240		9		false		           9      PacifiCorp proposed to update the wheeling charges				false

		6464						LN		240		10		false		          10      and the impact on NPC.				false

		6465						LN		240		11		false		          11                        THE WITNESS:  The process as I				false

		6466						LN		240		12		false		          12      imagine or understand it is each PCORC or GRC, we				false

		6467						LN		240		13		false		          13      start off the filing with the best estimate of				false

		6468						LN		240		14		false		          14      wheeling costs.  And because the compliance filing is				false

		6469						LN		240		15		false		          15      of narrower scope, the wheeling expenses line item				false

		6470						LN		240		16		false		          16      just doesn't move.  It stays the same throughout.				false

		6471						LN		240		17		false		          17      And so in the context of regulatory lag, using this				false

		6472						LN		240		18		false		          18      wheeling expense in this case as an example, it will				false

		6473						LN		240		19		false		          19      be picked up in the next filing, which would be --				false

		6474						LN		240		20		false		          20      which would be a GRC or a PCORC.				false

		6475						LN		240		21		false		          21          And that, in my mind, appropriate because we,				false

		6476						LN		240		22		false		          22      across the history of the last GRC and the last				false

		6477						LN		240		23		false		          23      PCORC, had contention on what should be the scope of				false

		6478						LN		240		24		false		          24      compliance filing, and we settled on these specific				false

		6479						LN		240		25		false		          25      items which do not include wheeling expense.				false

		6480						PG		241		0		false		page 241				false

		6481						LN		241		1		false		           1                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank				false

		6482						LN		241		2		false		           2      you for that.				false

		6483						LN		241		3		false		           3          And can you confirm which other outdated items				false

		6484						LN		241		4		false		           4      are included in the NPC.				false

		6485						LN		241		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  When considering that				false

		6486						LN		241		6		false		           6      the net power cost forecast is almost wholly based on				false

		6487						LN		241		7		false		           7      expectations of conditions to occur, almost all the				false

		6488						LN		241		8		false		           8      inputs are outdated.  For example, there would be --				false

		6489						LN		241		9		false		           9      so the things that we do update are the price curves				false

		6490						LN		241		10		false		          10      and the hedges, and PPAs to the extent that they're				false

		6491						LN		241		11		false		          11      new onto the system or the commercial online data has				false

		6492						LN		241		12		false		          12      changed.				false

		6493						LN		241		13		false		          13          And so that leaves everything else.  That leaves				false

		6494						LN		241		14		false		          14      things like coal prices.  It leaves things like				false

		6495						LN		241		15		false		          15      hydrologic forecasts for various hydrologic				false

		6496						LN		241		16		false		          16      electric -- hydroelectric projects.  Load.  It leaves				false

		6497						LN		241		17		false		          17      basically the majority of the net power cost forecast				false

		6498						LN		241		18		false		          18      on the table, load being the primary driver, of				false

		6499						LN		241		19		false		          19      course.  And then hydro and coal.  And also the wind				false

		6500						LN		241		20		false		          20      generation isn't updated.  The solar generation isn't				false

		6501						LN		241		21		false		          21      updated based on most recent data.  So that is a bit				false

		6502						LN		241		22		false		          22      stale as well.  And a couple of other items like				false

		6503						LN		241		23		false		          23      that.				false

		6504						LN		241		24		false		          24                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.				false

		6505						LN		241		25		false		          25      Thank you very much.				false

		6506						PG		242		0		false		page 242				false

		6507						LN		242		1		false		           1          Now on to counterfactual analysis that was				false

		6508						LN		242		2		false		           2      directed in the last -- in the PCAM.  And I'm looking				false

		6509						LN		242		3		false		           3      now at staff witness Wilson's testimony, responsive				false

		6510						LN		242		4		false		           4      testimony.  That's at JDW-1TR.  And when you're				false

		6511						LN		242		5		false		           5      there, I'll give you the page number.				false

		6512						LN		242		6		false		           6                        THE WITNESS:  JDW-1T.  I'm there.				false

		6513						LN		242		7		false		           7                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  And Page 53.				false

		6514						LN		242		8		false		           8                        THE WITNESS:  Page 53.				false

		6515						LN		242		9		false		           9                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Line 15, to				false

		6516						LN		242		10		false		          10      Page 54, Line 14.				false

		6517						LN		242		11		false		          11                        THE WITNESS:  At Line 14 ends with				false

		6518						LN		242		12		false		          12      "Washington customers' interests"?  In which case,				false

		6519						LN		242		13		false		          13      I'm there.				false

		6520						LN		242		14		false		          14                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes.  That's				false

		6521						LN		242		15		false		          15      right.				false

		6522						LN		242		16		false		          16          So staff witness Wilson argues that the future				false

		6523						LN		242		17		false		          17      counterfactual analysis period is conceptually				false

		6524						LN		242		18		false		          18      flawed.				false

		6525						LN		242		19		false		          19          And here's my question.  Does PacifiCorp plan to				false

		6526						LN		242		20		false		          20      update the future analysis counterfactual based on				false

		6527						LN		242		21		false		          21      information coming from EDAM at its next filing?				false

		6528						LN		242		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  The -- that				false

		6529						LN		242		23		false		          23      counterfactual for the -- for the forward period, it				false

		6530						LN		242		24		false		          24      was -- firstly, certainly if the Commission wishes,				false

		6531						LN		242		25		false		          25      compliance -- an order to that effect would have us				false

		6532						PG		243		0		false		page 243				false

		6533						LN		243		1		false		           1      update it.  But we didn't find it to be very useful				false

		6534						LN		243		2		false		           2      in the sense that the number of assumptions required				false

		6535						LN		243		3		false		           3      to go out ten years for this counterfactual and the				false

		6536						LN		243		4		false		           4      amount of change anticipated in the next ten years				false

		6537						LN		243		5		false		           5      rendered the results a dice roll at best.				false

		6538						LN		243		6		false		           6          But it certainly can be updated with the results				false

		6539						LN		243		7		false		           7      of things that have yet to come, such as the extended				false

		6540						LN		243		8		false		           8      day-ahead markets and...				false

		6541						LN		243		9		false		           9                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  So if you				false

		6542						LN		243		10		false		          10      were -- if you were asking for counterfactual sort of				false

		6543						LN		243		11		false		          11      generation resources versus the market, how would				false

		6544						LN		243		12		false		          12      you -- how would you -- how would you do that?				false

		6545						LN		243		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  I would start with --				false

		6546						LN		243		14		false		          14      and here I -- I would -- I present my opinion, which				false

		6547						LN		243		15		false		          15      the more relevant subject matter expert would be				false

		6548						LN		243		16		false		          16      perhaps Rick Link.  I would start with and firstly an				false

		6549						LN		243		17		false		          17      analysis that is inherently forward-looking across				false

		6550						LN		243		18		false		          18      multi decades, or rather, a decade, which would be				false

		6551						LN		243		19		false		          19      IRP clean energy planning-type forecasts and not just				false

		6552						LN		243		20		false		          20      a spreadsheet or a one year looking at power costs.				false

		6553						LN		243		21		false		          21      And then based on that portfolio or a set of				false

		6554						LN		243		22		false		          22      portfolios, I would then do sensitivity scenarios.				false

		6555						LN		243		23		false		          23      Here is a generation portfolio, or one that leans				false

		6556						LN		243		24		false		          24      less on the market, more on the market, and then a				false

		6557						LN		243		25		false		          25      present value of revenue requirements analysis,				false

		6558						PG		244		0		false		page 244				false

		6559						LN		244		1		false		           1      something of the sort.				false

		6560						LN		244		2		false		           2                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Just				false

		6561						LN		244		3		false		           3      scenarios essentially.				false

		6562						LN		244		4		false		           4                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		6563						LN		244		5		false		           5                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  All				false

		6564						LN		244		6		false		           6      right.				false

		6565						LN		244		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  Scenarios.				false

		6566						LN		244		8		false		           8                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.				false

		6567						LN		244		9		false		           9      All right.  Thank you.				false

		6568						LN		244		10		false		          10          And one last question.  This is on EDAM benefits.				false

		6569						LN		244		11		false		          11      And your direct testimony.  And when you're at				false

		6570						LN		244		12		false		          12      Page 24, Line 4, through 26, Line 12.				false

		6571						LN		244		13		false		          13          You explain that EDAM benefits in the 2026 NPC				false

		6572						LN		244		14		false		          14      forecast are incremental to the current				false

		6573						LN		244		15		false		          15      business-as-usual WEIM benefits, but the WEIM				false

		6574						LN		244		16		false		          16      benefits have not been adjusted downwards.				false

		6575						LN		244		17		false		          17          Since the initial filing in this docket, is there				false

		6576						LN		244		18		false		          18      new information or calculations that account for the				false

		6577						LN		244		19		false		          19      EDAM benefits that are also currently embedded in the				false

		6578						LN		244		20		false		          20      WEIM benefits?				false

		6579						LN		244		21		false		          21                        THE WITNESS:  No.  The study that				false

		6580						LN		244		22		false		          22      we use was taken from Brattle, Brattle study, and to				false

		6581						LN		244		23		false		          23      my knowledge, they haven't updated that study.  And				false

		6582						LN		244		24		false		          24      the quantification of what those cannibalization				false

		6583						LN		244		25		false		          25      benefits, I believe the word I used was, is something				false

		6584						PG		245		0		false		page 245				false

		6585						LN		245		1		false		           1      Brattle could do if you paid them enough.				false

		6586						LN		245		2		false		           2                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.				false

		6587						LN		245		3		false		           3      Thank you.  Thanks very much.  Nothing further from				false

		6588						LN		245		4		false		           4      me.  Thanks, Your Honor.				false

		6589						LN		245		5		false		           5                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe				false

		6590						LN		245		6		false		           6      that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Mitchell.				false

		6591						LN		245		7		false		           7      You can be excused at this point in time.				false

		6592						LN		245		8		false		           8                               (Witness excused.)				false

		6593						LN		245		9		false		           9				false

		6594						LN		245		10		false		          10                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I'll just say, as				false

		6595						LN		245		11		false		          11      somebody who grew up in south central Wyoming, I can				false

		6596						LN		245		12		false		          12      tell you the forecast for tomorrow is probably the				false

		6597						LN		245		13		false		          13      wind is going to blow.  Save everyone a little time.				false

		6598						LN		245		14		false		          14          Do you want to take a brief recess?				false

		6599						LN		245		15		false		          15          Okay.  Let's go ahead and take a ten-minute				false

		6600						LN		245		16		false		          16      break.  We'll give it 12 and return here at 3:35.				false

		6601						LN		245		17		false		          17          At this point in time, we're off the record.				false

		6602						LN		245		18		false		          18      Thank you.				false

		6603						LN		245		19		false		          19                               (Pause in proceedings from				false

		6604						LN		245		20		false		          20                                3:23 p.m. to 3:35 p.m.)				false

		6605						LN		245		21		false		          21				false

		6606						LN		245		22		false		          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  It is now				false

		6607						LN		245		23		false		          23      3:35 p.m.  Let's go ahead and proceed to our next				false

		6608						LN		245		24		false		          24      witness, who will be Michael Wilding.				false

		6609						LN		245		25		false		          25          And you are there, Mr. Wilding.  Thank you.				false

		6610						PG		246		0		false		page 246				false

		6611						LN		246		1		false		           1          If you could please raise your right hand, I'll				false

		6612						LN		246		2		false		           2      swear you in.				false

		6613						LN		246		3		false		           3          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you				false

		6614						LN		246		4		false		           4      give today will be the truth, the whole truth, and				false

		6615						LN		246		5		false		           5      nothing but the truth?				false

		6616						LN		246		6		false		           6                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		6617						LN		246		7		false		           7				false

		6618						LN		246		8		false		           8      MICHAEL G. WILDING,        having been first duly sworn				false

		6619						LN		246		9		false		           9                                 by Administrative Law Judge				false

		6620						LN		246		10		false		          10                                 Thompson, was examined and				false

		6621						LN		246		11		false		          11                                 testified as follows:				false

		6622						LN		246		12		false		          12				false

		6623						LN		246		13		false		          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		6624						LN		246		14		false		          14          You may proceed, Counsel.				false

		6625						LN		246		15		false		          15				false

		6626						LN		246		16		false		          16                        DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		6627						LN		246		17		false		          17      BY MR. McVEE:				false

		6628						LN		246		18		false		          18  Q   Witness Wilding, can you state and spell your name				false

		6629						LN		246		19		false		          19      for the record, please.				false

		6630						LN		246		20		false		          20  A   Yes.  My name is Michael G. Wilding.  M-i-c-h-a-e-l				false

		6631						LN		246		21		false		          21      G. W-i-l-d-i-n-g.				false

		6632						LN		246		22		false		          22  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by PacifiCorp?				false

		6633						LN		246		23		false		          23  A   I am the vice president of energy supply management.				false

		6634						LN		246		24		false		          24  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits				false

		6635						LN		246		25		false		          25      in this proceeding?				false
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		6637						LN		247		1		false		           1  A   Yes, I did.				false

		6638						LN		247		2		false		           2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions in that				false

		6639						LN		247		3		false		           3      testimony today, would you give the same responses?				false

		6640						LN		247		4		false		           4  A   Yes, I would.				false

		6641						LN		247		5		false		           5                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.				false

		6642						LN		247		6		false		           6          The witness is available for cross.				false

		6643						LN		247		7		false		           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		6644						LN		247		8		false		           8          And just to confirm:  Staff has no cross for this				false

		6645						LN		247		9		false		           9      witness; is that correct?				false

		6646						LN		247		10		false		          10                        MS. STRAUSS:  Correct, Your Honor.				false

		6647						LN		247		11		false		          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		6648						LN		247		12		false		          12          Public counsel, you can go ahead and proceed when				false

		6649						LN		247		13		false		          13      you're ready.				false

		6650						LN		247		14		false		          14				false

		6651						LN		247		15		false		          15                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		6652						LN		247		16		false		          16      BY MR. SYKES:				false

		6653						LN		247		17		false		          17  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Wilding.				false

		6654						LN		247		18		false		          18  A   Good afternoon.				false

		6655						LN		247		19		false		          19  Q   I have one question I want to follow up on the				false

		6656						LN		247		20		false		          20      testimony of Mr. Link.				false

		6657						LN		247		21		false		          21          Do you recall that I asked him about whether				false

		6658						LN		247		22		false		          22      Chehalis would have to dispatch down in 2030 to make				false

		6659						LN		247		23		false		          23      sure that it's only serving 20 percent of retail				false

		6660						LN		247		24		false		          24      load?				false

		6661						LN		247		25		false		          25  A   Yes, I do recall that.				false
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		6663						LN		248		1		false		           1  Q   Okay.  We agree that fossil fuels can only serve 20				false

		6664						LN		248		2		false		           2      percent of retail load in Washington beginning in				false

		6665						LN		248		3		false		           3      2030.				false

		6666						LN		248		4		false		           4          Do we agree?				false

		6667						LN		248		5		false		           5  A   Yes, beginning in 2030, any emitting resources have				false

		6668						LN		248		6		false		           6      to be offset with a REC purchase to comply with CETA.				false

		6669						LN		248		7		false		           7  Q   Okay.  Has PacifiCorp done any analysis of what --				false

		6670						LN		248		8		false		           8      let me ask that question a different way.				false

		6671						LN		248		9		false		           9          Generation over 20 percent of -- from emitting				false

		6672						LN		248		10		false		          10      resources would be subject -- would have to be offset				false

		6673						LN		248		11		false		          11      by a REC or potentially subject to a CCA allowance				false

		6674						LN		248		12		false		          12      cost, correct?				false

		6675						LN		248		13		false		          13  A   My understanding of CETA is that, in 2030, Washington				false

		6676						LN		248		14		false		          14      load has to be served by 80 percent renewable				false

		6677						LN		248		15		false		          15      energy -- that means it has to be accompanied by				false

		6678						LN		248		16		false		          16      the -- that generation that's serving Washington load				false

		6679						LN		248		17		false		          17      has to be accompanied by renewable attribute, most				false

		6680						LN		248		18		false		          18      likely a REC or something else that is allowed under				false

		6681						LN		248		19		false		          19      the Washington law.  And the remaining, up to the				false

		6682						LN		248		20		false		          20      remaining 20 percent of Washington retail load can be				false

		6683						LN		248		21		false		          21      covered by a unbundled environmental attribute as --				false

		6684						LN		248		22		false		          22      such as a REC.  That does not limit the Chehalis				false

		6685						LN		248		23		false		          23      generation that is -- that compliance obligation is				false

		6686						LN		248		24		false		          24      tied to the load.				false

		6687						LN		248		25		false		          25  Q   Thank you.  That answers my question.				false

		6688						PG		249		0		false		page 249				false

		6689						LN		249		1		false		           1          In your rebuttal testimony, MGW-5CT, Page 2 --				false

		6690						LN		249		2		false		           2  A   Yes.  I'm there.				false

		6691						LN		249		3		false		           3  Q   -- starting at Line 7:  Is public counsel's proposal				false

		6692						LN		249		4		false		           4      workable from a systems operation standpoint?				false

		6693						LN		249		5		false		           5          Answer:  No.  Allocating such a large share of				false

		6694						LN		249		6		false		           6      renewables to a state without any dispatchable				false

		6695						LN		249		7		false		           7      generation is infeasible from a systems operation --				false

		6696						LN		249		8		false		           8                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Can you slow				false

		6697						LN		249		9		false		           9      down.  I'm sorry.				false

		6698						LN		249		10		false		          10                        MR. SYKES:  I'll read that again.				false

		6699						LN		249		11		false		          11                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Both for the				false

		6700						LN		249		12		false		          12      court reporter and for all of us to understand.				false

		6701						LN		249		13		false		          13      Thank you.				false

		6702						LN		249		14		false		          14                        MR. SYKES:  Sorry.  I tend to speak				false

		6703						LN		249		15		false		          15      fast.  I apologize.				false

		6704						LN		249		16		false		          16  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  No.  Allocating such a large share or				false

		6705						LN		249		17		false		          17      renewables to a state without any dispatchable				false

		6706						LN		249		18		false		          18      generation is infeasible from a system operations				false

		6707						LN		249		19		false		          19      standpoint.				false

		6708						LN		249		20		false		          20          So this has come up a few times in this				false

		6709						LN		249		21		false		          21      proceeding, but can we agree that PacifiCorp				false

		6710						LN		249		22		false		          22      dispatches as a system?				false

		6711						LN		249		23		false		          23  A   Yes, that's correct.				false

		6712						LN		249		24		false		          24  Q   And currently Washington gets power from resources				false

		6713						LN		249		25		false		          25      that it doesn't pay for, and other states get --				false

		6714						PG		250		0		false		page 250				false

		6715						LN		250		1		false		           1      other states might get power from sources that they				false

		6716						LN		250		2		false		           2      don't pay for?				false

		6717						LN		250		3		false		           3  A   What do you mean when you say "get power"?				false

		6718						LN		250		4		false		           4  Q   Okay.  So the system dispatches power, but what we're				false

		6719						LN		250		5		false		           5      talking about here today, the 2026 protocol, that's a				false

		6720						LN		250		6		false		           6      cost allocation scheme, correct?				false

		6721						LN		250		7		false		           7  A   Yes, that's correct.				false

		6722						LN		250		8		false		           8  Q   Okay.  So in your rebuttal testimony, when you				false

		6723						LN		250		9		false		           9      testify that public counsel's proposal is infeasible				false

		6724						LN		250		10		false		          10      from a systems operation standpoint and would ignore				false

		6725						LN		250		11		false		          11      systems reliability requirements, I guess, what data				false

		6726						LN		250		12		false		          12      in your filing -- where in the filing does the				false

		6727						LN		250		13		false		          13      company analyze the reliability implications of other				false

		6728						LN		250		14		false		          14      potential allocation options?				false

		6729						LN		250		15		false		          15  A   Well, specifically I'm referring to public counsel's				false

		6730						LN		250		16		false		          16      proposal that we reduce Washington allocation of all				false

		6731						LN		250		17		false		          17      coal- and natural gas-fired plants to zero and				false

		6732						LN		250		18		false		          18      allocate an additional 42 percent of all				false

		6733						LN		250		19		false		          19      PacifiCorp-owned wind generation for roughly a total				false

		6734						LN		250		20		false		          20      of 40 percent.				false

		6735						LN		250		21		false		          21          That's specifically what I'm proposing there.				false

		6736						LN		250		22		false		          22      And, you know, I don't need to run an analysis to				false

		6737						LN		250		23		false		          23      know that that is an unreliable -- it's -- one, is				false

		6738						LN		250		24		false		          24      not resource adequate.  There's not enough generation				false

		6739						LN		250		25		false		          25      to serve load.  And then from just a reliability				false
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		6741						LN		251		1		false		           1      standard and being able to comply with the				false

		6742						LN		251		2		false		           2      reliability standards that we have to as a balancing				false

		6743						LN		251		3		false		           3      authority area and a load-serving entity, that's also				false

		6744						LN		251		4		false		           4      not workable.				false

		6745						LN		251		5		false		           5          You need that dispatchable generation to firm up				false

		6746						LN		251		6		false		           6      that load to integrate that -- or to firm up the wind				false

		6747						LN		251		7		false		           7      in that generation to integrate it onto the system.				false

		6748						LN		251		8		false		           8      You need something that's dispatchable that can turn				false

		6749						LN		251		9		false		           9      on when contingency reserves -- I mean, in January				false

		6750						LN		251		10		false		          10      2024, I think we've all seen the report that shows we				false

		6751						LN		251		11		false		          11      only had an average of eight megawatts of wind each				false

		6752						LN		251		12		false		          12      hour during those ice storms.  You need -- I mean,				false

		6753						LN		251		13		false		          13      you need something dispatchable and reliable in those				false

		6754						LN		251		14		false		          14      circumstances.				false

		6755						LN		251		15		false		          15          So did I run a model based on your proposal?  No.				false

		6756						LN		251		16		false		          16      Do I know that that's an unworkable allocation				false

		6757						LN		251		17		false		          17      methodology?  Yes.  And is it appropriate for				false

		6758						LN		251		18		false		          18      Washington to lean on the rest of the system and the				false

		6759						LN		251		19		false		          19      customers in our other five states that are paying				false

		6760						LN		251		20		false		          20      for those resources that allow us to reliably serve				false

		6761						LN		251		21		false		          21      load?  Again, no.				false

		6762						LN		251		22		false		          22          And that's what this proposal from public counsel				false

		6763						LN		251		23		false		          23      essentially says, is that PacifiCorp dispatches as a				false

		6764						LN		251		24		false		          24      system, but we're not going to pay for the				false

		6765						LN		251		25		false		          25      reliability that the system brings and that those				false
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		6767						LN		252		1		false		           1      resources bring.				false

		6768						LN		252		2		false		           2  Q   Chehalis provides reliability to the entire system,				false

		6769						LN		252		3		false		           3      correct?				false

		6770						LN		252		4		false		           4  A   Yeah.  And it's a -- yes, it does.  And it's a				false

		6771						LN		252		5		false		           5      gas-fired resource, which, under public counsel's				false

		6772						LN		252		6		false		           6      proposal, would not be allocated to Washington.				false

		6773						LN		252		7		false		           7      Hence, my statement that, in my view, public				false

		6774						LN		252		8		false		           8      counsel's proposal that I'm responding to right here				false

		6775						LN		252		9		false		           9      is not feasible and is not appropriate, because that				false

		6776						LN		252		10		false		          10      would leave costs.  And under the costs that				false

		6777						LN		252		11		false		          11      Washington customers are not paying for and under the				false

		6778						LN		252		12		false		          12      cost-causation principles, that just doesn't work.				false

		6779						LN		252		13		false		          13  Q   Okay.  So under the 2026 protocol, Chehalis will				false

		6780						LN		252		14		false		          14      continue to provide a reliability benefit to the				false

		6781						LN		252		15		false		          15      entire system, although Washington will be paying for				false

		6782						LN		252		16		false		          16      all of the non-NPC costs, correct?				false

		6783						LN		252		17		false		          17  A   Yes.  And other resources, just like we have today.				false

		6784						LN		252		18		false		          18      All of our resources provide a reliability benefit to				false

		6785						LN		252		19		false		          19      the system, and our thermal and our dispatchable				false

		6786						LN		252		20		false		          20      resources provide that benefit to the system through				false

		6787						LN		252		21		false		          21      contingency reserves obligations where we can -- if				false

		6788						LN		252		22		false		          22      something happens, we have that backup generation				false
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		6795						LN		253		3		false		           3          So all of our thermal generation provides that				false

		6796						LN		253		4		false		           4      type of reliability benefits to the system.  The way				false

		6797						LN		253		5		false		           5      that we have chosen in the 2026 protocol to kind of				false

		6798						LN		253		6		false		           6      slice the pie or divvy that up is by having the				false

		6799						LN		253		7		false		           7      Chehalis plant allocated to -- to Washington so it				false

		6800						LN		253		8		false		           8      shares in those reliability costs that the thermal				false

		6801						LN		253		9		false		           9      resources provide.				false

		6802						LN		253		10		false		          10          And that kind of is twofold.  It follows the				false

		6803						LN		253		11		false		          11      principles of cost causation, but it also complies				false

		6804						LN		253		12		false		          12      with CETA, where coal has to be out of rates by 2026,				false

		6805						LN		253		13		false		          13      by the end of 2025.				false

		6806						LN		253		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  So you actually answered my question as part				false

		6807						LN		253		15		false		          15      of a longer answer.				false

		6808						LN		253		16		false		          16          So Utah is currently allocated about 45 percent				false

		6809						LN		253		17		false		          17      of Chehalis; is that right?				false

		6810						LN		253		18		false		          18  A   That's right.				false

		6811						LN		253		19		false		          19  Q   And Utah receives the benefit of Chehalis from a				false

		6812						LN		253		20		false		          20      reliability standpoint, correct?				false
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		6814						LN		253		22		false		          22  Q   Okay.  Utah will still be receiving that benefit of				false
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		6816						LN		253		24		false		          24  A   As part of the system?				false

		6817						LN		253		25		false		          25  Q   As part of the system.  Not cost allocation.				false
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		6819						LN		254		1		false		           1  A   Yes.  The whole system benefits from the whole				false

		6820						LN		254		2		false		           2      system.  And, again, I mean, the alternative would be				false

		6821						LN		254		3		false		           3      for Washington to participate in the system as a				false

		6822						LN		254		4		false		           4      whole.  Because of CETA and other circumstances,				false

		6823						LN		254		5		false		           5      that's really not possible.  So what we have in front				false

		6824						LN		254		6		false		           6      of you today is the 2026 protocol with Chehalis being				false

		6825						LN		254		7		false		           7      allocated, under our proposal, to Washington.				false

		6826						LN		254		8		false		           8  Q   But the cost of Chehalis?				false

		6827						LN		254		9		false		           9  A   Yes.  Absolutely.				false

		6828						LN		254		10		false		          10  Q   You mentioned resource adequacy a moment ago.				false

		6829						LN		254		11		false		          11          When referring to resource adequacy, is the				false

		6830						LN		254		12		false		          12      company referring to the WRAP definition of resource				false
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		6832						LN		254		14		false		          14  A   Not necessarily.  Resource adequacy -- and I think I				false

		6833						LN		254		15		false		          15      have in my testimony, my direct testimony --				false

		6834						LN		254		16		false		          16  Q   You know what?  Let me --				false

		6835						LN		254		17		false		          17  A   -- on Page 3 --				false

		6836						LN		254		18		false		          18  Q   Let me actually rephrase the question, because I				false

		6837						LN		254		19		false		          19      think I have a more direct question for you.				false
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		6839						LN		254		21		false		          21  Q   Okay.  I'm going to refer to a confidential figure.				false

		6840						LN		254		22		false		          22      But in my copy right here, it's redacted, so I don't				false

		6841						LN		254		23		false		          23      really need to look at the figure.  I just need to				false
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		6872						LN		256		2		false		           2      correct? -- not individual states?				false

		6873						LN		256		3		false		           3  A   No, that's not correct.  Under WRAP, the obligation				false

		6874						LN		256		4		false		           4      lies with the load-serving entity -- so that would be				false

		6875						LN		256		5		false		           5      PacifiCorp -- not the balancing authority area, which				false

		6876						LN		256		6		false		           6      would be PacifiCorp West's or PacifiCorp East's				false

		6877						LN		256		7		false		           7      balancing authority area, which includes more load				false

		6878						LN		256		8		false		           8      and transmission customers than just PacifiCorp load.				false

		6879						LN		256		9		false		           9          But it is done at the load-serving entity level,				false

		6880						LN		256		10		false		          10      not at the state level.  But, again, a view of the				false

		6881						LN		256		11		false		          11      state level is helpful to ensure -- as we're moving				false

		6882						LN		256		12		false		          12      this direction to a fixed portfolio, that state-level				false

		6883						LN		256		13		false		          13      view is helpful to ensure that no one state is				false

		6884						LN		256		14		false		          14      inappropriately leaning on the rest of the system and				false

		6885						LN		256		15		false		          15      receiving benefits that, you know, they are not				false

		6886						LN		256		16		false		          16      included in the rates.  And so we've done that				false

		6887						LN		256		17		false		          17      actually for all of the states as we've gone through				false

		6888						LN		256		18		false		          18      this -- this method.				false

		6889						LN		256		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  And as part of this proposal, PacifiCorp is				false

		6890						LN		256		20		false		          20      not proposing making Washington its own balancing				false

		6891						LN		256		21		false		          21      authority area.  It'll just remain part of the whole				false

		6892						LN		256		22		false		          22      Pac system?				false

		6893						LN		256		23		false		          23  A   Yes, that's correct.				false

		6894						LN		256		24		false		          24                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  No further				false

		6895						LN		256		25		false		          25      questions.  Thank you.				false

		6896						PG		257		0		false		page 257				false

		6897						LN		257		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		6898						LN		257		2		false		           2          AWEC.				false

		6899						LN		257		3		false		           3                        MR. PEPPLE:  AWEC can waive its				false

		6900						LN		257		4		false		           4      cross for this witness.  Thank you.				false

		6901						LN		257		5		false		           5                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Any				false

		6902						LN		257		6		false		           6      redirect from the company?				false

		6903						LN		257		7		false		           7                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.				false

		6904						LN		257		8		false		           8				false

		6905						LN		257		9		false		           9                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		6906						LN		257		10		false		          10      BY MR. McVEE:				false

		6907						LN		257		11		false		          11  Q   Witness Wilding, does Washington benefit from				false

		6908						LN		257		12		false		          12      PacifiCorp's Gadsby, Lake Side, and Currant Creek				false

		6909						LN		257		13		false		          13      resources?				false

		6910						LN		257		14		false		          14  A   Yes, they do.  All those reasons that I just kind of				false

		6911						LN		257		15		false		          15      walk through.  The reliability, the ancillary				false

		6912						LN		257		16		false		          16      services that those resources provide to the system,				false

		6913						LN		257		17		false		          17      the system inertia that those, you know, big				false

		6914						LN		257		18		false		          18      resources provide to the system.  The integration of				false

		6915						LN		257		19		false		          19      renewables.				false

		6916						LN		257		20		false		          20          All of those things -- I mean, the Gadsby units,				false

		6917						LN		257		21		false		          21      almost downtown Salt Lake City are -- are black-start				false

		6918						LN		257		22		false		          22      units, meaning if we had a complete outage of the				false

		6919						LN		257		23		false		          23      grid, those are the first ones that we turn on to get				false

		6920						LN		257		24		false		          24      started again.				false

		6921						LN		257		25		false		          25          Hopefully that never happens.  But those -- I				false

		6922						PG		258		0		false		page 258				false

		6923						LN		258		1		false		           1      mean, that's just kind of an idea of the benefits				false

		6924						LN		258		2		false		           2      that all the thermal resources provide to the				false

		6925						LN		258		3		false		           3      entirety of our system.				false

		6926						LN		258		4		false		           4  Q   And does -- to the best of your knowledge, does				false

		6927						LN		258		5		false		           5      Washington pay for the cost of those resources?				false

		6928						LN		258		6		false		           6  A   No, they do not.				false

		6929						LN		258		7		false		           7  Q   And then public counsel had some questions about				false

		6930						LN		258		8		false		           8      comparison to their -- their witness's alternative.				false

		6931						LN		258		9		false		           9          Under the Washington 2026 protocol, does the				false

		6932						LN		258		10		false		          10      Washington-specific resource portfolio -- and,				false

		6933						LN		258		11		false		          11      specifically, a hundred percent allocation of a gas				false

		6934						LN		258		12		false		          12      generation resource -- allow options for operations				false

		6935						LN		258		13		false		          13      through the clean energy transition?				false

		6936						LN		258		14		false		          14  A   Yes.  Absolutely.  I think that's one of the main				false

		6937						LN		258		15		false		          15      benefits that we receive from this 2026 protocol, and				false

		6938						LN		258		16		false		          16      being able to move that thermal generation, it's --				false

		6939						LN		258		17		false		          17      Chehalis is a combined-cycle natural gas plant,				false

		6940						LN		258		18		false		          18      meaning it has two combustion turbines and a steam				false

		6941						LN		258		19		false		          19      turbine.				false

		6942						LN		258		20		false		          20          And with kind of the shared -- either, you know,				false

		6943						LN		258		21		false		          21      shared ownership or the shared participation in that				false

		6944						LN		258		22		false		          22      resource, you really can't dispatch a combined cycle				false

		6945						LN		258		23		false		          23      differently for different states or owners or, you				false

		6946						LN		258		24		false		          24      know, whatever that situation might be.				false

		6947						LN		258		25		false		          25          And so what this allows us to do is, as we move				false

		6948						PG		259		0		false		page 259				false

		6949						LN		259		1		false		           1      forward, as, you know, it provides that foundation				false

		6950						LN		259		2		false		           2      for the planning that we talked about earlier, it				false

		6951						LN		259		3		false		           3      also allows us to introduce, you know, operational				false

		6952						LN		259		4		false		           4      changes as we deem necessary and gives us that				false

		6953						LN		259		5		false		           5      freedom to look at this from a Washington lens				false

		6954						LN		259		6		false		           6      instead of a system lens for -- for Chehalis.				false

		6955						LN		259		7		false		           7                        MR. McVEE:  No further questions.				false

		6956						LN		259		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		6957						LN		259		9		false		           9          Questions from the bench.				false

		6958						LN		259		10		false		          10                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I can start.				false

		6959						LN		259		11		false		          11          Mr. Wilding, you heard the discussion earlier				false

		6960						LN		259		12		false		          12      with witness Mitchell about transmission congestion				false

		6961						LN		259		13		false		          13      and particularly its impact on the Rolling Hills wind				false

		6962						LN		259		14		false		          14      facility.				false

		6963						LN		259		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  Right.				false

		6964						LN		259		16		false		          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  You were referenced				false

		6965						LN		259		17		false		          17      as somebody who may give us some insights into what				false

		6966						LN		259		18		false		          18      other strategies PacifiCorp has considered or might				false

		6967						LN		259		19		false		          19      help address that persisting congestion in that area.				false

		6968						LN		259		20		false		          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  Absolutely.				false

		6969						LN		259		21		false		          21      So I think one thing I'll just note is -- I think is				false

		6970						LN		259		22		false		          22      the end of 2023, kind of last quarter of 2023,				false

		6971						LN		259		23		false		          23      subject to check -- I might have my dates wrong -- we				false

		6972						LN		259		24		false		          24      energized the Gateway South line, which goes from				false

		6973						LN		259		25		false		          25      eastern Wyoming down to Mona basically, Salt Lake				false

		6974						PG		260		0		false		page 260				false

		6975						LN		260		1		false		           1      City area.  That alleviated a lot of congestion that				false

		6976						LN		260		2		false		           2      we see in real time and in the eastern Wyoming.  And				false

		6977						LN		260		3		false		           3      that's -- I think that was talked a little bit about				false

		6978						LN		260		4		false		           4      earlier today with Mr. Link.				false

		6979						LN		260		5		false		           5          And we also -- not only did that alleviate the				false

		6980						LN		260		6		false		           6      existing congestion, it also enabled us to add				false

		6981						LN		260		7		false		           7      1500 -- about 1500 megawatts of new wind as well.  So				false

		6982						LN		260		8		false		           8      new wind coming out of Wyoming because of that --				false

		6983						LN		260		9		false		           9      that line, plus more of the existing wind coming out				false

		6984						LN		260		10		false		          10      of Wyoming because of that existing line.				false

		6985						LN		260		11		false		          11          As far as other strategies that we have to				false

		6986						LN		260		12		false		          12      address that congestion, we do have two dynamic line				false

		6987						LN		260		13		false		          13      ratings in place on our 230 kV system in the Wyoming				false

		6988						LN		260		14		false		          14      area that, you know, allows for us to manage the				false

		6989						LN		260		15		false		          15      congestion better.  That's on the transmission side				false

		6990						LN		260		16		false		          16      of the business.				false

		6991						LN		260		17		false		          17          Also we -- you know, FERC 881 requires ambient				false

		6992						LN		260		18		false		          18      line ratings for ambient changes in seasonal and				false

		6993						LN		260		19		false		          19      ambient temperatures.  BPA and the California ISO				false

		6994						LN		260		20		false		          20      both asked for an extension there.  We are kind of				false

		6995						LN		260		21		false		          21      ready to go, but we have -- they operate certain				false

		6996						LN		260		22		false		          22      lines, and so we need our joint owners and line				false

		6997						LN		260		23		false		          23      operators to be ready to go there.  So that's kind of				false

		6998						LN		260		24		false		          24      forthcoming in -- in the near future.				false

		6999						LN		260		25		false		          25          And then as far as just operationally, you know,				false

		7000						PG		261		0		false		page 261				false

		7001						LN		261		1		false		           1      one thing that we've done is, you know, we've updated				false

		7002						LN		261		2		false		           2      our -- our model -- not -- I want to be careful.  Not				false

		7003						LN		261		3		false		           3      the model that Ramon uses to forecast net power				false

		7004						LN		261		4		false		           4      costs, but our models that were used to update our				false

		7005						LN		261		5		false		           5      system and do our day-ahead schedules and we do our				false

		7006						LN		261		6		false		           6      trading and our optimization round.				false

		7007						LN		261		7		false		           7          We've -- continuously updating those to kind of				false

		7008						LN		261		8		false		           8      model that congestion better so we can manage it				false

		7009						LN		261		9		false		           9      better.  We're in constant communication with our				false

		7010						LN		261		10		false		          10      grid operations team to make sure we're setting those				false

		7011						LN		261		11		false		          11      system operating limits effectively that -- so we can				false

		7012						LN		261		12		false		          12      manage that congestion.  So just kind of general				false

		7013						LN		261		13		false		          13      communication, you know, awareness of what's going				false

		7014						LN		261		14		false		          14      on.				false

		7015						LN		261		15		false		          15          We've got alarms on -- on our generation dispatch				false

		7016						LN		261		16		false		          16      screens and our generation dispatch operator that, if				false

		7017						LN		261		17		false		          17      a wind plant is, you know, curtailed for more than				false

		7018						LN		261		18		false		          18      one five-minute interval, that they can see that and				false

		7019						LN		261		19		false		          19      so that they are aware that, you know, as soon as				false

		7020						LN		261		20		false		          20      they can redispatch the system to alleviate that				false

		7021						LN		261		21		false		          21      curtailment, that they do it.				false

		7022						LN		261		22		false		          22          So just kind of lots of things, lots of different				false

		7023						LN		261		23		false		          23      methods that we have, trying to do a little bit of				false

		7024						LN		261		24		false		          24      everything to try to address it.				false

		7025						LN		261		25		false		          25                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But all of those				false

		7026						PG		262		0		false		page 262				false

		7027						LN		262		1		false		           1      things --				false

		7028						LN		262		2		false		           2                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		7029						LN		262		3		false		           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- are designed to				false

		7030						LN		262		4		false		           4      reduce curtailments of the wind --				false

		7031						LN		262		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		7032						LN		262		6		false		           6                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- on the system.				false

		7033						LN		262		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And I'll say				false

		7034						LN		262		8		false		           8      the other thing that we also have there is we have a				false

		7035						LN		262		9		false		           9      intertie in Wyoming, kind of near our DJ facility,				false

		7036						LN		262		10		false		          10      where we can make off-system sells as well.  It's				false

		7037						LN		262		11		false		          11      kind of an illiquid point but an intertie				false

		7038						LN		262		12		false		          12      nonetheless.  So also when we have excess wind				false

		7039						LN		262		13		false		          13      generation, one of the things we'll do is try to make				false

		7040						LN		262		14		false		          14      off-system sells in eastern Wyoming.  Like I said,				false

		7041						LN		262		15		false		          15      it's illiquid, so it's hit-and-miss.  But that's one				false

		7042						LN		262		16		false		          16      thing that we'll try and do.				false

		7043						LN		262		17		false		          17          And then also just from a company-wide				false

		7044						LN		262		18		false		          18      standpoint, you know, new load would help in Wyoming				false

		7045						LN		262		19		false		          19      and kind of directing new load there and				false

		7046						LN		262		20		false		          20      interconnections.  But, you know, all that's kind of				false

		7047						LN		262		21		false		          21      longer-term stuff that may or may not happen.				false

		7048						LN		262		22		false		          22                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Would retirement of				false

		7049						LN		262		23		false		          23      fossil facilities in Wyoming also benefit the				false

		7050						LN		262		24		false		          24      transmission system?				false

		7051						LN		262		25		false		          25                        THE WITNESS:  Not -- not				false

		7052						PG		263		0		false		page 263				false

		7053						LN		263		1		false		           1      necessarily.  Because you need that -- those fossil				false

		7054						LN		263		2		false		           2      systems to integrate the wind and to firm up the				false

		7055						LN		263		3		false		           3      wind.  I mentioned that we do have an intertie there				false

		7056						LN		263		4		false		           4      in eastern Wyoming, and those -- those fossil fuels				false

		7057						LN		263		5		false		           5      help to manage that intertie and that connection				false

		7058						LN		263		6		false		           6      with -- which will -- which is WAPA right now, and it				false

		7059						LN		263		7		false		           7      will be RTOS in the future to kind of push back on				false

		7060						LN		263		8		false		           8      those flows so we don't get unscheduled flows onto				false

		7061						LN		263		9		false		           9      our system, but -- so the -- the thermal generation				false

		7062						LN		263		10		false		          10      in there, you know, just retiring it and -- would				false

		7063						LN		263		11		false		          11      not -- not fix the problem.				false

		7064						LN		263		12		false		          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So it would -- if				false

		7065						LN		263		13		false		          13      I'm understanding correctly, it may free up line				false

		7066						LN		263		14		false		          14      capacity, thermal capacity, but not necessarily				false

		7067						LN		263		15		false		          15      inertial benefits of the system.				false

		7068						LN		263		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.				false

		7069						LN		263		17		false		          17                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.				false

		7070						LN		263		18		false		          18                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		7071						LN		263		19		false		          19                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  It sounds like that				false

		7072						LN		263		20		false		          20      intertie is the opposite of infinite liquidity,				false

		7073						LN		263		21		false		          21      but...				false

		7074						LN		263		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		7075						LN		263		23		false		          23                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  We had a quick				false

		7076						LN		263		24		false		          24      discussion on PTCs, the preferential curtailments.				false

		7077						LN		263		25		false		          25          Is your understanding that the preferential				false

		7078						PG		264		0		false		page 264				false

		7079						LN		264		1		false		           1      curtailments at Rolling Hills are initial -- first				false

		7080						LN		264		2		false		           2      curtailments are those that are not subject to PTCs;				false

		7081						LN		264		3		false		           3      i.e., those that have not been repowered?				false

		7082						LN		264		4		false		           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And maybe just				false

		7083						LN		264		5		false		           5      a clarification there.  So we're talking about owned				false

		7084						LN		264		6		false		           6      wind facilities --				false

		7085						LN		264		7		false		           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yeah.				false

		7086						LN		264		8		false		           8                        THE WITNESS:  -- as well.  Also in				false

		7087						LN		264		9		false		           9      the stack of curtailments is non-owned wind				false

		7088						LN		264		10		false		          10      facilities.  But as far as PTCs are concerned,				false

		7089						LN		264		11		false		          11      there's 16 turbines at Rolling Hills that were not				false

		7090						LN		264		12		false		          12      able to be repowered.  However, the -- that wind				false

		7091						LN		264		13		false		          13      plant is circuited as such that, you know, those 16				false

		7092						LN		264		14		false		          14      wind turbines are not isolated to a single circuit				false

		7093						LN		264		15		false		          15      or -- you know, they're all mixed together, because				false

		7094						LN		264		16		false		          16      that's the way it was built before we envisioned				false

		7095						LN		264		17		false		          17      repowering and -- and knowing that we would not be				false

		7096						LN		264		18		false		          18      able to repower all the -- the turbines there.				false

		7097						LN		264		19		false		          19          And so that curtailment is not -- we can't				false

		7098						LN		264		20		false		          20      curtail, like, the 16 turbines that were not				false

		7099						LN		264		21		false		          21      repowered.  It's the whole.  It's the whole plant,				false

		7100						LN		264		22		false		          22      right?				false

		7101						LN		264		23		false		          23                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So they're not				false

		7102						LN		264		24		false		          24      metered at the -- at the turbine.  They're metered at				false

		7103						LN		264		25		false		          25      a interconnection point?				false

		7104						PG		265		0		false		page 265				false

		7105						LN		265		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  Right.  Yes.				false

		7106						LN		265		2		false		           2                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  Want to talk				false

		7107						LN		265		3		false		           3      really quickly about WRAP.  You discuss it in your				false

		7108						LN		265		4		false		           4      testimony, and perhaps this is the perils of time, is				false

		7109						LN		265		5		false		           5      that WRAP is a evolving situation right now.				false

		7110						LN		265		6		false		           6                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		7111						LN		265		7		false		           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I recognize you are				false

		7112						LN		265		8		false		           8      using the methodology of WRAP to provide a definition				false

		7113						LN		265		9		false		           9      of resource adequacy.				false

		7114						LN		265		10		false		          10          What is the current status of WRAP in Pac's				false

		7115						LN		265		11		false		          11      participation in WRAP?				false

		7116						LN		265		12		false		          12                        THE WITNESS:  All -- so WRAP right				false

		7117						LN		265		13		false		          13      now is -- all participants must make a decision				false

		7118						LN		265		14		false		          14      whether to become a financially binding participant				false

		7119						LN		265		15		false		          15      in WRAP by October 31st, 2025, so just a couple				false

		7120						LN		265		16		false		          16      weeks.  What that means as a financially binding				false

		7121						LN		265		17		false		          17      participant is that you -- maybe I'll take a step				false

		7122						LN		265		18		false		          18      back.				false

		7123						LN		265		19		false		          19          The first financially binding season is winter of				false

		7124						LN		265		20		false		          20      '27 and '28, so that starts in November of 2027.  So				false

		7125						LN		265		21		false		          21      that's why the October 31st deadline is a two-year				false

		7126						LN		265		22		false		          22      exit notice or you have to give two years' notice of				false

		7127						LN		265		23		false		          23      your withdrawal from the program.  So that's where				false

		7128						LN		265		24		false		          24      the -- the line is drawn right now, is October 31st.				false

		7129						LN		265		25		false		          25          Becoming a financially binding participant means				false

		7130						PG		266		0		false		page 266				false

		7131						LN		266		1		false		           1      that you would have to comply and show that you meet				false

		7132						LN		266		2		false		           2      the WRAP planning standards, you know, approximately				false

		7133						LN		266		3		false		           3      seven months before that November time frame of 2027				false

		7134						LN		266		4		false		           4      and meet all of the administrative burden of WRAP as				false

		7135						LN		266		5		false		           5      well for all the resources to count.				false

		7136						LN		266		6		false		           6          WRAP is a work in progress.  It has been a work				false

		7137						LN		266		7		false		           7      in progress for six years now.  WRAP is contemplating				false

		7138						LN		266		8		false		           8      significant changes.  It's contemplating changing the				false

		7139						LN		266		9		false		           9      footprint in which it calculates the planning reserve				false

		7140						LN		266		10		false		          10      margin from a kind of northwest-southwest footprint				false

		7141						LN		266		11		false		          11      with very limited transmission connectivity between				false

		7142						LN		266		12		false		          12      the two to a EDAM and Markets+ footprint with an				false

		7143						LN		266		13		false		          13      unknown amount of sharing between those two programs.				false

		7144						LN		266		14		false		          14      A lot of questions and a lot of uncertainty is in				false

		7145						LN		266		15		false		          15      that as well.				false

		7146						LN		266		16		false		          16          The other thing that WRAP is contemplating is				false

		7147						LN		266		17		false		          17      trying to -- trying to fix the volatility of the PRMs				false

		7148						LN		266		18		false		          18      and also a potentially deferral of the deficiency				false

		7149						LN		266		19		false		          19      charges.				false

		7150						LN		266		20		false		          20          When PacifiCorp looks at WRAP and looks at what's				false

		7151						LN		266		21		false		          21      in front of us right now, we have an improved tariff.				false

		7152						LN		266		22		false		          22      We have these -- this uncertainty in this unknown of				false

		7153						LN		266		23		false		          23      where WRAP is going.  The program that we have today				false

		7154						LN		266		24		false		          24      undervalues our transmission system, quite frankly,				false

		7155						LN		266		25		false		          25      as, you know, between our east and west transfer --				false

		7156						PG		267		0		false		page 267				false

		7157						LN		267		1		false		           1      or east and west systems, we have 1600 megawatts of				false

		7158						LN		267		2		false		           2      transfers.				false

		7159						LN		267		3		false		           3          In WRAP, between the southwest region and the				false

		7160						LN		267		4		false		           4      northwest region, which PacifiCorp is -- kind of				false

		7161						LN		267		5		false		           5      straddles both, it only models 500 megawatts of				false

		7162						LN		267		6		false		           6      transmission, so about a third for the whole system				false

		7163						LN		267		7		false		           7      compared to what we have for our system.				false

		7164						LN		267		8		false		           8          Additionally, you know, we have some other				false

		7165						LN		267		9		false		           9      concerns, including some -- WRAP has essentially				false

		7166						LN		267		10		false		          10      created a new market product that would need to be --				false

		7167						LN		267		11		false		          11      to -- need to show compliance with WRAP in the near				false

		7168						LN		267		12		false		          12      term.  So if you're not resource long or resource				false

		7169						LN		267		13		false		          13      adequate with the resources that you have on your				false

		7170						LN		267		14		false		          14      system right now and, like PacifiCorp, you kind of				false

		7171						LN		267		15		false		          15      have to go and fill in the gaps in the near-term				false

		7172						LN		267		16		false		          16      market, WRAP has created a new standard, a new				false

		7173						LN		267		17		false		          17      product that it has to -- that you have to buy or				false

		7174						LN		267		18		false		          18      meet to show compliance.				false

		7175						LN		267		19		false		          19          One of the things there is that WRAP does not --				false

		7176						LN		267		20		false		          20      there's not a market monitor to make sure -- it's				false

		7177						LN		267		21		false		          21      an illi- -- well, first, I'll say it's an illiquid				false

		7178						LN		267		22		false		          22      market.  Those market products are not readily				false

		7179						LN		267		23		false		          23      available.  There's not a market monitor out there to				false

		7180						LN		267		24		false		          24      make sure that the buyers are not getting				false

		7181						LN		267		25		false		          25      price-gouged or that market power is not being				false

		7182						PG		268		0		false		page 268				false

		7183						LN		268		1		false		           1      exercised on the limited amount of, you know, those				false

		7184						LN		268		2		false		           2      products that are out there, available.				false

		7185						LN		268		3		false		           3          And then, you know, for other reasons as well, we				false

		7186						LN		268		4		false		           4      have decided and we, you know, sent a letter last				false

		7187						LN		268		5		false		           5      week to the board, asking them for another year and				false

		7188						LN		268		6		false		           6      a -- a year extension on the October 31st date to be				false

		7189						LN		268		7		false		           7      able to push that decision out to be able to work				false

		7190						LN		268		8		false		           8      through some of these issues that we are seeing.				false

		7191						LN		268		9		false		           9      Unfortunately, I think they're bound by their tariff.				false

		7192						LN		268		10		false		          10      I don't know if, you know, there is an option for				false

		7193						LN		268		11		false		          11      that, but we do see the value in WRAP.				false

		7194						LN		268		12		false		          12          So it's, like, regardless of what the board comes				false

		7195						LN		268		13		false		          13      back with and what the Western Power Pool comes back				false

		7196						LN		268		14		false		          14      with, we will continue to engage with WRAP.  We're in				false

		7197						LN		268		15		false		          15      it for the next two years.  We believe resource				false

		7198						LN		268		16		false		          16      adequacy is important.  It's a huge issue facing the				false

		7199						LN		268		17		false		          17      region in the west right now.  So we'll continue to				false

		7200						LN		268		18		false		          18      engage and continue to work to make sure that we can				false

		7201						LN		268		19		false		          19      arrive at a good solution and a solution that				false

		7202						LN		268		20		false		          20      provides benefits for our customers.				false

		7203						LN		268		21		false		          21          Because I think, you know, resource adequacy can				false

		7204						LN		268		22		false		          22      solve a lot of issues, including reliability and				false

		7205						LN		268		23		false		          23      resource adequacy obviously providing that standard,				false

		7206						LN		268		24		false		          24      but as you are able to partner with your neighbors				false

		7207						LN		268		25		false		          25      and kind of pool resources together, it can also help				false

		7208						PG		269		0		false		page 269				false

		7209						LN		269		1		false		           1      with affordability.  And that's really something that				false

		7210						LN		269		2		false		           2      we'll be looking in for whatever path we choose going				false

		7211						LN		269		3		false		           3      forward.				false

		7212						LN		269		4		false		           4          But that's where we are right now.  Probably not				false

		7213						LN		269		5		false		           5      a satisfactory answer, very satisfying, because a lot				false

		7214						LN		269		6		false		           6      of moving pieces, and we'll take up to the deadline,				false

		7215						LN		269		7		false		           7      and we're kind of waiting for the power pool to				false

		7216						LN		269		8		false		           8      respond to us.  But it is important.  We will				false

		7217						LN		269		9		false		           9      continue work on it regardless of what they say				false

		7218						LN		269		10		false		          10      and -- and try to do what's best for our customers.				false

		7219						LN		269		11		false		          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  It's satisfying				false

		7220						LN		269		12		false		          12      because it's this current status.				false

		7221						LN		269		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		7222						LN		269		14		false		          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But given all that				false

		7223						LN		269		15		false		          15      uncertainty, you use the WRAP methodology as a part				false

		7224						LN		269		16		false		          16      of your testimony in this case.				false

		7225						LN		269		17		false		          17                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		7226						LN		269		18		false		          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Given all that				false

		7227						LN		269		19		false		          19      uncertainty, would you change that strategy and the				false

		7228						LN		269		20		false		          20      way you think about the 2026 protocol from a resource				false

		7229						LN		269		21		false		          21      adequacy perspective?				false

		7230						LN		269		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  No.  'Cause the				false

		7231						LN		269		23		false		          23      principles are still sound, right?  The -- planning				false

		7232						LN		269		24		false		          24      to the peak load, you know, the single highest hour				false

		7233						LN		269		25		false		          25      of load within the month, a planning reserve margin				false
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		7235						LN		270		1		false		           1      on top of that to account for, you know, partially				false

		7236						LN		270		2		false		           2      for contingency reserves and then, you know,				false

		7237						LN		270		3		false		           3      essentially uncertainty, like is your wind going to				false

		7238						LN		270		4		false		           4      perform as expected, is your solar going to perform				false

		7239						LN		270		5		false		           5      as expected, are your thermal resources going to				false

		7240						LN		270		6		false		           6      perform as expected, is load going to be higher than				false

		7241						LN		270		7		false		           7      expected, all of those things.				false

		7242						LN		270		8		false		           8          So the principles are still sound.  They -- they				false

		7243						LN		270		9		false		           9      determine that PRM, that planning reserve margin,				false

		7244						LN		270		10		false		          10      based on a one-in-ten-year loss of load event study.				false

		7245						LN		270		11		false		          11      That's a sound principle.  I think it's pretty				false

		7246						LN		270		12		false		          12      standard across the industry.  And then the				false

		7247						LN		270		13		false		          13      qualifying capacity contribution of the resources, I				false

		7248						LN		270		14		false		          14      think that is also a good metric to use as well.				false

		7249						LN		270		15		false		          15          So right now, that's the best information that we				false

		7250						LN		270		16		false		          16      have, the modeling has been done by WRAP.  I mean,				false

		7251						LN		270		17		false		          17      and please don't take, you know, PacifiCorp's				false

		7252						LN		270		18		false		          18      concerns with WRAP being kind of an unfinished				false

		7253						LN		270		19		false		          19      product and the uncertainty there as -- like, this is				false

		7254						LN		270		20		false		          20      still important.  There's still a lot of value in				false

		7255						LN		270		21		false		          21      WRAP, and WRAP is providing good value.  You know,				false

		7256						LN		270		22		false		          22      whether that's the exact path we take is to be				false

		7257						LN		270		23		false		          23      determined.  But is providing good value and will				false

		7258						LN		270		24		false		          24      continue to provide good value and is providing a				false

		7259						LN		270		25		false		          25      good foundation for resource adequacy going forward.				false
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		7261						LN		271		1		false		           1                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  And that is not the				false

		7262						LN		271		2		false		           2      path you take.  It's effectively status quo of the				false

		7263						LN		271		3		false		           3      way PacifiCorp procures or thinks about resource				false

		7264						LN		271		4		false		           4      adequacy today; is that correct?				false

		7265						LN		271		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  Yes, we'll continue				false

		7266						LN		271		6		false		           6      to -- yes.  And we'll continue to use -- if it's not				false

		7267						LN		271		7		false		           7      the path we take, we'll continue to use those metrics				false

		7268						LN		271		8		false		           8      as long as they're the best that we have available.				false

		7269						LN		271		9		false		           9      If we come up with an alternative, we'll have those				false

		7270						LN		271		10		false		          10      metrics.  But that alternative will kind of be based				false

		7271						LN		271		11		false		          11      in those same sound principles of planning for your				false

		7272						LN		271		12		false		          12      peak load, you know, your highest need, plus a				false

		7273						LN		271		13		false		          13      planning reserve margin or, you know, a cushion to				false

		7274						LN		271		14		false		          14      account for all the uncertainty.  Making sure that				false

		7275						LN		271		15		false		          15      you're accounting for your resources correctly, that				false

		7276						LN		271		16		false		          16      what they're going to contribute during those peak				false

		7277						LN		271		17		false		          17      times.  So, yes, short answer.  Yeah.				false

		7278						LN		271		18		false		          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.  That's				false

		7279						LN		271		19		false		          19      all I have.  Thank you.				false

		7280						LN		271		20		false		          20                        THE WITNESS:  Thanks.				false

		7281						LN		271		21		false		          21                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Afternoon.				false

		7282						LN		271		22		false		          22                        THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.				false

		7283						LN		271		23		false		          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Right.  So				false

		7284						LN		271		24		false		          24      this may or may not make sense, but given the				false

		7285						LN		271		25		false		          25      afternoon, we'll give it a try.				false

		7286						PG		272		0		false		page 272				false

		7287						LN		272		1		false		           1          So you were discussing the 2026 protocol about				false

		7288						LN		272		2		false		           2      Chehalis and the hundred percent allocation of that				false

		7289						LN		272		3		false		           3      gas unit and the benefits that that hundred percent				false

		7290						LN		272		4		false		           4      allocation provides the company in terms of meeting				false

		7291						LN		272		5		false		           5      its CETA requirements.				false

		7292						LN		272		6		false		           6          As I understood what you were saying, right now				false

		7293						LN		272		7		false		           7      it is operated as a system unit, and it's dispatched				false

		7294						LN		272		8		false		           8      based on the system direction.  So if it's a hundred				false

		7295						LN		272		9		false		           9      percent allocated to Washington, I think some of the				false

		7296						LN		272		10		false		          10      discussion we've had today, a hundred percent of the				false

		7297						LN		272		11		false		          11      cost allocated to Washington, but it would no longer				false

		7298						LN		272		12		false		          12      be a system-dispatched unit or could be tweaked to				false

		7299						LN		272		13		false		          13      dispatch based on washing- -- I'm trying to figure				false

		7300						LN		272		14		false		          14      out --				false

		7301						LN		272		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		7302						LN		272		16		false		          16                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- again, if				false

		7303						LN		272		17		false		          17      this is a system unit that provides benefits to				false

		7304						LN		272		18		false		          18      other -- to the rest of the system or are you going				false

		7305						LN		272		19		false		          19      to be operating it and dispatching it with more of a				false

		7306						LN		272		20		false		          20      view toward meeting Washington CETA so that it may				false

		7307						LN		272		21		false		          21      not provide those same system benefits to other parts				false

		7308						LN		272		22		false		          22      of the system?				false

		7309						LN		272		23		false		          23          Do you understand what I'm asking?				false

		7310						LN		272		24		false		          24                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		7311						LN		272		25		false		          25                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What this				false
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		7313						LN		273		1		false		           1      means in terms of is it just hundred percent cost				false

		7314						LN		273		2		false		           2      allocated, or will it change how it operates as a				false

		7315						LN		273		3		false		           3      system resource.				false

		7316						LN		273		4		false		           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I think I				false

		7317						LN		273		5		false		           5      understand what you're saying.  I think, first, just				false

		7318						LN		273		6		false		           6      to kind of clarify, PacifiCorp's system is, like,				false

		7319						LN		273		7		false		           7      intertwined and integrated.  Everyone's connected to				false

		7320						LN		273		8		false		           8      everyone.  And, you know, very difficult and pretty				false

		7321						LN		273		9		false		           9      hard to -- would be pretty hard to unwind it and just				false

		7322						LN		273		10		false		          10      operate for Washington on its own.				false

		7323						LN		273		11		false		          11          That being said, the 2026 protocol in the future				false

		7324						LN		273		12		false		          12      and having Chehalis, you know, physically located				false

		7325						LN		273		13		false		          13      within the state of Washington and then 100 percent				false

		7326						LN		273		14		false		          14      cost allocated to Washington does allow us some more				false

		7327						LN		273		15		false		          15      freedom to potentially in the future bring				false

		7328						LN		273		16		false		          16      Washington's energy policies into how we would				false

		7329						LN		273		17		false		          17      dispatch that -- that resource, right?  So it allows				false

		7330						LN		273		18		false		          18      us the option -- it gives us options, I think, more				false

		7331						LN		273		19		false		          19      than anything.				false

		7332						LN		273		20		false		          20          And obviously that depends on a lot of things at				false

		7333						LN		273		21		false		          21      any given moment, whether what the rest of the				false

		7334						LN		273		22		false		          22      system's doing, what's on the -- you know, how the				false

		7335						LN		273		23		false		          23      rest of the system is performing.  But I think it				false

		7336						LN		273		24		false		          24      gives us options.				false

		7337						LN		273		25		false		          25          So, for example, if -- fast-forward to 2030.  If				false
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		7339						LN		274		1		false		           1      we are -- you know, we're in this -- this phase of				false

		7340						LN		274		2		false		           2      CETA compliance where 20 percent of our retail load				false

		7341						LN		274		3		false		           3      has to be offset by RECs and the 80 percent has to be				false

		7342						LN		274		4		false		           4      served by renewable energy that has an environmental				false

		7343						LN		274		5		false		           5      attribute accompanied to it, you know, we know how				false

		7344						LN		274		6		false		           6      much load of -- Washington load can be served by				false

		7345						LN		274		7		false		           7      Chehalis or other emitting resources, and it gives us				false

		7346						LN		274		8		false		           8      something to optimize around that.				false

		7347						LN		274		9		false		           9          You know, just like we optimize limited-use				false

		7348						LN		274		10		false		          10      resources today, whether that's water behind a dam or				false

		7349						LN		274		11		false		          11      even, you know, the last couple of years we had coal				false

		7350						LN		274		12		false		          12      supply issues with fires in coal mines in Utah.  And,				false

		7351						LN		274		13		false		          13      you know, it's a limited -- a limited-use resource,				false

		7352						LN		274		14		false		          14      and there's a lot of moving pieces, but I think what				false

		7353						LN		274		15		false		          15      it does is it gives us optionality.				false

		7354						LN		274		16		false		          16                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  Okay.				false

		7355						LN		274		17		false		          17      Similar to, you know, as you said, constraints in				false

		7356						LN		274		18		false		          18      other parts of the system, like the wind constraints				false

		7357						LN		274		19		false		          19      that we were talking about.				false

		7358						LN		274		20		false		          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		7359						LN		274		21		false		          21                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I				false

		7360						LN		274		22		false		          22      guess -- and this probably would have been a question				false

		7361						LN		274		23		false		          23      for Ramon Mitchell, but I will ask you.				false

		7362						LN		274		24		false		          24                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.				false

		7363						LN		274		25		false		          25                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So at what				false

		7364						PG		275		0		false		page 275				false

		7365						LN		275		1		false		           1      point in the future -- as you're thinking about				false

		7366						LN		275		2		false		           2      operating units based on specific limitations for				false

		7367						LN		275		3		false		           3      that facility, including the policy, the statutory				false

		7368						LN		275		4		false		           4      limitations for fossil units in Washington, at what				false

		7369						LN		275		5		false		           5      point does that then -- you talked about you work on				false

		7370						LN		275		6		false		           6      the actual operations and updating the models for				false

		7371						LN		275		7		false		           7      dispatch purposes.				false

		7372						LN		275		8		false		           8          At what point do the actual operations require a				false

		7373						LN		275		9		false		           9      change in the forecast?				false

		7374						LN		275		10		false		          10                        THE WITNESS:  So --				false

		7375						LN		275		11		false		          11                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  When -- if				false

		7376						LN		275		12		false		          12      it's --				false

		7377						LN		275		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		7378						LN		275		14		false		          14                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  --				false

		7379						LN		275		15		false		          15      sufficiently different --				false

		7380						LN		275		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		7381						LN		275		17		false		          17                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- and it's				false

		7382						LN		275		18		false		          18      going to always result in a change and you know that				false

		7383						LN		275		19		false		          19      that's how the system is run, at what point do you				false

		7384						LN		275		20		false		          20      need to change the forecast?				false

		7385						LN		275		21		false		          21                        THE WITNESS:  My struggle is kind				false

		7386						LN		275		22		false		          22      of finding that point, right?  But --				false

		7387						LN		275		23		false		          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  This is				false

		7388						LN		275		24		false		          24      purely hypothetical --				false

		7389						LN		275		25		false		          25                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.				false

		7390						PG		276		0		false		page 276				false

		7391						LN		276		1		false		           1                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- at this				false

		7392						LN		276		2		false		           2      point.				false

		7393						LN		276		3		false		           3                        THE WITNESS:  What I can tell you				false

		7394						LN		276		4		false		           4      is, you know, Ramon and I sit pretty close to each				false

		7395						LN		276		5		false		           5      other.  Or Mr. Mitchell.  We've worked together on				false

		7396						LN		276		6		false		           6      teams before.  At one point we were both analysts in				false

		7397						LN		276		7		false		           7      that net power cost group together.				false

		7398						LN		276		8		false		           8          But all that aside, regardless of who's in our				false

		7399						LN		276		9		false		           9      positions, it's super important that we're constantly				false

		7400						LN		276		10		false		          10      communicating with each other and that he knows what				false

		7401						LN		276		11		false		          11      we're doing operationally, that we -- you know, as we				false

		7402						LN		276		12		false		          12      have changes, as we have updates to the system,				false

		7403						LN		276		13		false		          13      that -- that we talk to him and we bring those in.				false

		7404						LN		276		14		false		          14          You know, as far as kind of at what point in				false

		7405						LN		276		15		false		          15      materiality obviously -- yeah, I think materiality				false

		7406						LN		276		16		false		          16      probably plays a role in it, like, timing of cases,				false

		7407						LN		276		17		false		          17      all of those things.  And that's really Ramo- -- or				false

		7408						LN		276		18		false		          18      Mr. Mitchell's expertise, and he would be the one to				false

		7409						LN		276		19		false		          19      kind of make that decision.				false

		7410						LN		276		20		false		          20          But, you know, constantly, like, I'm always				false

		7411						LN		276		21		false		          21      saying, like, when my team is updating me, whatever				false

		7412						LN		276		22		false		          22      it is.  Hey, we're going to do this differently or				false

		7413						LN		276		23		false		          23      there's a tariff increase on, you know, BPA rates or				false

		7414						LN		276		24		false		          24      a gas pipeline or a decrease on -- you know, hey,				false

		7415						LN		276		25		false		          25      have you let Mr. Mitchell know?  Have you -- have you				false

		7416						PG		277		0		false		page 277				false

		7417						LN		277		1		false		           1      talked to his team about it?  Do they know about it?				false

		7418						LN		277		2		false		           2      And we're always constantly making sure that line of				false

		7419						LN		277		3		false		           3      communication is open and that he has access to all				false

		7420						LN		277		4		false		           4      the information that I have access to.				false

		7421						LN		277		5		false		           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And so				false

		7422						LN		277		6		false		           6      potentially after each state has considered the '26				false

		7423						LN		277		7		false		           7      protocol proposal and you have decisions in all the				false

		7424						LN		277		8		false		           8      states, that gives you a different perspective or				false

		7425						LN		277		9		false		           9      maybe then after the Phase 2, then you have a				false

		7426						LN		277		10		false		          10      different assessment of what's actually happening,				false

		7427						LN		277		11		false		          11      how the system is operating, and then you can				false

		7428						LN		277		12		false		          12      reassess that?				false

		7429						LN		277		13		false		          13                        THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.				false

		7430						LN		277		14		false		          14                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.				false

		7431						LN		277		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		7432						LN		277		16		false		          16                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.				false

		7433						LN		277		17		false		          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe				false

		7434						LN		277		18		false		          18      that concludes all of the questions for you.  You may				false

		7435						LN		277		19		false		          19      be excused from the witness stand.  Thank you.				false

		7436						LN		277		20		false		          20                               (Witness excused.)				false

		7437						LN		277		21		false		          21				false

		7438						LN		277		22		false		          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Our next witness				false

		7439						LN		277		23		false		          23      is witness Ghosh.				false

		7440						LN		277		24		false		          24          Okay.  And when you're ready, if you could raise				false

		7441						LN		277		25		false		          25      your right hand, I'll swear you in.				false

		7442						PG		278		0		false		page 278				false

		7443						LN		278		1		false		           1          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you				false

		7444						LN		278		2		false		           2      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,				false

		7445						LN		278		3		false		           3      and nothing but the truth?				false

		7446						LN		278		4		false		           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		7447						LN		278		5		false		           5				false

		7448						LN		278		6		false		           6      ROHINI GHOSH,              having been first duly sworn				false

		7449						LN		278		7		false		           7                                 by Administrative Law Judge				false

		7450						LN		278		8		false		           8                                 Thompson, was examined and				false

		7451						LN		278		9		false		           9                                 testified as follows:				false

		7452						LN		278		10		false		          10				false

		7453						LN		278		11		false		          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		7454						LN		278		12		false		          12                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  If you can				false

		7455						LN		278		13		false		          13      use your mike, that will be helpful.				false

		7456						LN		278		14		false		          14                        THE WITNESS:  Sorry.				false

		7457						LN		278		15		false		          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  That's okay.				false

		7458						LN		278		16		false		          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And, Counsel,				false

		7459						LN		278		17		false		          17      whenever you're ready, you may proceed.				false

		7460						LN		278		18		false		          18				false

		7461						LN		278		19		false		          19                        DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		7462						LN		278		20		false		          20      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:				false

		7463						LN		278		21		false		          21  Q   Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.				false

		7464						LN		278		22		false		          22          Can you please state and spell your name for the				false

		7465						LN		278		23		false		          23      record.				false

		7466						LN		278		24		false		          24  A   Yes.  My name is Rohini Ghosh.  R-o-h-i-n-i				false

		7467						LN		278		25		false		          25      G-h-o-s-h.				false

		7468						PG		279		0		false		page 279				false

		7469						LN		279		1		false		           1  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?				false

		7470						LN		279		2		false		           2  A   I am the director of clean energy planning at				false

		7471						LN		279		3		false		           3      PacifiCorp.				false

		7472						LN		279		4		false		           4  Q   Have you caused to be filed direct and rebuttal				false

		7473						LN		279		5		false		           5      testimony and exhibits in this proceeding?				false

		7474						LN		279		6		false		           6  A   Yes.				false

		7475						LN		279		7		false		           7  Q   And do you have any changes or corrections?				false

		7476						LN		279		8		false		           8  A   No.				false

		7477						LN		279		9		false		           9  Q   If I were to ask you the same questions contained in				false

		7478						LN		279		10		false		          10      that testimony today or those testimonies today,				false

		7479						LN		279		11		false		          11      would your answers remain the same?				false

		7480						LN		279		12		false		          12  A   Yes, they would.				false

		7481						LN		279		13		false		          13                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you.				false

		7482						LN		279		14		false		          14          And the witness is available for cross.				false

		7483						LN		279		15		false		          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		7484						LN		279		16		false		          16          And it looks like, public counsel, you've				false

		7485						LN		279		17		false		          17      indicated cross for this witness.  You can go ahead				false

		7486						LN		279		18		false		          18      and proceed when you're ready.				false

		7487						LN		279		19		false		          19                        MR. SYKES:  Thank you.				false

		7488						LN		279		20		false		          20				false

		7489						LN		279		21		false		          21                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		7490						LN		279		22		false		          22      BY MR. SYKES:				false

		7491						LN		279		23		false		          23  Q   Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.				false

		7492						LN		279		24		false		          24  A   Good afternoon.				false

		7493						LN		279		25		false		          25  Q   On April 16th of this year, the company submitted an				false

		7494						PG		280		0		false		page 280				false

		7495						LN		280		1		false		           1      updated forecast for no-cost allowances to the -- let				false

		7496						LN		280		2		false		           2      me start my video -- forecast for no-cost allowances				false

		7497						LN		280		3		false		           3      to the -- to the UTC.				false

		7498						LN		280		4		false		           4          Are you aware of that?				false

		7499						LN		280		5		false		           5  A   Yes.				false

		7500						LN		280		6		false		           6  Q   Okay.  The forecast was approved by the Commission,				false

		7501						LN		280		7		false		           7      showing an increase in megawatt hours serving				false

		7502						LN		280		8		false		           8      Washington retail load from natural gas plants under				false

		7503						LN		280		9		false		           9      the 2026 protocol as compared to the WIJAM.				false

		7504						LN		280		10		false		          10          I'm going to reread that question, because I got				false

		7505						LN		280		11		false		          11      lost reading it.				false

		7506						LN		280		12		false		          12          Actually, you know what?  I'm just going to show				false

		7507						LN		280		13		false		          13      you an exhibit.				false

		7508						LN		280		14		false		          14          Can you turn to RG-6X.				false

		7509						LN		280		15		false		          15  A   Yes.  Is this the staff memo?				false

		7510						LN		280		16		false		          16  Q   This is the staff memo.				false

		7511						LN		280		17		false		          17  A   Got it.				false

		7512						LN		280		18		false		          18  Q   I'm looking at Page 2 of 4.				false

		7513						LN		280		19		false		          19  A   Yes.				false

		7514						LN		280		20		false		          20  Q   So this is showing that, compared to the WIJAM,				false

		7515						LN		280		21		false		          21      there's an increase in megawatt-hours serving				false

		7516						LN		280		22		false		          22      Washington retail load from natural gas plants as				false

		7517						LN		280		23		false		          23      compared to the WIJAM.				false

		7518						LN		280		24		false		          24  A   Yes.				false

		7519						LN		280		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  It shows a decrease of megawatt-hours served				false

		7520						PG		281		0		false		page 281				false

		7521						LN		281		1		false		           1      by non-emitting plants; is that correct?				false

		7522						LN		281		2		false		           2  A   Yes.				false

		7523						LN		281		3		false		           3  Q   Okay.  So on October 1st, so just last week, Ecology				false

		7524						LN		281		4		false		           4      granted the company approximately 90 percent of its				false

		7525						LN		281		5		false		           5      requested no-cost allowances?				false

		7526						LN		281		6		false		           6  A   That is correct.				false

		7527						LN		281		7		false		           7  Q   Okay.  And no-cost allowances are allocated based on				false

		7528						LN		281		8		false		           8      a forecast of retail loads served?				false

		7529						LN		281		9		false		           9  A   That is my understanding.				false

		7530						LN		281		10		false		          10  Q   Okay.  And for -- and the company would have to				false

		7531						LN		281		11		false		          11      purchase allowances for in-state emissions that don't				false

		7532						LN		281		12		false		          12      serve retail load?				false

		7533						LN		281		13		false		          13  A   Yes.  That is correct.  Just restating so that I'm				false

		7534						LN		281		14		false		          14      making sure I'm answering the right question:  Yes,				false

		7535						LN		281		15		false		          15      PacifiCorp, as a covered entity, under the CCA, is				false

		7536						LN		281		16		false		          16      responsible for having allowances for any in-state				false

		7537						LN		281		17		false		          17      generation in the state of Washington that's emitting				false

		7538						LN		281		18		false		          18      regardless of who it serves, but we are entitled to				false

		7539						LN		281		19		false		          19      no-cost allowances for all of the generation that				false

		7540						LN		281		20		false		          20      serve Washington customers.				false

		7541						LN		281		21		false		          21  Q   Yeah.  Serves retail customers?				false

		7542						LN		281		22		false		          22  A   Retail customers, yes.				false

		7543						LN		281		23		false		          23  Q   October 1st, 2026, so next year, Ecology has to adopt				false

		7544						LN		281		24		false		          24      an allocation schedule for the CCA second compliance				false

		7545						LN		281		25		false		          25      period, which begins January 1st, 2027.				false

		7546						PG		282		0		false		page 282				false

		7547						LN		282		1		false		           1          Are you aware of that?				false

		7548						LN		282		2		false		           2  A   Yes.				false

		7549						LN		282		3		false		           3  Q   Okay.  Has the 2026 protocol made any				false

		7550						LN		282		4		false		           4      consideration -- let me ask it this way.				false

		7551						LN		282		5		false		           5          The 2026 protocol is silent as to what happens at				false

		7552						LN		282		6		false		           6      the beginning of the next CCA compliance period with				false

		7553						LN		282		7		false		           7      respect to CCA allowances?				false

		7554						LN		282		8		false		           8  A   I can't speak to what the 2026 protocol does or				false

		7555						LN		282		9		false		           9      doesn't contemplate as far as results beyond the test				false

		7556						LN		282		10		false		          10      year of 2026, which is the basis of my analysis.  But				false

		7557						LN		282		11		false		          11      as company witness Steward and Link have previously				false

		7558						LN		282		12		false		          12      stated today, there is, you know, going to be a				false

		7559						LN		282		13		false		          13      Phase 2, and the next protocol presumably will come				false

		7560						LN		282		14		false		          14      into place before 2030, but I probably would think				false

		7561						LN		282		15		false		          15      that the 2026 protocol would still be in place if				false

		7562						LN		282		16		false		          16      you're talking about 2027.				false

		7563						LN		282		17		false		          17  Q   Okay.  So as projected emissions cap reduces over				false

		7564						LN		282		18		false		          18      time, Ecology's going to issue fewer and fewer				false

		7565						LN		282		19		false		          19      allowances each year?				false

		7566						LN		282		20		false		          20  A   That is my understanding.  Though, to my knowledge,				false

		7567						LN		282		21		false		          21      there is no currently set schedule for when Ecology				false

		7568						LN		282		22		false		          22      will lower its distribution of no-cost allowances.				false

		7569						LN		282		23		false		          23      So we don't, to my knowledge -- and this could also				false

		7570						LN		282		24		false		          24      go to company witness Wilding.  We don't actually				false

		7571						LN		282		25		false		          25      know at what point and to what magnitude Ecology will				false

		7572						PG		283		0		false		page 283				false

		7573						LN		283		1		false		           1      stop issuing no-cost allowances in line with what				false

		7574						LN		283		2		false		           2      covered entities are asking for.  We're projecting				false

		7575						LN		283		3		false		           3      based on their forecasted retail sales.				false

		7576						LN		283		4		false		           4  Q   I want to switch gears to the -- to CETA for a				false

		7577						LN		283		5		false		           5      moment.				false

		7578						LN		283		6		false		           6          So you -- you oversee the development of the				false

		7579						LN		283		7		false		           7      company's CEAP?				false

		7580						LN		283		8		false		           8  A   That is correct.				false

		7581						LN		283		9		false		           9  Q   And that includes the 2025 CEAP that's just been				false

		7582						LN		283		10		false		          10      filed?				false

		7583						LN		283		11		false		          11  A   Yes.				false

		7584						LN		283		12		false		          12  Q   All right.  I'd like to turn to your testimony for a				false

		7585						LN		283		13		false		          13      moment.  RG-1T, Page 6, Table 1.				false

		7586						LN		283		14		false		          14  A   In my direct, yes.				false

		7587						LN		283		15		false		          15  Q   In your direct.				false

		7588						LN		283		16		false		          16  A   Yes.  I'm there.				false

		7589						LN		283		17		false		          17  Q   So this is the increase in CETA -- in CETA -- let me				false

		7590						LN		283		18		false		          18      ask my question.  Stumble over myself here.				false

		7591						LN		283		19		false		          19          This is the 2026 protocol's purported increase				false

		7592						LN		283		20		false		          20      and not -- in CETA-compliant energy?				false

		7593						LN		283		21		false		          21  A   That is correct.				false

		7594						LN		283		22		false		          22  Q   Okay.  Were you involved in the 2023 biennial CEIP				false

		7595						LN		283		23		false		          23      update?				false

		7596						LN		283		24		false		          24  A   Yes, I was.				false

		7597						LN		283		25		false		          25  Q   Are you aware that that update was rejected?				false

		7598						PG		284		0		false		page 284				false

		7599						LN		284		1		false		           1  A   Yes, I am.				false

		7600						LN		284		2		false		           2  Q   Okay.  Did you read the order rejecting the update by				false

		7601						LN		284		3		false		           3      chance?				false

		7602						LN		284		4		false		           4  A   Yes, I did.  It has been several months.				false

		7603						LN		284		5		false		           5  Q   Okay.				false

		7604						LN		284		6		false		           6  A   But I did read it.				false

		7605						LN		284		7		false		           7  Q   PacifiCorp's biennial update poses serious questions				false

		7606						LN		284		8		false		           8      regarding the company's ability and intent to comply				false

		7607						LN		284		9		false		           9      with CETA and raises questions new about the				false

		7608						LN		284		10		false		          10      company's modeling and resource acquisition strategy.				false

		7609						LN		284		11		false		          11          Does that sound right, subject to check?				false

		7610						LN		284		12		false		          12  A   Subject to check, yes.				false

		7611						LN		284		13		false		          13  Q   Okay.  So the parties have -- so the parties to that				false

		7612						LN		284		14		false		          14      proceeding heavily discussed the company's 2026 to				false

		7613						LN		284		15		false		          15      2030 targets.				false

		7614						LN		284		16		false		          16          Do you recall that -- that discussion?				false

		7615						LN		284		17		false		          17  A   Yes.				false

		7616						LN		284		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  The 2026 target under -- in the -- the 2026				false

		7617						LN		284		19		false		          19      target, for example, in the 2023 biennial update was				false

		7618						LN		284		20		false		          20      40 percent?				false

		7619						LN		284		21		false		          21  A   I honestly don't recall off the top of my head, but				false

		7620						LN		284		22		false		          22      that sounds accurate.				false

		7621						LN		284		23		false		          23  Q   Okay.  And that was under the WIJAM?				false

		7622						LN		284		24		false		          24  A   Yes.				false

		7623						LN		284		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  The 2025 CEIP under the WIJAM reduced the 2026				false

		7624						PG		285		0		false		page 285				false

		7625						LN		285		1		false		           1      target to 34 percent?				false

		7626						LN		285		2		false		           2  A   Yes, that is correct.				false

		7627						LN		285		3		false		           3  Q   Okay.  And the target set under the 2026 protocol for				false

		7628						LN		285		4		false		           4      2026 is 37 percent?				false

		7629						LN		285		5		false		           5  A   Is that according to the sensitivity in the CEIP?				false

		7630						LN		285		6		false		           6  Q   Based on whatever was most recently filed.				false

		7631						LN		285		7		false		           7  A   Yes.  I, again, don't recall off the top of my head,				false

		7632						LN		285		8		false		           8      but it was a little bit higher under the proposed				false

		7633						LN		285		9		false		           9      Washington 2026 protocol.				false

		7634						LN		285		10		false		          10  Q   Okay.  And if the Commission were -- wanted to find				false

		7635						LN		285		11		false		          11      out what the biennial or what the interim targets are				false

		7636						LN		285		12		false		          12      in the CEIP under either the WIJAM or the 2026				false

		7637						LN		285		13		false		          13      protocol, they could go look at those documents?				false

		7638						LN		285		14		false		          14  A   That is correct.  In the 2025 CEIP -- and I will				false

		7639						LN		285		15		false		          15      clarify -- we ran just one sensitivity of the				false

		7640						LN		285		16		false		          16      preferred portfolio allocated to Washington, so we				false

		7641						LN		285		17		false		          17      took that selection of resources, of new resource				false

		7642						LN		285		18		false		          18      additions, and we redispatched it under the				false

		7643						LN		285		19		false		          19      allocations proposed in the Washington 2026 protocol.				false

		7644						LN		285		20		false		          20      So we did not reoptimize, and I want to kind of				false

		7645						LN		285		21		false		          21      highlight that.  Because I do think that if we were				false

		7646						LN		285		22		false		          22      to reoptimize fully with the difference in the				false

		7647						LN		285		23		false		          23      resource allocations, I do think the selections would				false

		7648						LN		285		24		false		          24      look a little bit different.				false

		7649						LN		285		25		false		          25          We just did not have the time, quite frankly.				false

		7650						PG		286		0		false		page 286				false

		7651						LN		286		1		false		           1      But at least you can see what would happen if we				false

		7652						LN		286		2		false		           2      stayed on the path that we have set out in the CEIP,				false

		7653						LN		286		3		false		           3      and then the Commission were to accept and adopt the				false

		7654						LN		286		4		false		           4      2026 protocol, you can kind of see the immediate				false

		7655						LN		286		5		false		           5      impacts on our near-term interim targets, which is to				false

		7656						LN		286		6		false		           6      increase them in line with what I filed in my direct				false

		7657						LN		286		7		false		           7      testimony here.				false

		7658						LN		286		8		false		           8  Q   Okay.  So, and I apologize.  I don't actually have				false

		7659						LN		286		9		false		           9      the CEIP in front of me, and I don't want to just				false

		7660						LN		286		10		false		          10      give you a quiz, so if you don't know, that's fine.				false

		7661						LN		286		11		false		          11          2026 target is 37 percent.  2027 target is 37				false

		7662						LN		286		12		false		          12      percent.  2028 target is 50 percent.				false

		7663						LN		286		13		false		          13          Does that sound about right?				false

		7664						LN		286		14		false		          14  A   Sounds about right.  I know we get to about 70				false

		7665						LN		286		15		false		          15      something in 2029.				false

		7666						LN		286		16		false		          16  Q   Okay.				false

		7667						LN		286		17		false		          17  A   And what was filed in the final CEIP on October 1st.				false

		7668						LN		286		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  2029, 74 percent.  2030 --				false

		7669						LN		286		19		false		          19  A   That's correct.				false

		7670						LN		286		20		false		          20  Q   -- 110, correct?				false

		7671						LN		286		21		false		          21  A   Yes, that sounds correct.				false

		7672						LN		286		22		false		          22  Q   Okay.  So about a -- I'm very bad at math -- 36				false

		7673						LN		286		23		false		          23      percent jump there at the end?				false

		7674						LN		286		24		false		          24  A   That sounds correct.				false

		7675						LN		286		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  When it comes to CETA compliance, your				false

		7676						PG		287		0		false		page 287				false

		7677						LN		287		1		false		           1      testimony is really only limited to CETA's interim				false

		7678						LN		287		2		false		           2      target for 2026?				false

		7679						LN		287		3		false		           3  A   Absolutely.  Because for the sake of consistency in				false

		7680						LN		287		4		false		           4      this case, I was only able to do the analysis on				false

		7681						LN		287		5		false		           5      basically the data that's in company witness				false

		7682						LN		287		6		false		           6      Mitchell's testimony, so I used the 2026 -- the				false

		7683						LN		287		7		false		           7      current year 2026 net power cost results.				false

		7684						LN		287		8		false		           8          If I had wanted to look at years beyond 2026, I				false

		7685						LN		287		9		false		           9      would have had to have used, you know, results from				false

		7686						LN		287		10		false		          10      the IRP or CEIP models, and it would have just caused				false

		7687						LN		287		11		false		          11      confusion.  So, and for that reason alone, the				false

		7688						LN		287		12		false		          12      analysis and my testimony here is limited to one				false

		7689						LN		287		13		false		          13      year.				false

		7690						LN		287		14		false		          14                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  That's all I				false

		7691						LN		287		15		false		          15      have.  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		7692						LN		287		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		7693						LN		287		17		false		          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		7694						LN		287		18		false		          18                        MR. SYKES:  Thank you, Dr. Ghosh.				false

		7695						LN		287		19		false		          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any redirect from				false

		7696						LN		287		20		false		          20      the company?				false

		7697						LN		287		21		false		          21                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Yes.  Can you				false

		7698						LN		287		22		false		          22      give me just one second?  I need to confer.				false

		7699						LN		287		23		false		          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Yeah.  Go ahead.				false

		7700						LN		287		24		false		          24                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you.				false

		7701						LN		287		25		false		          25          No further questions, Your Honor.				false

		7702						PG		288		0		false		page 288				false

		7703						LN		288		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		7704						LN		288		2		false		           2          Any questions from the bench?				false

		7705						LN		288		3		false		           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I have one, because				false

		7706						LN		288		4		false		           4      I've read the sentence a hundred times, and I want to				false

		7707						LN		288		5		false		           5      make sure I've got it right or it is right.				false

		7708						LN		288		6		false		           6          Dr. Ghosh, in your direct testimony, at Page 7.				false

		7709						LN		288		7		false		           7                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		7710						LN		288		8		false		           8                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Line 15.				false

		7711						LN		288		9		false		           9                        THE WITNESS:  15.				false

		7712						LN		288		10		false		          10                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  The sentence				false

		7713						LN		288		11		false		          11      starts, "Fixed cost allocation factors in the 2026				false

		7714						LN		288		12		false		          12      protocol."				false

		7715						LN		288		13		false		          13          If you keep reading that sentence, you get to,				false

		7716						LN		288		14		false		          14      "It reduces one degree of certainty."				false

		7717						LN		288		15		false		          15          Should that be "uncertainty"?				false

		7718						LN		288		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  That is a great				false

		7719						LN		288		17		false		          17      find that apparently none of us found.  Yes, the				false

		7720						LN		288		18		false		          18      statement was intended to say that we are reducing				false

		7721						LN		288		19		false		          19      one degree of uncertainty, which is inherent in				false

		7722						LN		288		20		false		          20      long-term planning.				false

		7723						LN		288		21		false		          21                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  We'll make sure				false

		7724						LN		288		22		false		          22      that gets corrected on the record and my sanity --				false

		7725						LN		288		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you for that				false

		7726						LN		288		24		false		          24      question.				false

		7727						LN		288		25		false		          25                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- is restored.				false

		7728						PG		289		0		false		page 289				false

		7729						LN		289		1		false		           1      Thank you.				false

		7730						LN		289		2		false		           2                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything further?				false

		7731						LN		289		3		false		           3          Okay.  I believe that concludes questions for				false

		7732						LN		289		4		false		           4      you, Dr. Ghosh.  You may be excused.				false

		7733						LN		289		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		7734						LN		289		6		false		           6                               (Witness excused.)				false

		7735						LN		289		7		false		           7				false

		7736						LN		289		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  All right.  I				false

		7737						LN		289		9		false		           9      believe our next witness is Andre Lipinski.				false

		7738						LN		289		10		false		          10                        THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.				false

		7739						LN		289		11		false		          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Good afternoon.				false

		7740						LN		289		12		false		          12          And when you're ready -- go ahead and pour				false

		7741						LN		289		13		false		          13      yourself a glass of water, but when you're ready,				false

		7742						LN		289		14		false		          14      I'll ask that you raise your right hand, and I'll				false

		7743						LN		289		15		false		          15      swear you in.				false

		7744						LN		289		16		false		          16                        THE WITNESS:  Sure thing.				false

		7745						LN		289		17		false		          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		7746						LN		289		18		false		          18          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you				false

		7747						LN		289		19		false		          19      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,				false

		7748						LN		289		20		false		          20      and nothing but the truth?				false

		7749						LN		289		21		false		          21                        THE WITNESS:  I do.				false

		7750						LN		289		22		false		          22      ////				false

		7751						LN		289		23		false		          23      ////				false

		7752						LN		289		24		false		          24      ////				false

		7753						LN		289		25		false		          25      ////				false

		7754						PG		290		0		false		page 290				false

		7755						LN		290		1		false		           1      ANDRE T. LIPINSKI,         having been first duly sworn				false

		7756						LN		290		2		false		           2                                 by Administrative Law Judge				false

		7757						LN		290		3		false		           3                                 Thompson, was examined and				false

		7758						LN		290		4		false		           4                                 testified as follows:				false

		7759						LN		290		5		false		           5				false

		7760						LN		290		6		false		           6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		7761						LN		290		7		false		           7      You may be seated.				false

		7762						LN		290		8		false		           8          And, Counsel, you may proceed.				false

		7763						LN		290		9		false		           9                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you, Your				false

		7764						LN		290		10		false		          10      Honor.				false

		7765						LN		290		11		false		          11				false

		7766						LN		290		12		false		          12                        DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		7767						LN		290		13		false		          13      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:				false

		7768						LN		290		14		false		          14  Q   Mr. Lipinski, can you please state and spell your				false

		7769						LN		290		15		false		          15      name for the record.				false

		7770						LN		290		16		false		          16  A   My name is Andre T. Lipinski.  It's A-n-d-r-e T.				false

		7771						LN		290		17		false		          17      L-i-p-i-n-s-k-i.				false

		7772						LN		290		18		false		          18  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?				false

		7773						LN		290		19		false		          19  A   I am a pricing and cost service specialist, and I				false

		7774						LN		290		20		false		          20      specialize in Washington pricing matters.				false

		7775						LN		290		21		false		          21  Q   Have you caused to be filed direct testimony and				false

		7776						LN		290		22		false		          22      exhibits in this proceeding?				false

		7777						LN		290		23		false		          23  A   I have.				false

		7778						LN		290		24		false		          24  Q   And do you have any changes or corrections to that				false

		7779						LN		290		25		false		          25      testimony or exhibits?				false

		7780						PG		291		0		false		page 291				false

		7781						LN		291		1		false		           1  A   I do not.				false

		7782						LN		291		2		false		           2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions contained				false

		7783						LN		291		3		false		           3      in that testimony today, would your answers remain				false

		7784						LN		291		4		false		           4      the same?				false

		7785						LN		291		5		false		           5  A   My answers would be the same.				false

		7786						LN		291		6		false		           6          I should note that we have had a significant				false

		7787						LN		291		7		false		           7      decrease in -- in the revenue increase that we've				false

		7788						LN		291		8		false		           8      requested in rebuttal.  It's down from 7.9 percent to				false

		7789						LN		291		9		false		           9      2.8 percent.				false

		7790						LN		291		10		false		          10  Q   Thank you.				false

		7791						LN		291		11		false		          11  A   And that number is in my testimony.				false

		7792						LN		291		12		false		          12                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Wonderful.  Thank				false

		7793						LN		291		13		false		          13      you.				false

		7794						LN		291		14		false		          14          The witness is available for cross.				false

		7795						LN		291		15		false		          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		7796						LN		291		16		false		          16          Just to confirm:  Staff and public counsel do not				false

		7797						LN		291		17		false		          17      have any cross for this witness; is that correct?				false

		7798						LN		291		18		false		          18                        MS. STRAUSS:  Correct, Your Honor.				false

		7799						LN		291		19		false		          19                        MR. SYKES:  That is correct.				false

		7800						LN		291		20		false		          20                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		7801						LN		291		21		false		          21          AWEC, you may proceed with cross.				false

		7802						LN		291		22		false		          22                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		7803						LN		291		23		false		          23      ////				false

		7804						LN		291		24		false		          24      ////				false

		7805						LN		291		25		false		          25      ////				false

		7806						PG		292		0		false		page 292				false

		7807						LN		292		1		false		           1                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		7808						LN		292		2		false		           2      BY MR. PEPPLE:				false

		7809						LN		292		3		false		           3  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Lipinski.				false

		7810						LN		292		4		false		           4  A   Good afternoon, Mr. Pepple.				false

		7811						LN		292		5		false		           5  Q   I am going to try to short-circuit my questioning a				false

		7812						LN		292		6		false		           6      little bit.  And I would just direct you to Cross				false

		7813						LN		292		7		false		           7      Exhibit ATL-10X, which is a spread- -- it's a PDF of				false

		7814						LN		292		8		false		           8      a spreadsheet that's titled "Schedule 48T-DF Rate				false

		7815						LN		292		9		false		           9      Increase," if you've got that.				false

		7816						LN		292		10		false		          10  A   I have it here.				false

		7817						LN		292		11		false		          11  Q   Have you been able to review this exhibit?				false

		7818						LN		292		12		false		          12  A   I have taken a look at it, yes.				false

		7819						LN		292		13		false		          13  Q   So, basically, I mean, my question boils down to:  Is				false

		7820						LN		292		14		false		          14      there anything in this exhibit that you disagree with				false

		7821						LN		292		15		false		          15      in terms of the numbers or the calculations and the				false

		7822						LN		292		16		false		          16      percentage increase that was calculated here?				false

		7823						LN		292		17		false		          17  A   I don't disagree with the math.  I would note,				false

		7824						LN		292		18		false		          18      though, that we should qualify this as base plus				false

		7825						LN		292		19		false		          19      Schedule 97.  There are different ways you can				false

		7826						LN		292		20		false		          20      calculate a percentage increase.  You could calculate				false

		7827						LN		292		21		false		          21      it based on just base rates.  You could calculate it				false

		7828						LN		292		22		false		          22      based on base plus certain rider schedules, which is				false

		7829						LN		292		23		false		          23      what it looks like you've done in this case or you				false

		7830						LN		292		24		false		          24      have prepared in this case.  You could calculate it				false

		7831						LN		292		25		false		          25      as base plus all rider schedules or net of all rider				false

		7832						PG		293		0		false		page 293				false

		7833						LN		293		1		false		           1      schedules, and you look at different percentages with				false

		7834						LN		293		2		false		           2      each of those calculations.				false

		7835						LN		293		3		false		           3          I'll note that if you remove the Schedule 97,				false

		7836						LN		293		4		false		           4      $16 million here, this percentage will decrease				false

		7837						LN		293		5		false		           5      substantially.				false

		7838						LN		293		6		false		           6  Q   Okay.  Yeah, all fair enough.				false

		7839						LN		293		7		false		           7          Yes, it is -- you would agree that this applies				false

		7840						LN		293		8		false		           8      only to general rate case increases and Schedule 97				false

		7841						LN		293		9		false		           9      increases.  There may have been other rate				false

		7842						LN		293		10		false		          10      adjustments between 2020 and now that PacifiCorp has				false

		7843						LN		293		11		false		          11      implemented that are not reflected in here.  I think				false

		7844						LN		293		12		false		          12      that's what you were saying.				false

		7845						LN		293		13		false		          13  A   I would agree with that.				false

		7846						LN		293		14		false		          14          I'll also note that the title of these four left				false

		7847						LN		293		15		false		          15      columns say 2020, but I've noticed that the tariff				false

		7848						LN		293		16		false		          16      sheets that you use to support them became effective				false

		7849						LN		293		17		false		          17      Jan 1, 2021.  That's just a small technicality.				false

		7850						LN		293		18		false		          18  Q   Okay.  Yeah.				false

		7851						LN		293		19		false		          19          And, I guess, would you agree that, to the extent				false

		7852						LN		293		20		false		          20      there were other rate adjustments between the				false

		7853						LN		293		21		false		          21      beginning of 2021 and today that are not reflected in				false

		7854						LN		293		22		false		          22      here, these at least capture the major rate				false

		7855						LN		293		23		false		          23      adjustment?				false

		7856						LN		293		24		false		          24          Are there any you're aware of that would be as				false

		7857						LN		293		25		false		          25      significant as either Schedule 97 or what was				false

		7858						PG		294		0		false		page 294				false

		7859						LN		294		1		false		           1      implemented through a general rate case?				false

		7860						LN		294		2		false		           2  A   I would say that Schedule 97 going from zero to 3.007				false

		7861						LN		294		3		false		           3      cents is a significant increase, but I should note				false

		7862						LN		294		4		false		           4      that we're expecting Schedule 97 to go down over				false

		7863						LN		294		5		false		           5      2026.  As deferral year costs from 2022 -- the 2022				false

		7864						LN		294		6		false		           6      deferral year and 2023 deferral year, as those				false

		7865						LN		294		7		false		           7      amortization periods end, we're expecting decreases				false

		7866						LN		294		8		false		           8      in Schedule 97, so...				false

		7867						LN		294		9		false		           9  Q   It is also true, though, that 2024 will go into				false

		7868						LN		294		10		false		          10      effect, right?				false

		7869						LN		294		11		false		          11  A   True.  But it will not go back up to this three cents				false

		7870						LN		294		12		false		          12      level.				false

		7871						LN		294		13		false		          13  Q   Do you know what it will be?				false

		7872						LN		294		14		false		          14  A   Probably around 2.5, 2.4 cents, somewhere in there.				false

		7873						LN		294		15		false		          15      I don't have the exact number with me.				false

		7874						LN		294		16		false		          16                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Fair enough.				false

		7875						LN		294		17		false		          17          Okay.  Those are all my questions.  Thanks.				false

		7876						LN		294		18		false		          18                        THE WITNESS:  Sure.				false

		7877						LN		294		19		false		          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		7878						LN		294		20		false		          20          Any redirect from the company?				false

		7879						LN		294		21		false		          21                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Yes, Your Honor.				false

		7880						LN		294		22		false		          22      One second, please.				false

		7881						LN		294		23		false		          23      ////				false

		7882						LN		294		24		false		          24      ////				false

		7883						LN		294		25		false		          25      ////				false

		7884						PG		295		0		false		page 295				false

		7885						LN		295		1		false		           1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		7886						LN		295		2		false		           2      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:				false

		7887						LN		295		3		false		           3  Q   Thank you, Mr. Lipinski.				false

		7888						LN		295		4		false		           4          Can you explain, please, what costs are recovered				false

		7889						LN		295		5		false		           5      under Schedule 97?				false

		7890						LN		295		6		false		           6  A   Schedule 97 recovers deferred net power costs.				false

		7891						LN		295		7		false		           7                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  That's all the				false

		7892						LN		295		8		false		           8      questions I have.  Thank you.				false

		7893						LN		295		9		false		           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any questions from				false

		7894						LN		295		10		false		          10      the bench?				false

		7895						LN		295		11		false		          11          Okay.  I believe that concludes the questions for				false

		7896						LN		295		12		false		          12      you, Mr. Lipinski.  You may be excused.				false

		7897						LN		295		13		false		          13                               (Witness excused.)				false

		7898						LN		295		14		false		          14				false

		7899						LN		295		15		false		          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe the				false

		7900						LN		295		16		false		          16      cross estimates for the next witness are about 50				false

		7901						LN		295		17		false		          17      minutes, which will put us at about 5:30 if we get				false

		7902						LN		295		18		false		          18      done on time.				false

		7903						LN		295		19		false		          19          Do the parties have any problem with going a				false

		7904						LN		295		20		false		          20      little bit over 5:00?				false

		7905						LN		295		21		false		          21          I'll go ahead and start with the company.				false

		7906						LN		295		22		false		          22                        MR. KUMAR:  I think we'd like to				false

		7907						LN		295		23		false		          23      finish our case, and I think that we'd probably				false

		7908						LN		295		24		false		          24      prefer to go to a little over 5:00 in order to				false

		7909						LN		295		25		false		          25      accommodate our last witness.				false

		7910						PG		296		0		false		page 296				false

		7911						LN		296		1		false		           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Staff?				false

		7912						LN		296		2		false		           2                        MS. STRAUSS:  Staff's fine going				false

		7913						LN		296		3		false		           3      over.				false

		7914						LN		296		4		false		           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Public counsel?				false

		7915						LN		296		5		false		           5                        MR. SYKES:  Yeah, public counsel is				false

		7916						LN		296		6		false		           6      fine going over and intends to waive cross of this				false

		7917						LN		296		7		false		           7      witness anyway, so it'll save us some time.				false

		7918						LN		296		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  AWEC?				false

		7919						LN		296		9		false		           9                        MR. PEPPLE:  No objection.				false

		7920						LN		296		10		false		          10                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy				false

		7921						LN		296		11		false		          11      Project?				false

		7922						LN		296		12		false		          12                        MR. ZAKAI:  No concern.  Thank you.				false

		7923						LN		296		13		false		          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And our court				false

		7924						LN		296		14		false		          14      reporter, Mr. Botelho.				false

		7925						LN		296		15		false		          15                        THE REPORTER:  Good.				false

		7926						LN		296		16		false		          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Are you okay?				false

		7927						LN		296		17		false		          17                        THE REPORTER:  Yeah.				false

		7928						LN		296		18		false		          18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  All right.				false

		7929						LN		296		19		false		          19      We just want to make sure everyone's okay.  Let's go				false

		7930						LN		296		20		false		          20      ahead and proceed with the next witness.				false

		7931						LN		296		21		false		          21          Okay.  And when you're ready, I'll ask you to				false

		7932						LN		296		22		false		          22      raise your right hand.				false

		7933						LN		296		23		false		          23          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you				false

		7934						LN		296		24		false		          24      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,				false

		7935						LN		296		25		false		          25      and nothing but the truth?				false

		7936						PG		297		0		false		page 297				false

		7937						LN		297		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  I do.				false

		7938						LN		297		2		false		           2				false

		7939						LN		297		3		false		           3      SHERONA L. CHEUNG,         having been first duly sworn				false

		7940						LN		297		4		false		           4                                 by Administrative Law Judge				false

		7941						LN		297		5		false		           5                                 Thompson, was examined and				false

		7942						LN		297		6		false		           6                                 testified as follows:				false

		7943						LN		297		7		false		           7				false

		7944						LN		297		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		7945						LN		297		9		false		           9          Counsel, you may proceed.				false

		7946						LN		297		10		false		          10                        MR. KUMAR:  Thank you.				false

		7947						LN		297		11		false		          11				false

		7948						LN		297		12		false		          12                        DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		7949						LN		297		13		false		          13      BY MR. KUMAR:				false

		7950						LN		297		14		false		          14  Q   Ms. Cheung, could you please state and spell your				false

		7951						LN		297		15		false		          15      name for the record.				false

		7952						LN		297		16		false		          16  A   Yes.  My name is Sherona Cheung.  That's				false

		7953						LN		297		17		false		          17      S-h-e-r-o-n-a C-h-e-u-n-g.				false

		7954						LN		297		18		false		          18  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?				false

		7955						LN		297		19		false		          19  A   I am a manager of revenue requirements with				false

		7956						LN		297		20		false		          20      PacifiCorp.				false

		7957						LN		297		21		false		          21  Q   And have you caused to be filed prefiled direct and				false

		7958						LN		297		22		false		          22      rebuttal testimony and accompanying exhibits in this				false

		7959						LN		297		23		false		          23      proceeding?				false

		7960						LN		297		24		false		          24  A   I have.				false

		7961						LN		297		25		false		          25  Q   Do you have any changes or corrections to those				false

		7962						PG		298		0		false		page 298				false

		7963						LN		298		1		false		           1      exhibits?				false

		7964						LN		298		2		false		           2  A   I do not.				false

		7965						LN		298		3		false		           3  Q   If I were to ask you those same questions today,				false

		7966						LN		298		4		false		           4      would you give the same answers?				false

		7967						LN		298		5		false		           5  A   I would.				false

		7968						LN		298		6		false		           6                        MR. KUMAR:  Your Honor, this				false

		7969						LN		298		7		false		           7      witness is available for cross-examination.				false

		7970						LN		298		8		false		           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very				false

		7971						LN		298		9		false		           9      much.				false

		7972						LN		298		10		false		          10          And we will go ahead and begin with staff				false

		7973						LN		298		11		false		          11      whenever you're ready.				false

		7974						LN		298		12		false		          12				false

		7975						LN		298		13		false		          13                        CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		7976						LN		298		14		false		          14      BY MS. STRAUSS:				false

		7977						LN		298		15		false		          15  Q   Good afternoon.  Evening --				false

		7978						LN		298		16		false		          16  A   Good afternoon.				false

		7979						LN		298		17		false		          17  Q   -- from another perspective.				false

		7980						LN		298		18		false		          18          So looking at your rebuttal testimony, which				false

		7981						LN		298		19		false		          19      would be SLC-6T, at Page 4.  And let me know, and I				false

		7982						LN		298		20		false		          20      can give you the line number.				false

		7983						LN		298		21		false		          21  A   Sure thing.				false

		7984						LN		298		22		false		          22          I am on Page 4.				false

		7985						LN		298		23		false		          23  Q   And then Lines 11 through 15.				false

		7986						LN		298		24		false		          24          You state there that, ever since Washington				false

		7987						LN		298		25		false		          25      adopted a different allocation methodology, the West				false

		7988						PG		299		0		false		page 299				false

		7989						LN		299		1		false		           1      Control Area Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation				false

		7990						LN		299		2		false		           2      Methodology, or WCA, in 2006, the allocation of costs				false

		7991						LN		299		3		false		           3      across PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions typically has				false

		7992						LN		299		4		false		           4      not added up to a hundred percent cost recovery for				false

		7993						LN		299		5		false		           5      PacifiCorp.				false

		7994						LN		299		6		false		           6          Is that correct?				false

		7995						LN		299		7		false		           7  A   Yes.				false

		7996						LN		299		8		false		           8  Q   To your knowledge, were these costs over-collected or				false

		7997						LN		299		9		false		           9      under-collected under the WCA?				false

		7998						LN		299		10		false		          10  A   Under the WCA, some costs are over, and some costs				false

		7999						LN		299		11		false		          11      are under.  Under the WCA, specific generation				false

		8000						LN		299		12		false		          12      resources are allocated into Washington rates at 22				false

		8001						LN		299		13		false		          13      percent, but correspondingly there's also a fairly				false

		8002						LN		299		14		false		          14      big portion of that portfolio that's being allocated				false

		8003						LN		299		15		false		          15      at 0 percent.  And so there's some ups, some downs.				false

		8004						LN		299		16		false		          16      It's not uniform across the board.				false

		8005						LN		299		17		false		          17  Q   Does PacifiCorp know specifically for which resources				false

		8006						LN		299		18		false		          18      they are over-collecting or under-collecting?				false

		8007						LN		299		19		false		          19  A   So I would first like to make a distinction between				false

		8008						LN		299		20		false		          20      overcollection and over-allocation.				false

		8009						LN		299		21		false		          21          Over-allocation, as we discuss in my testimony				false

		8010						LN		299		22		false		          22      that you refer to here, is a result of the paradigm				false

		8011						LN		299		23		false		          23      that PacifiCorp currently allocates costs across its				false

		8012						LN		299		24		false		          24      six jurisdictions using two different allocation				false

		8013						LN		299		25		false		          25      methodologies.  As a result of that, like we were				false

		8014						PG		300		0		false		page 300				false

		8015						LN		300		1		false		           1      just talking about, some resources are allocated				false

		8016						LN		300		2		false		           2      across the system at a higher percentage than 100				false

		8017						LN		300		3		false		           3      percent, but some are less than that.  So to that				false

		8018						LN		300		4		false		           4      extent -- I'm sorry.  What was the question again?				false

		8019						LN		300		5		false		           5  Q   So the question was:  Does PacifiCorp know for each				false

		8020						LN		300		6		false		           6      individual --				false

		8021						LN		300		7		false		           7  A   Oh.				false

		8022						LN		300		8		false		           8  Q   -- resource if it's over-collecting or				false

		8023						LN		300		9		false		           9      under-collecting?				false

		8024						LN		300		10		false		          10  A   So the short answer is, therefore, no.  Because --				false

		8025						LN		300		11		false		          11      well, I take that back.  So we know that under the				false

		8026						LN		300		12		false		          12      WCA, only two coal facilities are allocating into				false

		8027						LN		300		13		false		          13      Washington.  That's Jim Bridger and Colstrip 4.  So				false

		8028						LN		300		14		false		          14      we do know the allocation percentages that are				false

		8029						LN		300		15		false		          15      attributable to each generation resource, so we know				false

		8030						LN		300		16		false		          16      the allocation side of that equation, but I would				false

		8031						LN		300		17		false		          17      caution that does not naturally lead to an				false

		8032						LN		300		18		false		          18      overcollection of costs.				false

		8033						LN		300		19		false		          19  Q   But PacifiCorp does know how much is allocating for				false

		8034						LN		300		20		false		          20      every resource to each jurisdiction, correct?				false

		8035						LN		300		21		false		          21  A   In each rate case, there is an approved allocation				false

		8036						LN		300		22		false		          22      percentage used to establish rates in each state.				false

		8037						LN		300		23		false		          23      So, yes, we would.				false

		8038						LN		300		24		false		          24  Q   And then you also know how much you're collecting per				false

		8039						LN		300		25		false		          25      those allocations?				false

		8040						PG		301		0		false		page 301				false

		8041						LN		301		1		false		           1  A   We know how much we're collecting for revenues as a				false

		8042						LN		301		2		false		           2      whole.  So as you may know, revenue requirement in				false

		8043						LN		301		3		false		           3      rate cases are established as a whole on a totality				false

		8044						LN		301		4		false		           4      level.  That revenues that we get approved to				false

		8045						LN		301		5		false		           5      collect, that is not -- there's -- that -- that is an				false

		8046						LN		301		6		false		           6      annual total amount that recovers our costs, our				false

		8047						LN		301		7		false		           7      prudently incurred costs, and also provides the				false

		8048						LN		301		8		false		           8      authorized level of return on investments that's				false

		8049						LN		301		9		false		           9      approved by the Commission.				false

		8050						LN		301		10		false		          10          So we don't have that level of detail granular				false

		8051						LN		301		11		false		          11      enough to identify any specific revenue stream that				false

		8052						LN		301		12		false		          12      is associated with any specific generation resource.				false

		8053						LN		301		13		false		          13      So while we know overall the revenue collection that				false

		8054						LN		301		14		false		          14      we have in any actual period, we wouldn't be able to				false

		8055						LN		301		15		false		          15      trace that back down to a generation resource level				false

		8056						LN		301		16		false		          16      detail.				false

		8057						LN		301		17		false		          17  Q   So you would not be able to look at a resource, at				false

		8058						LN		301		18		false		          18      how much it's -- how much is allocated per that				false

		8059						LN		301		19		false		          19      resource, and you would not be able to tell how much				false

		8060						LN		301		20		false		          20      money is being collected based on how much of that				false

		8061						LN		301		21		false		          21      resource is allocated to a state?				false

		8062						LN		301		22		false		          22  A   We would not be able to do that with the level of				false

		8063						LN		301		23		false		          23      detail that's in the -- in a rate case.				false

		8064						LN		301		24		false		          24  Q   But could you do it outside of a rate case?  Do you				false

		8065						LN		301		25		false		          25      have that data?				false

		8066						PG		302		0		false		page 302				false

		8067						LN		302		1		false		           1  A   Outside of a rate case, it wouldn't reflect any				false

		8068						LN		302		2		false		           2      recovery.  The only time that we establish recovery				false

		8069						LN		302		3		false		           3      amounts is in a rate case.				false

		8070						LN		302		4		false		           4  Q   Okay.  Moving on.  Same page, but Lines 15 to 18.				false

		8071						LN		302		5		false		           5          You state that, This dynamic continue to exist				false

		8072						LN		302		6		false		           6      under the current approved WIJAM, though the WIJAM				false

		8073						LN		302		7		false		           7      made progress towards resolving the issue with				false

		8074						LN		302		8		false		           8      implementation of a system allocation of transmission				false

		8075						LN		302		9		false		           9      costs and non-emitting generation costs.				false

		8076						LN		302		10		false		          10          Is that correct?				false

		8077						LN		302		11		false		          11  A   Yes.				false

		8078						LN		302		12		false		          12  Q   Do you know that since -- do you know, since the				false

		8079						LN		302		13		false		          13      start of the WIJAM, during how many years you have				false

		8080						LN		302		14		false		          14      allocation of costs exceeding a hundred percent?				false

		8081						LN		302		15		false		          15          So for how many resources have the allocations				false

		8082						LN		302		16		false		          16      been over a hundred percent?				false

		8083						LN		302		17		false		          17  A   So I'd like to clarify, though, that in Washington				false

		8084						LN		302		18		false		          18      rates, Washington customers have never paid more than				false

		8085						LN		302		19		false		          19      the authorized level of allocation for each				false

		8086						LN		302		20		false		          20      generation resource.  So for Bridger and Colstrip, it				false

		8087						LN		302		21		false		          21      would be about 22 percent.  Under WIJAM, all				false

		8088						LN		302		22		false		          22      non-emitting renewable resources are allocated on an				false

		8089						LN		302		23		false		          23      SG basis, which is approximately 8 percent.  And then				false

		8090						LN		302		24		false		          24      beyond that, some of the plants that were mentioned				false

		8091						LN		302		25		false		          25      today -- like Hunter, Huntington, Currant Creek --				false

		8092						PG		303		0		false		page 303				false

		8093						LN		303		1		false		           1      those are not being allocated or paid for in				false

		8094						LN		303		2		false		           2      Washington at all.  So to that extent, there is no				false

		8095						LN		303		3		false		           3      over-recovery in Washington rates for any plants.				false

		8096						LN		303		4		false		           4  Q   My question is a little bit -- little bit different.				false

		8097						LN		303		5		false		           5          So for the resources that PacifiCorp does				false

		8098						LN		303		6		false		           6      allocate across its six states 'cause it's a system,				false

		8099						LN		303		7		false		           7      does PacifiCorp know for each resource what the				false

		8100						LN		303		8		false		           8      percentage allocation is?  So for each resource, does				false

		8101						LN		303		9		false		           9      it know X percent is allocated to this state, X				false

		8102						LN		303		10		false		          10      percent is allocated to that state, so theoretically				false

		8103						LN		303		11		false		          11      you can add up all those percentages and understand				false

		8104						LN		303		12		false		          12      the total percentage for each resource?				false

		8105						LN		303		13		false		          13  A   We could identify the allocation percentage, but it				false

		8106						LN		303		14		false		          14      would be incorrect to assume that adding them across				false

		8107						LN		303		15		false		          15      should equal a hundred percent.  Primarily because of				false

		8108						LN		303		16		false		          16      that divergent allocation methodology, it shouldn't				false

		8109						LN		303		17		false		          17      be expected to add up to 100 percent.				false

		8110						LN		303		18		false		          18          Each of the percentages that's presented in front				false

		8111						LN		303		19		false		          19      of each state's Commission for ratemaking purposes,				false

		8112						LN		303		20		false		          20      that is the approved allocation percentage that is				false

		8113						LN		303		21		false		          21      allowed to be recovered in rates.  So it may be a				false

		8114						LN		303		22		false		          22      hundred percent.  It may be a hundred ten percent.				false

		8115						LN		303		23		false		          23      But at the end of the day, the aggregate of those				false

		8116						LN		303		24		false		          24      approved allocation percentages, that is the level of				false

		8117						LN		303		25		false		          25      recovery that the company is authorized to recover.				false

		8118						PG		304		0		false		page 304				false

		8119						LN		304		1		false		           1  Q   Okay.  Well, let's jump ahead a little bit, then.				false

		8120						LN		304		2		false		           2          So looking at Table 2 in your testimony.  I'm				false

		8121						LN		304		3		false		           3      going to pull it up as well so I make sure I'm				false

		8122						LN		304		4		false		           4      looking at the right thing.				false

		8123						LN		304		5		false		           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What page				false

		8124						LN		304		6		false		           6      are you looking at again?				false

		8125						LN		304		7		false		           7                        MS. STRAUSS:  Table 2.  I am				false

		8126						LN		304		8		false		           8      grabbing the page number.  Just give me a quick				false

		8127						LN		304		9		false		           9      second.				false

		8128						LN		304		10		false		          10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.				false

		8129						LN		304		11		false		          11                        MS. STRAUSS:  It disappeared.  One				false

		8130						LN		304		12		false		          12      second.				false

		8131						LN		304		13		false		          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Page 12 at				false

		8132						LN		304		14		false		          14      the bottom?				false

		8133						LN		304		15		false		          15                        MS. STRAUSS:  Hold on one sec.				false

		8134						LN		304		16		false		          16      Sorry.  My computer closed the document.				false

		8135						LN		304		17		false		          17  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  Yes, okay.  Page 12.  Looking at				false

		8136						LN		304		18		false		          18      this table, now, I understand from your testimony,				false

		8137						LN		304		19		false		          19      when you look horizontally across the table, those				false

		8138						LN		304		20		false		          20      were the cases that were presented before each				false

		8139						LN		304		21		false		          21      Commission in each different state, correct?				false

		8140						LN		304		22		false		          22  A   In the year 2020, those were the rate cases with				false

		8141						LN		304		23		false		          23      rates effective in 2020, yes.				false

		8142						LN		304		24		false		          24  Q   Okay.  And then looking at the diagonal down the				false

		8143						LN		304		25		false		          25      middle, those were the approved allocations for each				false

		8144						PG		305		0		false		page 305				false

		8145						LN		305		1		false		           1      state, correct?				false

		8146						LN		305		2		false		           2  A   Can you clarify what you mean by "diagonal down				false

		8147						LN		305		3		false		           3      the" --				false

		8148						LN		305		4		false		           4  Q   So, like, starting in the top left corner, it says				false

		8149						LN		305		5		false		           5      docket number.				false

		8150						LN		305		6		false		           6  A   Yep.				false

		8151						LN		305		7		false		           7  Q   Where California and then CA A.18, that whole number?				false

		8152						LN		305		8		false		           8  A   Mm-hmm.				false

		8153						LN		305		9		false		           9  Q   Where those two intersect, that's the California				false

		8154						LN		305		10		false		          10      approved?				false

		8155						LN		305		11		false		          11  A   Correct.				false

		8156						LN		305		12		false		          12  Q   And then the same would be true for Idaho and the				false

		8157						LN		305		13		false		          13      Idaho docket number?				false

		8158						LN		305		14		false		          14  A   Yes.				false

		8159						LN		305		15		false		          15  Q   And then so on and so forth --				false

		8160						LN		305		16		false		          16  A   Yeah.				false

		8161						LN		305		17		false		          17  Q   -- correct?				false

		8162						LN		305		18		false		          18  A   Yes.				false

		8163						LN		305		19		false		          19  Q   Now, if you add up all those numbers, the allocations				false

		8164						LN		305		20		false		          20      approved for Chehalis, for example, is 114.84				false

		8165						LN		305		21		false		          21      percent; is that correct?				false

		8166						LN		305		22		false		          22  A   I haven't done the math, but I will take your word				false

		8167						LN		305		23		false		          23      for it.  That number sounds familiar.				false

		8168						LN		305		24		false		          24  Q   Okay.  So that is the percentage that was approved				false

		8169						LN		305		25		false		          25      for collection by each state commission in total for				false

		8170						PG		306		0		false		page 306				false

		8171						LN		306		1		false		           1      this --				false

		8172						LN		306		2		false		           2  A   In totality.  Correct.				false

		8173						LN		306		3		false		           3  Q   Okay.  Thank you.				false

		8174						LN		306		4		false		           4          Let's see here.				false

		8175						LN		306		5		false		           5          Now, I want to go back to same rebuttal				false

		8176						LN		306		6		false		           6      testimony, Page 20 -- Page 4.  Sorry.				false

		8177						LN		306		7		false		           7  A   Page 4.				false

		8178						LN		306		8		false		           8  Q   Line 21.				false

		8179						LN		306		9		false		           9  A   Line 21.  Okay.				false

		8180						LN		306		10		false		          10  Q   The question there asked if the ratemaking process				false

		8181						LN		306		11		false		          11      inherently leads to temporary periods of over- and				false

		8182						LN		306		12		false		          12      under-recovery, and you responded, "Yes," correct?				false

		8183						LN		306		13		false		          13  A   Yep.				false

		8184						LN		306		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  But later in your testimony, you say, In				false

		8185						LN		306		15		false		          15      short, Washington's unique requirements and overall				false

		8186						LN		306		16		false		          16      differences in timings of when GRCs are filed in each				false

		8187						LN		306		17		false		          17      state lead to incongruent allocation factors at any				false

		8188						LN		306		18		false		          18      given point in time.  This results in aggregate				false

		8189						LN		306		19		false		          19      recovery of costs across the company's six-state				false

		8190						LN		306		20		false		          20      system that will likely lead -- that will likely --				false

		8191						LN		306		21		false		          21      that likely will differ from a hundred percent when				false

		8192						LN		306		22		false		          22      evaluated at any single point in time.				false

		8193						LN		306		23		false		          23          Is that correct?				false

		8194						LN		306		24		false		          24  A   That is correct.				false

		8195						LN		306		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  How often do these temporary periods of over-				false

		8196						PG		307		0		false		page 307				false

		8197						LN		307		1		false		           1      and under-recovery occur if at any given point in				false

		8198						LN		307		2		false		           2      time recovery of costs differ than a hundred percent?				false

		8199						LN		307		3		false		           3  A   So this is a persistent situation.  The way to look				false

		8200						LN		307		4		false		           4      at it is, even if our jurisdictions all have the same				false

		8201						LN		307		5		false		           5      allocation methodology, the issue is that the timing				false

		8202						LN		307		6		false		           6      of rate cases differ, and they have to differ across				false

		8203						LN		307		7		false		           7      states.  We cannot process six rate cases				false

		8204						LN		307		8		false		           8      simultaneously at any given time.  It's a pretty big				false

		8205						LN		307		9		false		           9      undertaking.				false

		8206						LN		307		10		false		          10          And as a result of that, the timing of the rate				false

		8207						LN		307		11		false		          11      cases would naturally reflect different assumptions.				false

		8208						LN		307		12		false		          12      Because if we filed a rate case today, it would				false

		8209						LN		307		13		false		          13      reflect maybe a test period forecast that is a year,				false

		8210						LN		307		14		false		          14      18 months from today.  But next year, it might be 18				false

		8211						LN		307		15		false		          15      months from that point in time.				false

		8212						LN		307		16		false		          16          And so there's a rolling assumption period being				false

		8213						LN		307		17		false		          17      rolled into each of the rate case.  And that -- that				false

		8214						LN		307		18		false		          18      assumption affects the load forecast that is being				false

		8215						LN		307		19		false		          19      used to calculate these allocation factors that we've				false

		8216						LN		307		20		false		          20      been looking at.				false

		8217						LN		307		21		false		          21          The underlying calcu- -- the underlying input for				false

		8218						LN		307		22		false		          22      these generation resource allocators, they are				false

		8219						LN		307		23		false		          23      essentially load inputs.  And so as time rolls				false

		8220						LN		307		24		false		          24      forward, we would use the most recently available				false

		8221						LN		307		25		false		          25      loads data.  And as a result of that, because the				false

		8222						PG		308		0		false		page 308				false

		8223						LN		308		1		false		           1      timing of the cases, they aren't synchronized, those				false

		8224						LN		308		2		false		           2      load factors would differ, but also to throw into				false

		8225						LN		308		3		false		           3      sort of the mix the fact that rate-base assumptions				false

		8226						LN		308		4		false		           4      do differ across states as well, and so the				false

		8227						LN		308		5		false		           5      established revenue requirement out of each case				false

		8228						LN		308		6		false		           6      would also be different.  Forecasted capital for				false

		8229						LN		308		7		false		           7      investments for the different test period would also				false

		8230						LN		308		8		false		           8      be different.				false

		8231						LN		308		9		false		           9          The authorized rate of return, capital structure,				false

		8232						LN		308		10		false		          10      all could differ across states.  And so because of				false

		8233						LN		308		11		false		          11      all those variables being different, adding onto the				false

		8234						LN		308		12		false		          12      timing and the two divergent allocation				false

		8235						LN		308		13		false		          13      methodologies, it would be very, very rare if at all				false

		8236						LN		308		14		false		          14      possible for at any given point in time if we took,				false

		8237						LN		308		15		false		          15      like, a single calendar year for the approved				false

		8238						LN		308		16		false		          16      allocation percentages to add up to 100.				false

		8239						LN		308		17		false		          17  Q   So it's fair to say that it's not necessarily a				false

		8240						LN		308		18		false		          18      temporary state, then.  The over- and under-recovery				false

		8241						LN		308		19		false		          19      is pretty consistent given that these GRCs are				false

		8242						LN		308		20		false		          20      happening on a rolling basis?				false

		8243						LN		308		21		false		          21  A   So these differences in allocation factors, I would				false

		8244						LN		308		22		false		          22      probably characterize them as, like, kind of, like,				false

		8245						LN		308		23		false		          23      similar to regulatory lag.  It is kind of a given				false

		8246						LN		308		24		false		          24      with the paradigm that we have to work with in				false

		8247						LN		308		25		false		          25      ratemaking.  The important thing, though, is if you				false

		8248						PG		309		0		false		page 309				false

		8249						LN		309		1		false		           1      look at across any given state where we make these				false

		8250						LN		309		2		false		           2      calculations, in Table 2 that you pointed to, you add				false

		8251						LN		309		3		false		           3      it across each of these states.				false

		8252						LN		309		4		false		           4          When we present a case to any commission to				false

		8253						LN		309		5		false		           5      establish rates, we do add up to 100 percent cost				false

		8254						LN		309		6		false		           6      allocation and nothing more in that case.  In				false

		8255						LN		309		7		false		           7      totality, we always present a system cost allocation				false

		8256						LN		309		8		false		           8      that's 100 percent.  And, sure, that we have had two				false

		8257						LN		309		9		false		           9      allocation factor -- sorry -- two allocation				false

		8258						LN		309		10		false		          10      methodologies in the past, but that's precisely the				false

		8259						LN		309		11		false		          11      thing that 2026 protocol is seeking to rectify, is to				false

		8260						LN		309		12		false		          12      reunify the allocation of cost across our six states				false

		8261						LN		309		13		false		          13      into one methodology.				false

		8262						LN		309		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  So just looking at Table 2 again, these cases,				false

		8263						LN		309		15		false		          15      when they're presented to individual states, they all				false

		8264						LN		309		16		false		          16      add up to a hundred percent.				false

		8265						LN		309		17		false		          17  A   Yes.				false

		8266						LN		309		18		false		          18  Q   But when you take all the states together, they				false

		8267						LN		309		19		false		          19      exceed a hundred percent?				false

		8268						LN		309		20		false		          20  A   Yes.  But, again, we're adding almost like apples to				false

		8269						LN		309		21		false		          21      at least pears.  Because they are not reflecting the				false

		8270						LN		309		22		false		          22      same underlying base period test period assumptions				false

		8271						LN		309		23		false		          23      as we often do in rate -- we have to make those				false

		8272						LN		309		24		false		          24      assumptions when we set rates.				false

		8273						LN		309		25		false		          25  Q   Does the company track how often it under-recovers				false

		8274						PG		310		0		false		page 310				false

		8275						LN		310		1		false		           1      from its revenue requirement?				false

		8276						LN		310		2		false		           2  A   The company files results of operations in five of				false

		8277						LN		310		3		false		           3      its six states.  The Commission basis report in				false

		8278						LN		310		4		false		           4      Washington is -- it's our result of operations.  So				false

		8279						LN		310		5		false		           5      through those results of operations, you would be				false

		8280						LN		310		6		false		           6      able to track whether the company is over- or				false

		8281						LN		310		7		false		           7      under-earning or on track.  But to the extent that				false

		8282						LN		310		8		false		           8      you were referring to on a generation resource level,				false

		8283						LN		310		9		false		           9      that's just not something that is trackable.				false

		8284						LN		310		10		false		          10  Q   So the company does not track where it's under-				false

		8285						LN		310		11		false		          11      recovering?				false

		8286						LN		310		12		false		          12  A   We track overall only because revenue requirement is				false

		8287						LN		310		13		false		          13      established as an annual level of cost recovery and				false

		8288						LN		310		14		false		          14      rate of return.				false

		8289						LN		310		15		false		          15  Q   But from let's say an accounting perspective, the				false

		8290						LN		310		16		false		          16      company could not look at its recovery overall and				false

		8291						LN		310		17		false		          17      say, We're under-recovering.  Where is this under-				false

		8292						LN		310		18		false		          18      recovery happening?				false

		8293						LN		310		19		false		          19  A   To some -- some pieces that have sufficient detail				false

		8294						LN		310		20		false		          20      that inform our rate case, in our rate cases, those				false

		8295						LN		310		21		false		          21      pieces could potentially be isolated, but not				false

		8296						LN		310		22		false		          22      everything can be tracked that way.				false

		8297						LN		310		23		false		          23  Q   Can plant be tracked that way?				false

		8298						LN		310		24		false		          24  A   Cannot be.				false

		8299						LN		310		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  Now, you talked about this a little already.				false

		8300						PG		311		0		false		page 311				false

		8301						LN		311		1		false		           1      But also at your rebuttal testimony on Page 5,				false

		8302						LN		311		2		false		           2      Lines 15 to 17.				false

		8303						LN		311		3		false		           3  A   15 to 17, you said?				false

		8304						LN		311		4		false		           4  Q   Mm-hmm.				false

		8305						LN		311		5		false		           5  A   Yeah.				false

		8306						LN		311		6		false		           6  Q   You stated there that it's not reasonable that				false

		8307						LN		311		7		false		           7      recovery should add up to a hundred percent due to				false

		8308						LN		311		8		false		           8      the timing of GRCs and the fact that Washington				false

		8309						LN		311		9		false		           9      currently uses a different allocation methodology				false

		8310						LN		311		10		false		          10      than the rest of the system.				false

		8311						LN		311		11		false		          11  A   Yes.				false

		8312						LN		311		12		false		          12  Q   Is that correct?				false

		8313						LN		311		13		false		          13  A   Yes.				false

		8314						LN		311		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp chooses the timing of its GRCs,				false

		8315						LN		311		15		false		          15      correct?				false

		8316						LN		311		16		false		          16  A   We manage the timing of our GRCs.  Correct.  But we				false

		8317						LN		311		17		false		          17      don't -- we can't control regulatory lag.  We also				false

		8318						LN		311		18		false		          18      don't dictate our allocation methodologies.  They are				false

		8319						LN		311		19		false		          19      as -- as approved.				false

		8320						LN		311		20		false		          20  Q   But you choose in which order you file the GRCs				false

		8321						LN		311		21		false		          21      across the states?				false

		8322						LN		311		22		false		          22  A   To an extent, yes.				false

		8323						LN		311		23		false		          23  Q   And you choose whether you file a GRC or whether you				false

		8324						LN		311		24		false		          24      file a PCORC?				false

		8325						LN		311		25		false		          25  A   I'm not sure if we entirely get that choice.  That				false

		8326						PG		312		0		false		page 312				false

		8327						LN		312		1		false		           1      might be a legal question.				false

		8328						LN		312		2		false		           2  Q   Okay.  Well, we can reserve that, then --				false

		8329						LN		312		3		false		           3  A   Okay.				false

		8330						LN		312		4		false		           4  Q   -- for your counsel.				false

		8331						LN		312		5		false		           5          I now want to look at Cross Exhibit SLC-96, which				false

		8332						LN		312		6		false		           6      is -- and look at Paragraph --				false

		8333						LN		312		7		false		           7  A   Did you say "96"?				false

		8334						LN		312		8		false		           8  Q   I'm sorry.  9X.				false

		8335						LN		312		9		false		           9  A   Okay.				false

		8336						LN		312		10		false		          10  Q   We're getting towards the end of the day.  My				false

		8337						LN		312		11		false		          11      caffeine has worn off.				false

		8338						LN		312		12		false		          12  A   I get it.  It's a long day.  I was there too.				false

		8339						LN		312		13		false		          13          9X.				false

		8340						LN		312		14		false		          14  Q   Great.				false

		8341						LN		312		15		false		          15          And then we're looking at Paragraph 56, which I				false

		8342						LN		312		16		false		          16      believe is on Page...				false

		8343						LN		312		17		false		          17  A   56.				false

		8344						LN		312		18		false		          18  Q   It's on Page 23.				false

		8345						LN		312		19		false		          19  A   23.  Yep.  I'm there.				false

		8346						LN		312		20		false		          20  Q   Goes on to 24, but I don't think we're going to be --				false

		8347						LN		312		21		false		          21      we might be going on 24.				false

		8348						LN		312		22		false		          22          Now, the relevant provision, it says that				false

		8349						LN		312		23		false		          23      PacifiCorp claimed it was entitled to full recovery				false

		8350						LN		312		24		false		          24      of its prudently incurred costs systemwide and should				false

		8351						LN		312		25		false		          25      not bear the risk that state decisions about cost				false

		8352						PG		313		0		false		page 313				false

		8353						LN		313		1		false		           1      recovery will not in combination ensure this				false

		8354						LN		313		2		false		           2      entitlement.  This Commission rejected that position,				false

		8355						LN		313		3		false		           3      stating, in fact, the company created and accepted				false

		8356						LN		313		4		false		           4      the risk that divergent allocation decisions among				false

		8357						LN		313		5		false		           5      the states might result in under-recovery when it				false

		8358						LN		313		6		false		           6      chose to merge 20 years ago.				false

		8359						LN		313		7		false		           7          The Commission's order approving the merger, read				false

		8360						LN		313		8		false		           8      together with the merger order of the Oregon				false

		8361						LN		313		9		false		           9      Commission, makes clear that this risk existed, but				false

		8362						LN		313		10		false		          10      the company was aware of it, and the company accepted				false

		8363						LN		313		11		false		          11      that it alone would bear the risk.				false

		8364						LN		313		12		false		          12          Is that true?				false

		8365						LN		313		13		false		          13  A   That is what the words say on the page.				false

		8366						LN		313		14		false		          14  Q   And, Ms. Cheung, you do not know, since the				false

		8367						LN		313		15		false		          15      implementation of the WCA, how many -- in how many				false

		8368						LN		313		16		false		          16      years PacifiCorp's costs have -- collection of costs				false

		8369						LN		313		17		false		          17      have been exceeded a hundred percent; is that				false

		8370						LN		313		18		false		          18      correct?				false

		8371						LN		313		19		false		          19  A   I can't say for certain whether cost recovery have				false

		8372						LN		313		20		false		          20      exceeded or have not been up to 100 percent.  But if				false

		8373						LN		313		21		false		          21      we look at the overall earnings reflected in our				false

		8374						LN		313		22		false		          22      Commission basis report, it would indicate that for				false

		8375						LN		313		23		false		          23      most of -- most recent years at least, the ROE has				false

		8376						LN		313		24		false		          24      not met our authorized level even.				false

		8377						LN		313		25		false		          25  Q   And it's PacifiCorp's current position that the				false

		8378						PG		314		0		false		page 314				false

		8379						LN		314		1		false		           1      current allocation methodology as implemented is not				false

		8380						LN		314		2		false		           2      currently over-collecting costs?				false

		8381						LN		314		3		false		           3  A   To the best of my knowledge, it is not creating an				false

		8382						LN		314		4		false		           4      over-earning situation for the company.				false

		8383						LN		314		5		false		           5  Q   And you only know about that overcollection based on				false

		8384						LN		314		6		false		           6      the overall revenue requirement, not based on				false

		8385						LN		314		7		false		           7      specific pieces that make up that revenue				false

		8386						LN		314		8		false		           8      requirement, such as specific resources or plant or				false

		8387						LN		314		9		false		           9      power costs, any of that?				false

		8388						LN		314		10		false		          10  A   Yes, that's the most readily evidence that I can -- I				false

		8389						LN		314		11		false		          11      can look at.				false

		8390						LN		314		12		false		          12  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp models how allocation factors				false

		8391						LN		314		13		false		          13      across its jurisdiction impact total cost recovery;				false

		8392						LN		314		14		false		          14      isn't that correct?				false

		8393						LN		314		15		false		          15  A   Can you repeat that question.				false

		8394						LN		314		16		false		          16  Q   So PacifiCorp models or does an accounting exercise				false

		8395						LN		314		17		false		          17      about how allocations as approved by different				false

		8396						LN		314		18		false		          18      commissions across its jurisdictions impact its cost				false

		8397						LN		314		19		false		          19      recovery.				false

		8398						LN		314		20		false		          20          Is that correct?				false

		8399						LN		314		21		false		          21  A   I'm not sure that is being done on a proactive basis.				false

		8400						LN		314		22		false		          22      I mean, when we propose an allocation methodology				false

		8401						LN		314		23		false		          23      change, that certainly gets looked at, like we do				false

		8402						LN		314		24		false		          24      here today, and we have presented the evidence in				false

		8403						LN		314		25		false		          25      support of a change in allocation methodology.				false

		8404						PG		315		0		false		page 315				false

		8405						LN		315		1		false		           1          But once an allocation methodology is approved,				false

		8406						LN		315		2		false		           2      I'm not aware of any proactive ongoing evaluation to				false

		8407						LN		315		3		false		           3      match that over- or under-earning aside from our				false

		8408						LN		315		4		false		           4      annual results of operations.				false

		8409						LN		315		5		false		           5  Q   So PacifiCorp, once it -- once you say it goes				false

		8410						LN		315		6		false		           6      through a bunch of GRCs and a bunch of states,				false

		8411						LN		315		7		false		           7      doesn't sit down and look at how all the results of				false

		8412						LN		315		8		false		           8      those GRCs come together to impact overall company				false

		8413						LN		315		9		false		           9      earnings?				false

		8414						LN		315		10		false		          10  A   I don't do that analysis.				false

		8415						LN		315		11		false		          11  Q   Do you know if that analysis exists?				false

		8416						LN		315		12		false		          12  A   I'm not aware if that analysis exists.				false

		8417						LN		315		13		false		          13  Q   In your rebuttal testimony, looking at Page 10,				false

		8418						LN		315		14		false		          14      Lines 17 to 18.				false

		8419						LN		315		15		false		          15  A   Are we finished with the 9X?				false

		8420						LN		315		16		false		          16  Q   Yes.				false

		8421						LN		315		17		false		          17  A   Okay.				false

		8422						LN		315		18		false		          18  Q   Sorry.				false

		8423						LN		315		19		false		          19                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What page				false

		8424						LN		315		20		false		          20      are we at?				false

		8425						LN		315		21		false		          21                        MS. STRAUSS:  Page 10 of the				false

		8426						LN		315		22		false		          22      rebuttal testimony, Lines 17 to 18.				false

		8427						LN		315		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  Rebuttal testimony.				false

		8428						LN		315		24		false		          24      Page 9?				false

		8429						LN		315		25		false		          25                        MS. STRAUSS:  10.				false

		8430						PG		316		0		false		page 316				false

		8431						LN		316		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  10.				false

		8432						LN		316		2		false		           2                        MS. STRAUSS:  Mm-hmm.				false

		8433						LN		316		3		false		           3                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.				false

		8434						LN		316		4		false		           4                        MS. STRAUSS:  And then Lines 17 to				false

		8435						LN		316		5		false		           5      18.				false

		8436						LN		316		6		false		           6                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.				false

		8437						LN		316		7		false		           7  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  There you state, The approved				false

		8438						LN		316		8		false		           8      allocation percentages should not be expected to sum				false

		8439						LN		316		9		false		           9      to 100 percent?				false

		8440						LN		316		10		false		          10  A   Yeah.				false

		8441						LN		316		11		false		          11  Q   This gets back to what you were talking about				false

		8442						LN		316		12		false		          12      earlier, correct?				false

		8443						LN		316		13		false		          13  A   Yes.				false

		8444						LN		316		14		false		          14  Q   Okay.  So based on the information -- well, hold on.				false

		8445						LN		316		15		false		          15          My understanding is the 2026 protocol has been				false

		8446						LN		316		16		false		          16      filed in Washington and has been filed in other				false

		8447						LN		316		17		false		          17      states, correct?				false

		8448						LN		316		18		false		          18  A   Yes.				false

		8449						LN		316		19		false		          19  Q   Okay.  Based on the information that PacifiCorp used				false

		8450						LN		316		20		false		          20      to make its filings for the 2026 protocol across				false

		8451						LN		316		21		false		          21      those states, do you know what percentage recovery				false

		8452						LN		316		22		false		          22      PacifiCorp expects if the 2026 protocol is approved?				false

		8453						LN		316		23		false		          23  A   If 2026 protocol is approved, it should all add up to				false

		8454						LN		316		24		false		          24      100 percent.				false

		8455						LN		316		25		false		          25  Q   Okay.  And that's assuming every single state				false

		8456						PG		317		0		false		page 317				false

		8457						LN		317		1		false		           1      approves the exact version that PacifiCorp filed?				false

		8458						LN		317		2		false		           2  A   I mean, yes.  But there could also be agreed-upon				false

		8459						LN		317		3		false		           3      modification, so...				false

		8460						LN		317		4		false		           4  Q   But if each state's agreeing to different				false

		8461						LN		317		5		false		           5      modifications, it's no longer 100 percent unless				false

		8462						LN		317		6		false		           6      magically all those numbers work out?				false

		8463						LN		317		7		false		           7  A   I mean, if any given state is determined to deviate				false

		8464						LN		317		8		false		           8      from that, that 100 percent allocation, which I don't				false

		8465						LN		317		9		false		           9      see a reason why that should be -- I mean, anything				false

		8466						LN		317		10		false		          10      less than 100 percent cost recovery is just punitive.				false

		8467						LN		317		11		false		          11      The company incurs prudent costs to serve customers,				false

		8468						LN		317		12		false		          12      to provide reliable, safe service, and those costs				false

		8469						LN		317		13		false		          13      should be 100 percent recoverable.  And the company's				false

		8470						LN		317		14		false		          14      proposal is certainly to do just that, to recover 100				false

		8471						LN		317		15		false		          15      percent of costs and -- and have the opportunity to				false

		8472						LN		317		16		false		          16      earn the authorized level of return on investment.				false

		8473						LN		317		17		false		          17  Q   So there's no possible situation that, if one				false

		8474						LN		317		18		false		          18      jurisdiction or one state approves a slightly				false

		8475						LN		317		19		false		          19      different version of the 2026 protocol, that that				false

		8476						LN		317		20		false		          20      could result in over-recovery because of what the				false

		8477						LN		317		21		false		          21      other states have approved?				false

		8478						LN		317		22		false		          22  A   That's not my testimony.  I think hypothetically if a				false

		8479						LN		317		23		false		          23      state insists on adopting a version that is different				false

		8480						LN		317		24		false		          24      than everybody else, then the reality would result in				false

		8481						LN		317		25		false		          25      them being potentially off from that 100 percent				false

		8482						PG		318		0		false		page 318				false

		8483						LN		318		1		false		           1      allocation.  But what I'm saying is that shouldn't be				false

		8484						LN		318		2		false		           2      the goal.				false

		8485						LN		318		3		false		           3  Q   Yeah, I'm not saying that that's the goal.				false

		8486						LN		318		4		false		           4          I'm asking about the likelihood that if a state				false

		8487						LN		318		5		false		           5      deviates from the -- from the as-filed version of the				false

		8488						LN		318		6		false		           6      2026 protocol, there is the chance that allocation				false

		8489						LN		318		7		false		           7      could exceed a hundred percent?				false

		8490						LN		318		8		false		           8  A   There is always the chance, but I can't speak to the				false

		8491						LN		318		9		false		           9      likelihood.				false

		8492						LN		318		10		false		          10  Q   Okay.  And there's always a chance, then, that cost				false

		8493						LN		318		11		false		          11      recovery could exceed a hundred percent?				false

		8494						LN		318		12		false		          12  A   It could also be under.				false

		8495						LN		318		13		false		          13  Q   Absolutely.  Because where one exists, the other also				false

		8496						LN		318		14		false		          14      exists.				false

		8497						LN		318		15		false		          15  A   Right.				false

		8498						LN		318		16		false		          16  Q   Okay.  Now, I'm assuming that PacifiCorp modeled the				false

		8499						LN		318		17		false		          17      2026 protocol in terms of how that would work for				false

		8500						LN		318		18		false		          18      allocations and cost recovery; is that correct?				false

		8501						LN		318		19		false		          19  A   I'm not sure I understand the question.				false

		8502						LN		318		20		false		          20  Q   Let me rephrase it.				false

		8503						LN		318		21		false		          21          I'm assuming that, in proposing or in creating				false

		8504						LN		318		22		false		          22      the 2026 protocol, PacifiCorp did modeling to				false

		8505						LN		318		23		false		          23      understand how its costs would be recovered under				false

		8506						LN		318		24		false		          24      that protocol if it is approved by the states?				false

		8507						LN		318		25		false		          25  A   I think that's probably more of a strategy question.				false

		8508						PG		319		0		false		page 319				false

		8509						LN		319		1		false		           1      I'm more responsible for the implementation of the				false

		8510						LN		319		2		false		           2      2026 protocol as it's presented in this case.				false

		8511						LN		319		3		false		           3  Q   Okay.  So you don't know the process that went into				false

		8512						LN		319		4		false		           4      testing how the 2026 protocol would behave if				false

		8513						LN		319		5		false		           5      implemented?				false

		8514						LN		319		6		false		           6  A   I don't understand what you mean by "testing."				false

		8515						LN		319		7		false		           7  Q   So modeling how the allocation under that protocol				false

		8516						LN		319		8		false		           8      would result in cost recovery.				false

		8517						LN		319		9		false		           9  A   So the way that it would impact Washington cost				false

		8518						LN		319		10		false		          10      recovery is quantified in this case.  That is the				false

		8519						LN		319		11		false		          11      non-net power cost rate change that is quantified in				false

		8520						LN		319		12		false		          12      this -- in -- in my testimony.				false

		8521						LN		319		13		false		          13  Q   Okay.  Can you point, then, to the analysis where the				false

		8522						LN		319		14		false		          14      2026 protocol -- scratch that.  Never mind.				false

		8523						LN		319		15		false		          15          I'm going to move on.				false

		8524						LN		319		16		false		          16          Okay.  So you stated in your -- looking at your				false

		8525						LN		319		17		false		          17      rebuttal testimony again, Page 12, starting at				false

		8526						LN		319		18		false		          18      Line 17.				false

		8527						LN		319		19		false		          19  A   12.  17.  Yep.				false

		8528						LN		319		20		false		          20  Q   And this spans a couple pages.  I'm not going to make				false

		8529						LN		319		21		false		          21      you read through the whole thing.  We're not going to				false

		8530						LN		319		22		false		          22      read through the whole thing.				false

		8531						LN		319		23		false		          23  A   I appreciate that.				false

		8532						LN		319		24		false		          24  Q   But just -- you're familiar with this part of your				false

		8533						LN		319		25		false		          25      testimony, correct?				false

		8534						PG		320		0		false		page 320				false

		8535						LN		320		1		false		           1  A   I believe this is the part where we talk about --				false

		8536						LN		320		2		false		           2      this is a point that I alluded to earlier, where				false

		8537						LN		320		3		false		           3      over-allocation is not automatically to be equated to				false

		8538						LN		320		4		false		           4      over-recovery.				false

		8539						LN		320		5		false		           5  Q   Okay.  So in this section, you state that the only				false

		8540						LN		320		6		false		           6      way to assess over- versus under-recovery is by				false

		8541						LN		320		7		false		           7      taking the difference between the company's actual				false

		8542						LN		320		8		false		           8      earnings and the company's approved level of				false

		8543						LN		320		9		false		           9      earnings.				false

		8544						LN		320		10		false		          10  A   Right.				false

		8545						LN		320		11		false		          11  Q   Is that correct?  Okay.				false

		8546						LN		320		12		false		          12          So that's looking at the system as a whole?				false

		8547						LN		320		13		false		          13  A   No.  That could be -- that could be a Washington view				false

		8548						LN		320		14		false		          14      specifically because we do file annual results of				false

		8549						LN		320		15		false		          15      operations or Commission basis reports on a				false

		8550						LN		320		16		false		          16      Washington allocated basis.				false

		8551						LN		320		17		false		          17  Q   Okay.  But that's not -- that analysis is not based				false

		8552						LN		320		18		false		          18      on individual components.  It is based on the revenue				false

		8553						LN		320		19		false		          19      requirement as a whole for that state hypothetically?				false

		8554						LN		320		20		false		          20  A   Yes.				false

		8555						LN		320		21		false		          21  Q   Okay.  So essentially that means, as long as				false

		8556						LN		320		22		false		          22      everything evens out in the end, the company is				false

		8557						LN		320		23		false		          23      supposedly collecting a hundred percent?				false

		8558						LN		320		24		false		          24  A   As long as the company's results show essentially --				false

		8559						LN		320		25		false		          25      if actual earnings show that we are not only				false

		8560						PG		321		0		false		page 321				false

		8561						LN		321		1		false		           1      recovering our costs but also earning our authorized				false

		8562						LN		321		2		false		           2      return, that is when we're a hundred percent				false

		8563						LN		321		3		false		           3      compensated.				false

		8564						LN		321		4		false		           4  Q   Okay.  But, hypothetically, then that could mean you				false

		8565						LN		321		5		false		           5      could be over-collecting on one generating resource,				false

		8566						LN		321		6		false		           6      like Chehalis, and under-collecting on a different				false

		8567						LN		321		7		false		           7      resource -- say Hermiston -- for one state, but in				false

		8568						LN		321		8		false		           8      another state, you could be over-collecting on				false

		8569						LN		321		9		false		           9      Hermiston and collecting just the right amount on				false

		8570						LN		321		10		false		          10      Chehalis, and that results in an overcollection on				false

		8571						LN		321		11		false		          11      Chehalis?				false

		8572						LN		321		12		false		          12  A   So this earnings comparison, this has to be done, at				false

		8573						LN		321		13		false		          13      least in my view, in my opinion, it needs to be done				false

		8574						LN		321		14		false		          14      on a state-by-state basis.  Because, remember, it's				false

		8575						LN		321		15		false		          15      not just about recovery of costs.  It's also the				false

		8576						LN		321		16		false		          16      opportunity to earn an authorized level of return.				false

		8577						LN		321		17		false		          17      And that level of return is different across the				false

		8578						LN		321		18		false		          18      state.				false

		8579						LN		321		19		false		          19          So whether -- weather the company is over-earning				false

		8580						LN		321		20		false		          20      in each jurisdiction ought to be evaluated on a				false

		8581						LN		321		21		false		          21      state-by-state basis.  And the evaluation that I'm --				false
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		8827						LN		331		7		false		           7      regulatory lag, the company earns zero on --				false

		8828						LN		331		8		false		           8      generally on new capital additions?				false

		8829						LN		331		9		false		           9  A   Yes, that's true.				false

		8830						LN		331		10		false		          10  Q   Now, I apologize.  I lost my train of thought there.				false

		8831						LN		331		11		false		          11          I believe staff counsel asked you a series of				false

		8832						LN		331		12		false		          12      questions regarding, you know, a sort of analysis on				false

		8833						LN		331		13		false		          13      overall under-recovery and over-recovery, and you				false

		8834						LN		331		14		false		          14      turned to Table 3 in your testimony, correct?				false

		8835						LN		331		15		false		          15  A   I do recall that, yeah.				false

		8836						LN		331		16		false		          16  Q   Does Table 3 sort of depict the company's overall				false

		8837						LN		331		17		false		          17      sort of earnings across five of its states and				false

		8838						LN		331		18		false		          18      identify the company's sort of under-recovery in				false

		8839						LN		331		19		false		          19      Washington in particular?				false

		8840						LN		331		20		false		          20  A   Yes, it does.				false

		8841						LN		331		21		false		          21  Q   Especially during the past, I believe, '22, '23, and				false

		8842						LN		331		22		false		          22      '24?				false

		8843						LN		331		23		false		          23  A   That's correct.				false

		8844						LN		331		24		false		          24  Q   And so the company, in '22 and '23 and '24, hasn't				false

		8845						LN		331		25		false		          25      really been at risk of over-recovery in Washington,				false

		8846						PG		332		0		false		page 332				false

		8847						LN		332		1		false		           1      has it?				false

		8848						LN		332		2		false		           2  A   On aggregate as a whole, the results would show that				false

		8849						LN		332		3		false		           3      the -- the Washington rates that are being collected				false

		8850						LN		332		4		false		           4      are not enough to cover all costs and give us the				false

		8851						LN		332		5		false		           5      authorized level of investment that's approved in the				false

		8852						LN		332		6		false		           6      last rate case, or the most recent rate case.				false

		8853						LN		332		7		false		           7  Q   And generally with regards to the company's earnings,				false

		8854						LN		332		8		false		           8      does Washington have an earnings test?				false

		8855						LN		332		9		false		           9  A   Yes, it does.  Especially under the MYRP paradigm,				false

		8856						LN		332		10		false		          10      there is -- there is absolutely an associated				false

		8857						LN		332		11		false		          11      earnings test.				false

		8858						LN		332		12		false		          12  Q   Could we briefly discuss the 75/25 sort of demand				false

		8859						LN		332		13		false		          13      energy for the SG factor?				false

		8860						LN		332		14		false		          14  A   Sure.				false

		8861						LN		332		15		false		          15  Q   Have you estimated the impact of staff's proposal of				false

		8862						LN		332		16		false		          16      moving away from a 75/25 to, I believe it's a 66 --				false

		8863						LN		332		17		false		          17  A   I actually have done that in my rebuttal testimony.				false

		8864						LN		332		18		false		          18      And based on -- this analysis was based on the direct				false

		8865						LN		332		19		false		          19      filed analysis, of course.				false

		8866						LN		332		20		false		          20          But on Page 23 to 24 of my testimony, we did				false

		8867						LN		332		21		false		          21      estimate the revenue requirement impact in this -- in				false

		8868						LN		332		22		false		          22      this case of adopting staff's proposal on the				false

		8869						LN		332		23		false		          23      energy -- the demand energy classification.				false

		8870						LN		332		24		false		          24          And the result of that is -- it showed that the				false

		8871						LN		332		25		false		          25      non-net power cost revenue requirement would -- would				false

		8872						PG		333		0		false		page 333				false

		8873						LN		333		1		false		           1      drop by about 1.8 million.  But as I was informed by				false

		8874						LN		333		2		false		           2      company witness Mitchell, net power cost, itself,				false

		8875						LN		333		3		false		           3      would actually go up by $2 million, so the net impact				false

		8876						LN		333		4		false		           4      is about a wash.				false

		8877						LN		333		5		false		           5  Q   And if the net impact is a wash, then would the				false

		8878						LN		333		6		false		           6      principles of consistency and harmonization seem to				false

		8879						LN		333		7		false		           7      drive a appropriate choice here?				false

		8880						LN		333		8		false		           8  A   I would agree with that.  And I would also say that,				false

		8881						LN		333		9		false		           9      in examining the -- the history of this issue, it				false

		8882						LN		333		10		false		          10      seems to be consistent over time that that's				false

		8883						LN		333		11		false		          11      something that we want to strive for.				false

		8884						LN		333		12		false		          12                        MR. KUMAR:  I have no further				false

		8885						LN		333		13		false		          13      questions at this time.				false

		8886						LN		333		14		false		          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.				false

		8887						LN		333		15		false		          15          Any questions from the bench?				false

		8888						LN		333		16		false		          16                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes, please,				false

		8889						LN		333		17		false		          17      Your Honor.  Thank you.				false

		8890						LN		333		18		false		          18          So back to SG-F weighting.  I understand, you				false

		8891						LN		333		19		false		          19      know, consistency.  But in your testimony that you've				false

		8892						LN		333		20		false		          20      just referred to, you discuss, I think, 40 separate				false

		8893						LN		333		21		false		          21      studies.  But you haven't done -- the company hasn't				false

		8894						LN		333		22		false		          22      done a study since 2005; is that correct?				false

		8895						LN		333		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  I'm not aware of any.				false

		8896						LN		333		24		false		          24                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  If				false

		8897						LN		333		25		false		          25      not, why not?				false

		8898						PG		334		0		false		page 334				false

		8899						LN		334		1		false		           1                        THE WITNESS:  You know, I don't				false

		8900						LN		334		2		false		           2      know.  I think holding onto consistency -- I mean,				false

		8901						LN		334		3		false		           3      consistency is -- is a good principle.  As far as				false

		8902						LN		334		4		false		           4      cost allocation goes, no party has done any further				false

		8903						LN		334		5		false		           5      analysis since.  And where we are already allocating				false

		8904						LN		334		6		false		           6      on two separate allocation methodologies, I think				false

		8905						LN		334		7		false		           7      maybe not trying to find further deviations might				false

		8906						LN		334		8		false		           8      be -- might have been a reason why no one's thought				false

		8907						LN		334		9		false		           9      to examine further.				false

		8908						LN		334		10		false		          10                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Do you think				false

		8909						LN		334		11		false		          11      there might be underlying assumptions that have				false

		8910						LN		334		12		false		          12      changed between now and 2025 that are relevant to the				false

		8911						LN		334		13		false		          13      SG-F factor weighting?				false

		8912						LN		334		14		false		          14                        THE WITNESS:  It is -- it is				false

		8913						LN		334		15		false		          15      possible.  But I don't know that I've seen any				false

		8914						LN		334		16		false		          16      analysis or evidence that would indicate that --				false

		8915						LN		334		17		false		          17      like, that proves that just yet.				false

		8916						LN		334		18		false		          18                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.				false

		8917						LN		334		19		false		          19      All right.  Thank you.  Nothing -- nothing further				false

		8918						LN		334		20		false		          20      from me.				false

		8919						LN		334		21		false		          21                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Good				false

		8920						LN		334		22		false		          22      afternoon, Ms. Cheung.				false

		8921						LN		334		23		false		          23                        THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.				false

		8922						LN		334		24		false		          24                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I think				false

		8923						LN		334		25		false		          25      you were here when I asked a question of witness				false

		8924						PG		335		0		false		page 335				false

		8925						LN		335		1		false		           1      Link, and he graciously deferred it to you.  So now				false

		8926						LN		335		2		false		           2      you get to answer this question.				false

		8927						LN		335		3		false		           3                        THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.				false

		8928						LN		335		4		false		           4                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And this has				false

		8929						LN		335		5		false		           5      to do with the Chehalis plant and the recovery or --				false

		8930						LN		335		6		false		           6      yeah, the recovery of depreciation or remediation				false

		8931						LN		335		7		false		           7      costs.				false

		8932						LN		335		8		false		           8                        THE WITNESS:  Right.				false

		8933						LN		335		9		false		           9                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I had				false

		8934						LN		335		10		false		          10      asked witness Link whether the company would be -- in				false

		8935						LN		335		11		false		          11      the deferral petitions it's filing in other states or				false

		8936						LN		335		12		false		          12      plans to file in other states, whether the company				false

		8937						LN		335		13		false		          13      would be asking for deferral of the depreciation /				false

		8938						LN		335		14		false		          14      remediation costs of the Chehalis plant.				false

		8939						LN		335		15		false		          15                        THE WITNESS:  So I guess I'll first				false

		8940						LN		335		16		false		          16      point out that, to the extent that Chehalis plant is				false

		8941						LN		335		17		false		          17      in all the states' rates right now, all those states				false

		8942						LN		335		18		false		          18      are paying depreciation expense, which are built on				false

		8943						LN		335		19		false		          19      depreciation rates that encompass some estimated				false

		8944						LN		335		20		false		          20      level of decommissioning.  So all the states that are				false

		8945						LN		335		21		false		          21      benefitting from the plant are paying some level of				false

		8946						LN		335		22		false		          22      estimating decommissioning.				false

		8947						LN		335		23		false		          23          And so if the approval comes through, that				false

		8948						LN		335		24		false		          24      Chehalis becomes 100 percent a Washington resource,				false

		8949						LN		335		25		false		          25      at that point the company's deferral for the net				false

		8950						PG		336		0		false		page 336				false

		8951						LN		336		1		false		           1      impact of the 2026 protocol implementation across the				false

		8952						LN		336		2		false		           2      states would reflect essentially a cessation of that				false

		8953						LN		336		3		false		           3      depreciation expense continuing in the other states'				false

		8954						LN		336		4		false		           4      rates.  So we would -- we would essentially stop				false

		8955						LN		336		5		false		           5      collecting depreciation expense from them for that.				false

		8956						LN		336		6		false		           6          And as far as Washington goes, to the extent that				false

		8957						LN		336		7		false		           7      any decommissioning costs have already been paid,				false

		8958						LN		336		8		false		           8      that would be tracked in Washington's rate base and				false

		8959						LN		336		9		false		           9      provides a credit to Washington customers until such				false

		8960						LN		336		10		false		          10      time the actual decommissioning costs become known				false

		8961						LN		336		11		false		          11      and a sound cost-causation-based methodology can be				false

		8962						LN		336		12		false		          12      developed to allocate those costs across the states.				false

		8963						LN		336		13		false		          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So				false

		8964						LN		336		14		false		          14      you do recognize that the purpose of collecting				false

		8965						LN		336		15		false		          15      depreciation / remediation is to reflect the need to				false

		8966						LN		336		16		false		          16      address winding down -- the cost of winding down a				false

		8967						LN		336		17		false		          17      plant and the cost-causation elements of those who				false

		8968						LN		336		18		false		          18      benefit from that plant over time should be				false

		8969						LN		336		19		false		          19      contributing to that cost?				false

		8970						LN		336		20		false		          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And I heard				false

		8971						LN		336		21		false		          21      Mr. Link say that.  I fully agree with that				false

		8972						LN		336		22		false		          22      sentiment.				false

		8973						LN		336		23		false		          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So				false

		8974						LN		336		24		false		          24      what would happen as you -- if I can just paraphrase				false

		8975						LN		336		25		false		          25      what I just heard you say:  That under the 2026				false

		8976						PG		337		0		false		page 337				false

		8977						LN		337		1		false		           1      protocol as is designed right now, the other states				false

		8978						LN		337		2		false		           2      would no longer contribute depreciation costs related				false

		8979						LN		337		3		false		           3      to the Chehalis plant, which includes the				false

		8980						LN		337		4		false		           4      decommissioning and remediation costs?				false

		8981						LN		337		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  Right.  So when they				false

		8982						LN		337		6		false		           6      stop taking service from it, essentially that would				false

		8983						LN		337		7		false		           7      be when the depreciation expense that they pay in				false

		8984						LN		337		8		false		           8      would stop.				false

		8985						LN		337		9		false		           9                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  But at the				false

		8986						LN		337		10		false		          10      point that the plant is out of service, there may be				false

		8987						LN		337		11		false		          11      a question about whether there are additional				false

		8988						LN		337		12		false		          12      depreciation and remediation costs that need to be				false

		8989						LN		337		13		false		          13      recovered, and you're -- what I thought I heard you				false

		8990						LN		337		14		false		          14      say is at that point there would be an assessment of				false

		8991						LN		337		15		false		          15      whether other states are required to contribute to				false

		8992						LN		337		16		false		          16      that cost.				false

		8993						LN		337		17		false		          17                        THE WITNESS:  Right.  And so that's				false

		8994						LN		337		18		false		          18      all going to be part of Phase 2 where --				false

		8995						LN		337		19		false		          19                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.				false

		8996						LN		337		20		false		          20                        THE WITNESS:  -- decommissioning				false

		8997						LN		337		21		false		          21      cost allocation gets determined.				false

		8998						LN		337		22		false		          22                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  I				false

		8999						LN		337		23		false		          23      think that answers my question.  I think I had				false

		9000						LN		337		24		false		          24      another couple, so let me look at my notes here.				false

		9001						LN		337		25		false		          25          I'll just say I agree with you that we also can't				false

		9002						PG		338		0		false		page 338				false

		9003						LN		338		1		false		           1      handle multiple rate cases at the same time.  I				false

		9004						LN		338		2		false		           2      sympathize with that sincerely.				false

		9005						LN		338		3		false		           3          I think that was it.  So thank you for sticking				false

		9006						LN		338		4		false		           4      with it today.				false

		9007						LN		338		5		false		           5                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you, all, for				false

		9008						LN		338		6		false		           6      having me.  Thank you, all, for staying late for me.				false

		9009						LN		338		7		false		           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything further?				false

		9010						LN		338		8		false		           8      Okay.				false

		9011						LN		338		9		false		           9          At this point in time, I believe that concludes				false

		9012						LN		338		10		false		          10      the questions for you, Ms. Cheung, so you may be				false

		9013						LN		338		11		false		          11      excused.				false

		9014						LN		338		12		false		          12                               (Witness excused.)				false

		9015						LN		338		13		false		          13				false

		9016						LN		338		14		false		          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Before we				false

		9017						LN		338		15		false		          15      wrap up for the day, I think, Commissioners, are you				false

		9018						LN		338		16		false		          16      still okay with taking witness Stokes first tomorrow,				false

		9019						LN		338		17		false		          17      given that no other party has --				false

		9020						LN		338		18		false		          18                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  If that's				false

		9021						LN		338		19		false		          19      her preference, yes, that's fine.				false

		9022						LN		338		20		false		          20                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Okay.  We				false

		9023						LN		338		21		false		          21      will go ahead and plan on starting with witness				false

		9024						LN		338		22		false		          22      Stokes in the morning.				false

		9025						LN		338		23		false		          23          And with that, I'd ask the parties:  Is there				false

		9026						LN		338		24		false		          24      anything further before we wrap up for the day?				false

		9027						LN		338		25		false		          25          I'll just go ahead and start with the company.				false

		9028						PG		339		0		false		page 339				false

		9029						LN		339		1		false		           1                        MR. KUMAR:  I'd just like to				false

		9030						LN		339		2		false		           2      confirm that we're starting at 9 a.m. tomorrow just				false

		9031						LN		339		3		false		           3      like we did today.				false

		9032						LN		339		4		false		           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I can confirm				false

		9033						LN		339		5		false		           5      9 a.m.				false

		9034						LN		339		6		false		           6                        MR. KUMAR:  Okay.				false

		9035						LN		339		7		false		           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything from				false

		9036						LN		339		8		false		           8      staff?				false

		9037						LN		339		9		false		           9                        MS. STRAUSS:  Staff had the same				false

		9038						LN		339		10		false		          10      question, so --				false

		9039						LN		339		11		false		          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.				false

		9040						LN		339		12		false		          12                        MS. STRAUSS:  -- answered.				false

		9041						LN		339		13		false		          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Public counsel?				false

		9042						LN		339		14		false		          14                        MR. SYKES:  Nope, nothing further				false

		9043						LN		339		15		false		          15      from me.				false

		9044						LN		339		16		false		          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		9045						LN		339		17		false		          17          AWEC?				false

		9046						LN		339		18		false		          18                        MR. PEPPLE:  Nothing else from me.				false

		9047						LN		339		19		false		          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy				false

		9048						LN		339		20		false		          20      Project.				false

		9049						LN		339		21		false		          21                        MR. ZAKAI:  Nothing further.				false

		9050						LN		339		22		false		          22      Thanks.				false

		9051						LN		339		23		false		          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you				false

		9052						LN		339		24		false		          24      very much.  We are off the record.				false
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		9068						LN		340		14		false		          14				false

		9069						LN		340		15		false		          15				false

		9070						LN		340		16		false		          16				false

		9071						LN		340		17		false		          17				false

		9072						LN		340		18		false		          18				false
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          18                     Stipulation).



          19   JHJ-4X            Docket UE-191024   PAC -

                                 Joint Testimony - 7-17-20

          20                     (Joint Testimony in Support

                                 of Settlement Stipulation).

          21

               JHJ-5X            Staff Response to PacifiCorp      34

          22                     Data Request Nos. 13, 15-20,

                                 22-23, and 27-28.

          23



          24



          25
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           1                   PUBLIC COUNSEL EXHIBIT INDEX



           2      EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.



           3   ** Robert L. Earle **



           4   RLE-1CT           Response Testimony of             34

                                 Dr. Robert L. Earle (C).

           5

               RLE-2             Curriculum Vitae of Robert L.     34

           6                     Earle.



           7   RLE-3C            *Confidential* PacifiCorp s       34

                                 Proposed Reallocation of

           8                     Generation.



           9   RLE-4             *Confidential* PacifiCorp         34

                                 Response to Public Counsel

          10                     Data Request 002.



          11   RLE-5             PacifiCorp Response to Staff      34

                                 Data Request 60.

          12

               RLE-6             PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

          13                     Counsel Data Request 152.



          14   RLE-7C            *Confidential* Usability of       34

                                 Chehalis and Jim Bridger.

          15

               RLE-8             PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

          16                     Counsel Data Request 74.



          17   RLE-9C            *Confidential* PacifiCorp         34

                                 Response to Public Counsel

          18                     Data Request 020.



          19   RLE-10            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

                                 Counsel Data Request 106.

          20

               RLE-11            Rolling Hills and Average         34

          21                     Cost of Wind.



          22   RLE-12            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

                                 Counsel Data Request 33.

          23

               RLE-13            PacifiCorp 1st Supplemental       34

          24                     Response to Public Counsel

                                 Data Request 33.

          25
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           1            PUBLIC COUNSEL EXHIBIT INDEX (Continuing)



           2      EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.



           3   RLE-14            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

                                 Counsel Data Request 113 with

           4                     Attachment.



           5   RLE-15            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

                                 Counsel Data Request 143 with

           6                     Attachment.



           7   RLE-16            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

                                 Counsel Data Request 144 with

           8                     Attachment.



           9   RLE-17            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

                                 Counsel Data Request 145 with

          10                     Attachment.



          11   RLE-18            PacifiCorp Response to Staff      34

                                 Data Request 01.

          12

               RLE-19            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

          13                     Counsel Data Request 71 with

                                 Attachment.

          14

               RLE-20            PacifiCorp's 1st Supplemental     34

          15                     Response to Public Counsel

                                 Data Request 71.

          16

               RLE-21            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

          17                     Counsel Data Request 115.



          18   RLE-22            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

                                 Counsel Data Request 34.

          19

               RLE-23            PacifiCorp Response to Public     34

          20                     Counsel Data Request 114.



          21   RLE-24C           Calculation of EDAM               34

                                 Disallowance (CONF).

          22

               RLE-25CT          Cross-Answering Testimony of      34

          23                     Dr. Robert L. Earle.



          24



          25
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           1            PUBLIC COUNSEL EXHIBIT INDEX (Continuing)



           2      EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.



           3   ** Callahan Moriyasu **



           4   CM-1T             Response Testimony of             34

                                 Callahan Moriyasu.

           5

               CM-2              PacifiCorp Historical and         34

           6                     Proposed Rates   Residential:

                                 2010 2026.

           7

               CM-3              Consumer Price Index,             34

           8                     Electricity:  2010 2025.



           9   CM-4              PacifiCorp's May 2025             34

                                 Washington Low-Income

          10                     Customer Report.



          11   CM-5              Pacific Power Washington          34

                                 Energy Burden Update, 2024.

          12

               CM-6CT            Cross-Answering Testimony of      34

          13                     Callahan Moriyasu.



          14   CM-7              Updated PacifiCorp Historical     34

                                 and Proposed Rates.

          15



          16



          17

                                    AWEC EXHIBIT INDEX

          18

                  EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.

          19

               ** Bradley G. Mullins **

          20

               BGM-1TC           *Confidential* Response           34

          21                     Testimony of Bradley G.

                                 Mullins (82 pp.).

          22

               BGM-2             Regulatory Appearances of         34

          23                     Bradley G. Mullins (3 pp.).



          24   BGM-3             PacifiCorp Responses to Data      34

                                 Requests (31 pp.).

          25
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           1                 AWEC EXHIBIT INDEX (Continuing)



           2      EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.



           3   BGM-4             FERC Guidance on Account 509      34

                                 (4 pp.).

           4

               BGM-5C            *Confidential* Historical EIM     34

           5                     Wind Curtailments v. Aurora

                                 (Excel).

           6

               BGM-6             Nodal Pricing Model               34

           7                     Implementation Agreement (17

                                 pp.).

           8

               BGM-7             PacifiCorp 2020 Protocol          34

           9                     Proposal in Oregon (57 pp.).



          10   BGM-8T            Cross-Answering Testimony of      34

                                 Bradley G. Mullins (9 pp.).

          11

               ** Cross-examination Exhibits **

          12

               BGM-9X            Docket UE-230482    Exhibit       34

          13                     No. BGM-1Tr (Redacted

                                 Version).

          14

               BGM-10X           OPUC Docket UE 450    Opening     34

          15                     Testimony of Bradley G.

                                 Mullins (Redacted Version).

          16

               BGM-11X           Opening Testimony of Bradley      34

          17                     G. Mullins (Redacted

                                 Version).

          18

               BGM-12XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

          19                     AWEC-BGM-WP4C-WA Direct

                                 Aurora v16-8-20-2025 (C).

          20

               BGM-13XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

          21                     AWEC-BGM-WP5C-TCDirect Aurora

                                 v16-8-20-2025 (C).

          22

               BGM-14XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

          23                     AWEC-BGM-WP6C-

                                 WAWindMustRun-8-20-2025 (C).

          24



          25
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           1                 AWEC EXHIBIT INDEX (Continuing)



           2      EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.



           3   BGM-15XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

                                 AWEC-BGM- WP7C-

           4                     TCWindMustRun-8-20-2025 (C).



           5   BGM-16XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

                                 AWEC-BGM-WP12C-

           6                     WAxHypotheticalHedges-

                                 8-20-2025 (C).

           7

               BGM-17XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

           8                     AWEC-BGM-WP13C-

                                 TCxHypotheticalHedges-

           9                     8-20-2025 (C).



          10   BGM-18XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

                                 AWEC-BGM-WP14C-

          11                     WAxNonPrecedential-

                                 8-20-2025 (C).

          12

               BGM-19XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

          13                     AWEC-BGM-WP15C-

                                 TCxNonPrecedential-

          14                     8-20-2025 (C).



          15   BGM-20XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

                                 AWEC-BGM-WP17C-

          16                     WAxCoalLDConstraints-

                                 8-20-2025 (C).

          17

               BGM-21XC          *Confidential* Workpaper:

          18                     AWEC-BGM-WP18C-

                                 TCxCoalLDConstraints-

          19                     8-20-2025 (C).



          20



          21



          22                 (Index continues on next page.)



          23



          24



          25
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           1                 THE ENERGY PROJECT EXHIBIT INDEX



           2      EXHIBIT NO.     DESCRIPTION                   PAGE NO.



           3   ** Shaylee N. Stokes **



           4   SNS-1T            Cross-Answering Testimony of      34

                                 Shaylee N. Stokes.

           5

               SNS-2             Social Security                   34

           6                     Administration, COLA

                                 Information for 2025.

           7

               SNS-3             Dept. of Labor & Industries,      34

           8                     History of WA State's Minimum

                                 Wage.

           9



          10



          11



          12



          13



          14



          15



          16



          17



          18



          19



          20



          21



          22



          23



          24



          25
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           1                        BE IT REMEMBERED that on Tuesday,



           2      October 7, 2025, at 621 Woodland Square Loop



           3      Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 9:00 a.m., the



           4      following proceedings were had, to wit:



           5



           6                          <<<<<< >>>>>>



           7



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Let's be on the



           9      record.



          10          Good morning.  It is Tuesday, October 7th.  The



          11      time is 9 a.m.  My name is Connor Thompson.  I am an



          12      administrative law judge with the Washington



          13      Utilities and Transportation Commission, and I am



          14      presiding in this matter along with the commissioners



          15      and Administrative Law Judge Bijan Hughes.



          16          We are here today for an evidentiary hearing in



          17      Docket UE-250224, which is captioned, respectively,



          18      Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission



          19      vs. PacifiCorp, doing business as Pacific Power &



          20      Light Company.



          21          Let's go ahead and start by taking short



          22      appearances, starting with the company.



          23                        MR. LOWNEY:  Good morning.  My name



          24      is Adam Lowney from the law firm of McDowell Rackner



          25      Gibson appearing today on behalf of PacifiCorp.
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           1          And with me is Matt McVee, also with McDowell



           2      Rackner Gibson, and Ajay Kumar and Tiffanie



           3      Ellis-Burke of PacifiCorp.



           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           5          And for staff.



           6                        MS. STRAUSS:  Good morning.  My



           7      name is Josephine Strauss.  I'm the AAG with the



           8      Washington State Attorney General's Office



           9      representing staff.  And with me, I have Colin



          10      O'Brien, also an AAG representing staff.



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



          12      much.



          13          And for public counsel.



          14                        MR. SYKES:  Yes.  This is Rob



          15      Sykes, assistant attorney general, with --



          16      representing public counsel.



          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          18          And the Alliance of Western Energy Consumers.



          19                        MR. PEPPLE:  Good morning.  This is



          20      Tyler Pepple with Pepple Moser representing the



          21      Alliance of Western Energy Consumers.  Also with me



          22      is Michelle Madsen.



          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



          24      much.



          25          And for The Energy Project.
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           1                        MR. ZAKAI:  Good morning, Your



           2      Honor.  My name is Yochi Zakai.  I'm with the law



           3      firm of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger here today on



           4      behalf of The Energy Project.



           5                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           6          Let's go ahead and talk about our plans for this



           7      hearing.



           8          First, we will turn to the admission of prefiled



           9      exhibits and testimony.  We will then follow with



          10      brief opening statements limited to ten minutes each



          11      before we turn to the cross-examination of witnesses



          12      following the parties' agreed-upon order of



          13      presentation, which we'll get to here in just a



          14      moment.



          15          We will be taking witnesses individually today.



          16      We'll plan on a mid-morning break.  And I just want



          17      to remind the parties to please keep your microphones



          18      muted unless you are speaking and also not to use



          19      video for any portions of the hearing unless you have



          20      a speaking role.



          21          Let's go ahead and talk about the order of



          22      witnesses quickly.



          23          PacifiCorp has suggested an alternate order of



          24      witnesses from what was included in the cross time



          25      estimates that was sent out.  That order is Steward,
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           1      Link, Mitchell, Wilding, Ghosh, Lipinski, and Cheung.



           2          Does any party have any objection to that witness



           3      ordering?



           4          And I can repeat that again, if you'd like.  Do



           5      you need it again?  Okay.



           6          Steward first.  And then Link second.  Mitchell



           7      will be third.  Wilding will be fourth.  Ghosh will



           8      be fifth.  Lipinski will be sixth.  And Cheung will



           9      be seventh, for the company.



          10          And then prior to the hearing, we did have some



          11      questions regarding witness availability.  There were



          12      a couple of witnesses which did not have cross



          13      indicated by any of the parties, but the Commission



          14      does have questions for a couple of those witnesses.



          15          One is John D. Wilson for staff.  Mullins we had



          16      cross for.  Another would be Robert Earle for public



          17      counsel.  And then also we have at least one question



          18      for Shaylee Stokes from The Energy Project.



          19          I might propose, just due to the length of



          20      questioning that it looks like it'll be for witness



          21      Stokes, that perhaps we take witness Stokes first



          22      after the company just so as not to prolong her



          23      having to wait to testify.



          24          Would that be okay with The Energy Project?



          25                        MR. ZAKAI:  Thank you, Your Honor.
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           1      I'd advise witness Stokes to likely be available in



           2      the afternoon, but I can -- I can chat with her.  I



           3      think that would probably be okay.



           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Wonderful.



           5          And I'm not entirely certain we'll get through



           6      all of the company's witnesses by this afternoon, but



           7      we'll definitely do our best to do so.



           8          Okay.  I think that covers the order of



           9      witnesses.



          10          Does any party have any recommended changes,



          11      problems with witness availability that we should



          12      know about at this time?



          13          I'll go ahead and start with company.



          14                        MR. LOWNEY:  No, we have no



          15      concerns with -- we have no concerns with the



          16      proposed schedule.



          17          One question.  We had two witnesses that were not



          18      identified for cross-examination and were not



          19      identified by you just moments ago for commissioner



          20      questions:  Isaiah Zacharia and Dan MacNeil.  May



          21      those witnesses be excused as of this morning?



          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Those



          23      witnesses may be excused.



          24                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.



          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.
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           1          And, staff, any changes, recommendations to the



           2      witness list ordering?



           3                        MS. STRAUSS:  None, Your Honor.



           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



           5          Public counsel?



           6                        MR. SYKES:  None.



           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  AWEC?



           8                        MR. PEPPLE:  No concerns.



           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy



          10      Project?  Thank you.



          11          Okay.  Back to technical difficulty instructions.



          12      If you are having any technical issues or you observe



          13      that a party or representative has dropped off the



          14      online meeting, please mention that in the chat.  The



          15      chat should be reserved for technical issues and



          16      requests for breaks only.



          17          Then before we get to the admission of exhibits,



          18      I will note that -- and thank all the parties for



          19      providing a list of individuals who can participate



          20      in the confidential sections of this hearing.  If we



          21      need to go into a confidential session, we will take



          22      a short break to ensure that everybody in the room



          23      and everybody online is able to participate in that



          24      confidential session.



          25          I've sent that list of individuals to our records
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           1      staff who is supporting us today.  And so we



           2      hopefully won't have to take any excess delay if we



           3      need to go into a confidential session.  So thank you



           4      again to the parties for sending that ahead of time.



           5          Are there any questions before we turn to the



           6      admission of exhibits?



           7          Okay.  Let's go ahead and address exhibits.



           8          Do the parties stipulate to the admission of all



           9      the prefiled exhibits testimony, including



          10      cross-examination exhibits?



          11                        MR. LOWNEY:  Your Honor, on behalf



          12      of PacifiCorp, we do not object to the admission of



          13      all of the prefiled exhibits, including cross



          14      exhibits, with the exception of five that I'll list



          15      right now.



          16          These are all designated for Joelle Steward, so



          17      they're all "JRS":  8X, 13X, 14X, 15X, and 16X.  And



          18      these were all exhibits that were provided by public



          19      counsel to be used by their cross-examination.



          20          We would not stipulate to their admission, and we



          21      would ask that if -- they only be admitted upon a



          22      proper foundation, which can only occur during the



          23      cross-examination of witness Steward.



          24                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Very well.



          25      We can get to the admission of those five exhibits at
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           1      that point in time.



           2          Does staff have any objections to any of the



           3      exhibits?



           4                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes, Your Honor.



           5      Staff is objecting to cross exhibits for Jacque



           6      Hawkins-Jones.  That would be JHJ-2X, JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X,



           7      and JHJ-5X, but only DR 27 of that final exhibit.



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  And would



           9      you mind saying those one more time for me.



          10                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes.  JHJ-2X, 3X, and



          11      4X, and then 5X, but only DR 27.  And then the basis



          12      for all those would be relevance since they have to



          13      do with a previously litigated docket that is not the



          14      subject of this proceeding.



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Very well.



          16          Does the company have a response?



          17                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  So



          18      those four exhibits all relate to -- specifically



          19      relate to the testimony filed by witness



          20      Hawkins-Jones.  Exhibit 2X addresses the currently



          21      approved allocation methodology, which is a



          22      substantial portion of this proceeding.  Cross



          23      Exhibit 3 and 4 are both related to the stipulation



          24      filed in that proceeding, the 2020 rate case of



          25      PacifiCorp.  And Exhibit 5X specifically relates to
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           1      the recommendat- -- one of the recommendations from



           2      the witness in their cross-answering testimony.



           3                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any response?



           4                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes.  Your Honor,



           5      Jacque Hawkins-Jones has not actually testified to



           6      the substance of the 2019 docket.  She mentions the



           7      WIJAM in passing just as it relates to moving forward



           8      in a prospective view on this docket.



           9          But we're not relitigating past issues.  We don't



          10      bring up the substance of any sort of joint testimony



          11      agreement surrounding the WIJAM.  Staff's concern



          12      really is the prospective forward-looking nature of



          13      this docket, not the historical aspect of a prior



          14      allocation methodology.



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Why don't



          16      we do this.  When we get to the cross-examination of



          17      that witness -- we'll refrain from admitting those



          18      four exhibits at this time.  Counsel, you can frame



          19      your questions as you see fit pertaining to the



          20      testimony of Ms. Hawkins-Jones at the -- the time of



          21      her cross, and then we can deal with the admission at



          22      that point in time.



          23          Okay.  So we've got those four marked.  And just



          24      to be clear on JHJ-5X, the objection is only to



          25      DR 27?
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           1                        MS. STRAUSS:  Yes, Your Honor.



           2                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



           3          Public counsel, any objection to any exhibits?



           4                        MR. SYKES:  No objection from



           5      public counsel.



           6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           7          AWEC.



           8                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes, Your Honor, so



           9      not necessarily an objection right now, but I haven't



          10      had an opportunity to confer with PacifiCorp about



          11      Cross Exhibits BGM-12CX through BGM-21CX, which are



          12      Mr. Mullins' work papers.  We're not ready to



          13      stipulate to those yet, but I would propose that I



          14      can maybe confer with the company during a break at



          15      some point, and then we can revisit those.



          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We will



          17      refrain from admitting those at this time.  And



          18      please confer with the company during our morning



          19      break or during lunch, and we'll revisit that issue



          20      at that point in time.



          21          And for The Energy Project, any objections?



          22                        MR. ZAKAI:  No objections.



          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Wonderful.



          24          Let's go ahead and admit all of the exhibits,



          25      cross exhibits, and testimony submitted by the
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           1      parties, with the exceptions of JRS-8X, JRS-13X,



           2      JRS-14X, JRS-15X, and JRS-16X, as well as JHJ-2X,



           3      JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27 of JHJ-5X.  The rest of



           4      those will be admitted.



           5          And then we will also refrain from admitting at



           6      this time BGM-12XC through BGM-21XC.  And we will



           7      revisit that after a break so that AWEC has a chance



           8      to confer with the company.



           9                               (All exhibits, cross exhibits,



          10                                and testimony -- excluding



          11                                JRS-8X, JRS-13X, JRS-14X,



          12                                JRS-15X, JRS-16X, JHJ-2X,



          13                                JHJ-3X, JHJ-4X, and DR 27



          14                                of JHJ-5X, BGM-12XC,



          15                                BGM-13XC, BGM-14XC,



          16                                BGM-15XC, BGM-16XC,



          17                                BGM-17XC, BGM-18XC,



          18                                BGM-19XC, BGM-20XC, and



          19                                BGM-21XC -- admitted.)



          20



          21                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe there



          22      are a few outstanding motions in this proceeding.  As



          23      Judge Hughes indicated yesterday, those will be taken



          24      care of via order shortly.  I do not think any of



          25      those motions bear on our proceeding today.  And so
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           1      unless there's a motion from any party at this point



           2      in time or somebody would like to correct me on the



           3      applicability of any of those outstanding motions, we



           4      can go ahead and proceed.



           5          Does anybody have any last-minute motions?



           6          Okay.  Let's go ahead and begin with our opening



           7      statements.  And we'll go ahead and begin with the



           8      company.



           9                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.



          10          Good morning, Chair Rybarik, Commissioner



          11      Rendahl, Commissioner Doumit.  For the record, my



          12      name is Adam Lowney, with the law firm of McDowell



          13      Rackner Gibson, and I'm appearing today on behalf of



          14      PacifiCorp.



          15          I'd like to start by thanking you for the



          16      opportunity to appear today.  Understanding that



          17      we'll be filing post-hearing briefs and knowing the



          18      parties have extensive cross-examination, I'll keep



          19      my remarks brief and focus on the two key issues in



          20      the case:  The Washington 2026 protocol and net power



          21      costs, or NPC.  I'd like to begin, however, with a



          22      brief synopsis of the company's overall



          23      recommendations.



          24          Based on its rebuttal filing, the company



          25      proposes a net power cost decrease of $1.5 million.
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           1      Accounting for the non-net-power-cost elements



           2      required to match costs and benefits produces a



           3      modest overall increase of only $12.1 million, or



           4      roughly 2.8 percent.



           5          By way of comparison, had the company continued



           6      using the Washington Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation



           7      Methodology, or the WIJAM, net power costs would have



           8      been approximately $80 million higher.  So even with



           9      the update to the non-NPC elements to reflect



          10      implementation of the 2026 protocol, rates would be



          11      roughly $68 million -- rates will be roughly



          12      $68 million lower than they would have been using the



          13      WIJAM.



          14          In addition to producing overall -- lower overall



          15      rates in this case, the 2026 protocol also provides a



          16      path to meeting Washington State energy goals while



          17      maintaining reliable and affordable service.  The



          18      protocol creates a Washington-specific resource



          19      portfolio which allows PacifiCorp to more effectively



          20      plan for Washington based on a fixed allocation of



          21      resources that will not decrease if loads in other



          22      states grow.



          23          As part of that Washington-specific planning, the



          24      protocol will also enable PacifiCorp to more



          25      efficiently incorporate additional Washington situs
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           1      assigned resources to grow and adapt that portfolio.



           2      And by assigning more resources to the



           3      Washington-specific portfolio, the protocol



           4      dramatically reduces the exposure of Washington rates



           5      to the market, which will create rate stability and



           6      lower overall net power costs.



           7          Under the 2026 protocol, Washington now has



           8      sufficient resources on an energy basis to serve



           9      Washington load, thereby eliminating from the NPC



          10      forecast the so-called open position that has been a



          11      controversial element of the WIJAM because it made



          12      Washington rates more exposed to volatile market



          13      prices.



          14          To be clear, this does not mean that PacifiCorp



          15      will not continue to rely on market transactions to



          16      serve Washington customers.  Rather, it means that



          17      from a ratemaking perspective, the rates set for



          18      Washington under the 2026 protocol will have less



          19      exposure to market prices, which previously served as



          20      a proxy for the difference between Washington load



          21      and the physical resources allocated to meet that



          22      load.



          23          These benefits are directly responsive to the



          24      Commission's prior directives to reduce the market



          25      open position and allow for State situs assigned
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           1      resources.



           2          The 2026 protocol also immediately increases the



           3      allocation of resources that can be used to



           4      demonstrate compliance with CETA, which better



           5      positions the company to cost-effectively meet



           6      Washington State policy goals.  The 2026 protocol



           7      provides for the managed dispatch of Chehalis to



           8      effectuate the energy transition without threatening



           9      reliable service to customers.  The protocol also



          10      reduces the allocation of capacity from Jim Bridger's



          11      gas converted units.



          12          Together, these gas plant allocations provide



          13      local control over a resource in Washington while



          14      maintaining the share of a resource that can support



          15      transfers of wind generation from the east.  And the



          16      2026 protocol achieves all this while maintaining



          17      access to the broader system benefits from



          18      PacifiCorp's expansive transmission system.



          19          The Washington 2026 protocol is not a new



          20      concept.  It is in many ways simply the extension of



          21      concepts identified in the 2020 protocol.  However,



          22      diverging state energy policies have made it



          23      increasingly challenging to maintain a system



          24      resource portfolio and difficult to reach agreement



          25      on a new allocation methodology that would apply to
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           1      all the states.



           2          PacifiCorp has been engaged in discussions, both



           3      internal and external, to address these issues for



           4      nearly a decade.  While PacifiCorp would have



           5      preferred to file a negotiated agreement, that was



           6      simply not possible.  That fact, however, should not



           7      take away from the benefits of the 2026 protocol.



           8          Most of the issues -- most of the issues raised



           9      by the parties seek individual adjustments with no



          10      evaluation of the interrelated impacts to utility



          11      service, financial health of the company, or the need



          12      to plan for an uncertain future.  In the end,



          13      PacifiCorp must comply with its operational and



          14      reliability obligations while meeting Washington



          15      State energy policies, and the 2026 protocol provides



          16      the tools to do that without putting customers at



          17      risk.



          18          Now turning to forecast net power costs.  To



          19      recap, the company's rebuttal recommendation is for



          20      an overall decrease of $1.5 million, which is



          21      achieved in part through the realignment of resources



          22      under the 2026 protocol.  Recall that under the



          23      WIJAM, net power costs would have been roughly $80



          24      million higher.



          25          The company's forecast was based on the
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           1      state-of-the-art industry-standard Aurora model.  The



           2      forecast begins with a total company simulation and



           3      then allocates specific resources from that forecast



           4      to Washington.  This two-step process -- forecast,



           5      then allocate -- has been used since the WIJAM was



           6      adopted and ensures an accurate NPC forecast is built



           7      into rates that can then be fairly reconciled in a



           8      power cost adjustment mechanism.  Neither the company



           9      nor any party has proposed a different two-step



          10      process for allocating net power costs to Washington.



          11          The total company simulation that serves as the



          12      foundation for Washington allocated costs must be



          13      based on the real world and reflect physical and



          14      reliability constraints that impact system dispatch.



          15      This means that even resources that are not allocated



          16      to Washington for ratemaking must be correctly



          17      accounted for when modeling dispatch of the company's



          18      system.  PacifiCorp cannot jeopardize system



          19      reliability in actual operations, and rates should



          20      reflect this fact; for example, by correctly modeling



          21      transmission system constraints.



          22          It is also -- it is also critical to consider the



          23      total system.  Because even under the 2026 protocol,



          24      Washington does not have sufficient dispatchable



          25      resources to fully integrate its level of
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           1      intermittent resources.  This means that resources



           2      that are not included in Washington rates are still



           3      providing real, tangible benefits to Washington



           4      customers.



           5          Put another way, Washington rates would



           6      undoubtedly increase if Washington were assigned



           7      sufficient dispatchable resources to fully integrate



           8      Washington assigned renewable resources.  The



           9      company's allocation of costs is therefore inherently



          10      conservative.



          11          Parties' recommendations to set net power



          12      costs -- parties' recommendations to set net power



          13      costs without regard for the total system or without



          14      regard for reliability obligations or without regard



          15      for physical plant limitations or without regard for



          16      resources that benefit Washington but are not



          17      included in rates should therefore be rejected.



          18          In conclusion, the Commission should approve the



          19      2026 protocol and the company's forecasted net power



          20      costs which together produce a modest overall rate



          21      increase of $12.1 million, or 2.8 percent.



          22          Thank you again for the opportunity to provide



          23      this opening statement.  And PacifiCorp looks forward



          24      to presenting its case over the next couple of days.



          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very
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           1      much.



           2          And for staff.



           3                        MS. STRAUSS:  Good morning,



           4      Commissioners and Judges.



           5          In this limited-power-cost-only proceeding, the



           6      core issue from staff's perspective is what should be



           7      taken care of now and what should be preserved for



           8      the company's next general rate case.  Generally



           9      speaking, coal-related costs need to be removed from



          10      rates and the NPC forecast baseline updated



          11      accordingly.  However, non-NPC costs in the proposed



          12      2026 protocol should be preserved for later



          13      consideration in the next GRC.



          14          Staff has reservations about the 2026 protocol.



          15      And given the truncated time of this proceeding and



          16      the evidence in the record, staff is not comfortable



          17      recommending adoption of this protocol at this time.



          18      Strictly speaking, concerns raised by AWEC and public



          19      counsel should be further explored, and specifically



          20      concerns regarding overcollection under the WIJAM



          21      investigated so such an issue can be prevented from



          22      reoccurring under future allocation methodologies.



          23          Additionally, 100 percent allocation of Chehalis



          24      to Washington may resolve short-term policy issues,



          25      but it comes on the eve of CETA's 2030 deadline with
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           1      uncertainty about how the resource will play into the



           2      company's obligation to meet 80 percent renewable



           3      non-emitting power by that time.



           4          While staff acknowledges that parts of the 2026



           5      protocol appear better than the WIJAM, there are



           6      still too many unknowns that prevent staff from



           7      recommending that the proposed protocol be adopted.



           8      Thank you very much.



           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          10          Public counsel.



          11                        MR. SYKES:  Good morning, Judges



          12      and Commissioners.  My name is Rob Sykes.  I'm an



          13      assistant attorney general representing the public



          14      counsel unit.



          15          This is an unusual proceeding.  This is not a



          16      simple power cost update.  Instead, we're here to



          17      evaluate PacifiCorp's unilateral cost allocation



          18      protocol, the 2026 protocol, in what would otherwise



          19      be a narrow proceeding.



          20          The fundamental legal principle in this



          21      proceeding, as in any ratemaking proceeding as



          22      reflected in Title 80 of the RCW, is that rates need



          23      to be just, fair, and reasonable.  And that is a



          24      consideration that should be taken into account when



          25      evaluating the PacifiCorp's 2026 protocol.
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           1          Although the Commission has ordered PacifiCorp to



           2      propose a new cost allocation methodology that is



           3      fair to Washington, the company's filing ultimately



           4      follows its decision to unilaterally terminate the



           5      multistate process.



           6          PacifiCorp's decision, replacing a long-standing



           7      collaborative with a unilateral proposal, should



           8      dramatically raise the company's burden of proof to



           9      prove the fairness of its proposal, particularly as



          10      the rate increase in its predominantly rural area



          11      services -- or rural service areas will be



          12      substantial.



          13          Now, I'll admit public counsel was not involved



          14      in the MSP, and there are reasons for that that we



          15      could get into on another day.  But it was the only



          16      venue where parties could propose alternative



          17      methodologies that might lead to a fair outcome for



          18      its customers.



          19          It should therefore come as little surprise that



          20      PacifiCorp proposes an outcome that has not been



          21      tested against other proposals.  As far as the



          22      Commission can tell, PacifiCorp's proposal may be in



          23      the best interest of PacifiCorp or the customers, but



          24      it has no way to determine which.



          25          By way of example, the 2026 protocol proposes to
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           1      allocate the Chehalis plant to Washington on a situs



           2      basis and remove Hermiston from rates.  But when



           3      asked whether the company compared other



           4      alternatives, they responded that no analysis was



           5      needed to make that decision.



           6          The Commission will see, as it reviews evidence,



           7      that the company has not provided -- or company's



           8      failure to provide evidence permeates the entire



           9      filing.



          10          For instance, PacifiCorp proposes creating



          11      separate gas and power hedge books for Washington but



          12      responded in discovery that it did not perform an



          13      analysis of that decision.  The record shows that



          14      PacifiCorp relies on an information asymmetry to its



          15      advantage to recoup costs without sufficient



          16      justification.



          17          PacifiCorp's allocation methodology is also



          18      incredibly shortsighted.  When asked who should bear



          19      future CCA costs, the company could not answer.  The



          20      company cannot explain how it will achieve CETA's



          21      2030 targets by allocating a gas plant to Washington



          22      on a situs basis.



          23          So the question then becomes what the remedy



          24      should be.  Public counsel was the only party that



          25      provides an alternative allocation proposal.  And the
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           1      Commission can decide whether or not public counsel



           2      met the burden of proof on that proposal.  Or the



           3      Commission can accept the allocation protocol with



           4      one or more adjustments as the parties, including



           5      public counsel, have recommended.



           6          But ultimately what the Commission must do is



           7      hold PacifiCorp to a higher standard to prove its



           8      2026 protocol is in the fairness to customers and



           9      will result in just, fair, and reasonable rates.



          10      Thank you.



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          12          And for AWEC.



          13                        JUDGE HUGHES:  I'm going to ask to



          14      remind people to turn their cameras on when they're



          15      speaking.



          16                        MR. PEPPLE:  Good morning,



          17      Commissioners, Judge Thompson, and Judge Hughes.



          18      Tyler Pepple for the Alliance of Western Energy



          19      Consumers.



          20          Since 20 -- since PacifiCorp's 2020 rate case,



          21      customer rates have increased by over 70 percent.  A



          22      significant portion of this is related to power



          23      costs.  In this case, PacifiCorp proposes a new power



          24      cost allocation methodology for Washington that



          25      overall helps mitigate these cost increases relative
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           1      to what would occur under the existing allocation



           2      methodology.



           3          The most significant of these impacts is the



           4      reassignment of the Chehalis gas plant entirely to



           5      Washington.  This change both materially reduces



           6      PacifiCorp's Washington allocated power costs and



           7      increases Washington resource adequacy position.



           8      AWEC recommends that the Commission approve this



           9      reassignment.



          10          Other changes PacifiCorp proposes as part of its



          11      new allocation method, however, AWEC does not



          12      recommend the Commission approve.  In many cases,



          13      this is because the change falls outside of the scope



          14      of this limited-issue power-cost-only rate case, such



          15      as changes to the system overhead factor and the



          16      establishment of how coal decommissioning costs --



          17      coal decommissioning and remediation costs will be



          18      assigned to Washington.



          19          These issues are better addressed in a general



          20      rate case where all of PacifiCorp's costs and



          21      revenues can be reviewed.  Importantly, by deferring



          22      a final decision on a complete cost allocation



          23      methodology, the Commission will also not be making



          24      permanent allocation decisions in this case.  This



          25      means that the Commission will have the opportunity
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           1      to revisit any allocation decisions it makes in this



           2      case in a future rate case.



           3          Outside of cost allocation, AWEC has a number of



           4      concerns with how PacifiCorp models its power costs.



           5      The company, for instance, models wind dispatch in a



           6      manner that reduces these plants' output far below



           7      what they have historically generated, both



           8      increasing costs and modeled emissions to Washington.



           9      It also proposes a new hedging transaction cost in



          10      this case that it has never before identified but



          11      materially increases Washington's power costs.



          12      PacifiCorp offers no compelling evidence to support



          13      this new cost, and it should be rejected as staff,



          14      AWEC, and public counsel all recommend.



          15          The adjustments parties recommend in this case



          16      coupled with the ones PacifiCorp has already



          17      accepted, like removal of a CETA cost adder,



          18      demonstrate that this case should result in a



          19      reduction to customer rates on January 1st.  Such a



          20      result will be welcome relief to customers who are



          21      facing an affordability crisis regardless of whether



          22      we are talking about residential, commercial, or



          23      industrial customers.



          24          By accepting the reassignment of Chehalis to



          25      Washington and rejecting PacifiCorp's unsupported





                                                                      48

�







           1      changes to its power cost modeling, the Commission



           2      can achieve this result while still ensuring an



           3      accurate power cost forecast.  Thank you.



           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



           5      much.



           6          And for The Energy Project.



           7                        MR. ZAKAI:  Good morning,



           8      Commissioners, ALJs, parties.



           9          This weekend, the Mariners scored a rare playoff



          10      win.  And I'm sure some in this room wish we would



          11      end today's hearing a little bit early to watch the



          12      next game.



          13          I'd like to take us back to the last time the



          14      Mariners were in the playoffs.  The year was 2022.



          15      Things were different.  There was no Big Dumper, and



          16      the M's lost three games in a row to the Astros.



          17          PacifiCorp's bills were also really different in



          18      2022.  Fans in Yakima and Walla Walla had an average



          19      residential electric bill that was 70 percent lower



          20      than today.  A lot of those fans earn the minimum



          21      wage.  And since 2022, Washington's minimum wage has



          22      increased $2.17 per hour, or about 15 percent.  A lot



          23      of those fans rely on Social Security and disability



          24      income.  And since 2022, the Social Security cost-of-



          25      living increases have totaled about 20 percent.
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           1          TEP asks you to put yourself in the shoes of



           2      those low-income fans and imagine trying to reconcile



           3      a 15 to 20 percent cost-of-living increase with a 70



           4      percent increase in bills.  To keep the lights on,



           5      low-income fans will forego not only a game-time beer



           6      but basic necessities, such as food and medicine, in



           7      order to pay utility bills.



           8          More than specific recommendations, TEP's request



           9      in this case is for the Commission to consider the



          10      overall context when making decisions.  This means



          11      considering the context of already authorized bill



          12      increases to deal with power costs, as well as



          13      PacifiCorp's progress towards acquiring new resources



          14      to reduce its market exposure and meet its CETA



          15      obligations.



          16          If PacifiCorp had made reasonable investments in



          17      fixed-priced contracts for non-emitting resources,



          18      then it could have avoided many of the market



          19      purchases driving the 70 percent bill increase over



          20      the past four years.  Instead, each iteration of its



          21      clean energy implementation plan shows the company



          22      falling further behind in its acquisition of



          23      renewables.  PacifiCorp missed the opportunity to



          24      invest in fixed-cost renewables when costs were low,



          25      tax credits were abundant, and tariffs nonexistent.
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           1          I want to focus on the forward-looking



           2      implications of this.  Because PacifiCorp has not



           3      acquired sufficient clean energy, the investments



           4      needed to meet CETA's 2030 targets are looming large



           5      in ratepayers' future.  These necessary future



           6      investments, which the Commission repeatedly remind



           7      PacifiCorp about in recent power cost and resource



           8      planning orders over the past 10 to 15 years, is



           9      context that should inform your decision in this



          10      case.  Given this context, regulating in the public



          11      interest requires the Commission to order PacifiCorp



          12      to correct course towards the use of less gas plants



          13      and reduce rates.  Thank you.  And go M's.



          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



          15      much.



          16          At this point in time, we will go ahead and



          17      proceed with our first witness.  Our first witness



          18      today will be Joelle Steward.



          19          Okay.  Thank you.  If you would please raise your



          20      right hand, and I can swear you in.



          21          Do you swear and affirm that you will tell the



          22      truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?



          23                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          24      ////



          25      ////
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           1      JOELLE R. STEWARD,         having been first duly sworn



           2                                 by Administrative Law Judge



           3                                 Thompson, was examined and



           4                                 testified as follows:



           5



           6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You



           7      may be seated.



           8          And, Counsel, if you could introduce the witness,



           9      please.



          10                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  Thank



          11      you.



          12



          13                        DIRECT EXAMINATION



          14      BY MR. McVEE:



          15  Q   Good morning.  Could you state your name -- state and



          16      spell your name for the record, please.



          17  A   Good morning.  My name's Joelle Steward.  It's



          18      J-o-e-l-l-e S-t-e-w-a-r-d.



          19  Q   And what is your position at PacifiCorp?



          20  A   I am the senior vice president of regulation.



          21  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits



          22      in this proceeding?



          23  A   Yes, I did.



          24  Q   And do you have any changes to the testimony or



          25      exhibits at this time?
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           1  A   I do not.



           2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions that are



           3      in your testimony again today, would you have the



           4      same response?



           5  A   Yes.



           6                        MR. McVEE:  This witness is



           7      available for cross-examination.



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



           9      much.



          10          And I believe staff has indicated cross for this



          11      witness?



          12                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Yes, Your Honor.



          13



          14                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



          15      BY MR. O'BRIEN:



          16  Q   Good morning, Ms. Steward.



          17  A   Good morning.



          18  Q   So we are going to start with some of your testimony



          19      on over-recovery of costs.  There was a lot of



          20      testimony about that in the response testimony, and



          21      you have some response in your rebuttal.



          22          Starting on Page 20 of JRS-2T, specifically at



          23      Lines 3 to 5, you testified that the Washington



          24      Commission has not been concerned with over- or



          25      under-recovery of costs on a system basis.
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           1  A   I'm sorry.  Could you say the line number again.  Oh.



           2      3 through 5.  Okay.  Yes.



           3  Q   3 through 5.



           4  A   I'm there.



           5  Q   Is it your testimony the Commission should not be



           6      concerned with how the company is allocating its



           7      plant on a systemwide basis?



           8  A   Oh.  No.  We understand.  All of our states are



           9      interested in how we're allocating cost, but we also



          10      recognize that each state has responsibility for



          11      setting rates for their jurisdiction, and it's not



          12      necessarily dependent on what other jurisdictions



          13      determine.



          14  Q   Would it be fair, just, reasonable, and sufficient



          15      for the Commission to approve rates that are likely



          16      to result in PacifiCorp significantly over-collecting



          17      on a resource from all its jurisdictions?



          18  A   Could you say that again.



          19  Q   Of course.



          20          Would it be fair, just, reasonable, and



          21      sufficient for the Commission to approve rates that



          22      are likely to result in PacifiCorp significantly



          23      over-collecting on a resource from all its



          24      jurisdictions?



          25  A   Well, the last allocation protocol, the last two
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           1      allocation protocols, both the WCA and WIJAM, had an



           2      over-allocation of certain recourses to Washington,



           3      which was really the basis of that statement, that



           4      other resources are under-allocated.  And so there's



           5      a lot of moving pieces in there.  And the risk that



           6      we're going to be over-allocated and over-recover



           7      across all of our states for all of our costs, based



           8      on my experience, is pretty low.



           9  Q   And can you give an example of under-allocated



          10      resources?



          11  A   Well, we have somewhere around 200 different types of



          12      resources or 200 different resources between owned



          13      and contracted resources.  In the WCA and the WIJAM



          14      allocation methodologies, the resources on the west



          15      had 20 percent allocation to Washington and no



          16      allocation of their resources on the east.



          17          So, like, our Hunter and Huntington plants that



          18      are located in Utah, Washington was not paying for.



          19      But for all of our other states, we were also then



          20      not getting recovery of those -- that Washington



          21      share of about 8 percent of those resources.



          22          So when you look at all of the different



          23      resources together, some were over-allocated.  Most



          24      of them were under-allocated.  And so it's kind of a



          25      mixed bag.
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           1  Q   So you're testifying that most of the resources were



           2      under-allocated, though?



           3  A   From the Washington perspective --



           4  Q   Yes.



           5  A   -- or from a system perspective?



           6  Q   Let's say both.



           7  A   I mean, it's -- there's a lot of math that goes on



           8      there.  But we had a higher allocation of the



           9      resources in the west, a lower allocation of the



          10      resources in the east.  The net of that in the math



          11      was actually an under-allocation of the total of



          12      those resources.



          13  Q   And do you believe it's reasonable or there is a



          14      reasonable amount for PacifiCorp's actual revenues to



          15      exceed its actual costs for a resource on a



          16      systemwide basis?



          17  A   For a specific resource?



          18  Q   Yes.



          19  A   No.  And that's pretty difficult to try to calculate.



          20      And I know Ms. Cheung talks about how we have a lot



          21      of different timing of cases across states.  But for



          22      a single resource, you may have differences in what



          23      was in base.  Some states actually have differences



          24      in depreciation rates, with Oregon having a faster



          25      depreciation rate than other states.  And you have
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           1      different ROEs across different states.  So it's not



           2      an easy apples-to-apples comparison all the time, if



           3      actually ever.



           4  Q   And at what point, if any, should the Commission take



           5      action if it learns that the company's actual



           6      revenues exceeds actual costs for a resource on a



           7      systemwide basis?



           8  A   Well, I think that's pretty challenging.  I mean, we



           9      don't calculate and we don't provide -- the



          10      Commission is setting rates for Washington, looking



          11      at what is reasonable for cost and rates and services



          12      for our Washington customers.  And so trying to say



          13      that we're over-recovering in another state, I think



          14      we have challenges that that's not really their



          15      jurisdiction that's making some other sort of



          16      judgement.  And we -- 'cause we don't calculate,



          17      like, a total-company single-point-in-time revenue



          18      requirement.  And really, again, that's -- goes to



          19      Ms. Cheung's testimony.



          20  Q   That actually leads pretty well into my next -- the



          21      next part of your testimony I want to look at.



          22          On Page 22, at Footnote 55, you quote the --



          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Can you



          24      repeat that, please.



          25                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Page 22 of
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           1      Footnote 55.



           2          We good to go?  Perfect.  Awesome.



           3  Q   (By Mr. O'Brien)  All right.  So you quote the



           4      Commission standard as being fair, just, and



           5      reasonable for used and useful property in this



           6      state.



           7          So a core part of that question is determining if



           8      Washington's share of total system costs is properly



           9      allocated to the state, correct?



          10  A   Correct.



          11  Q   And if a resource is over-allocated across the



          12      company's jurisdictions, that would mean that



          13      customers are going to be paying for property that's



          14      not used and useful in this state, yes?



          15  A   It's used and useful.  It's not -- maybe I



          16      misunderstood your question.  I mean, it's not



          17      located in the state, but it's used and useful for



          18      customers in this state as part of our system.



          19  Q   Yes.



          20          But if you've got say an over-allocation of say



          21      110 percent across all of your jurisdictions, that's



          22      going to inherently mean that there are customers



          23      that are paying for property that isn't used and



          24      useful in the state because that property doesn't, in



          25      reality, exist.  You've got 110 percent allocation on
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           1      a property, you can't have 110 percent of the



           2      property functioning.



           3  A   That has been the circumstance that we've been living



           4      with for the past couple decades in Washington in



           5      that there has been an over-allocation of certain



           6      resources and under-allocation of others.



           7          And so I guess I'm not quite sure I understand



           8      your question.  Because not all our -- our total



           9      resources are not over-allocated.  Some are; some



          10      aren't.  But when you look across our total



          11      portfolio, they have not been over-allocated.  What



          12      we are trying to do now, starting with the Washington



          13      2026 protocol as well as the 2026 protocol we filed



          14      in all of our other states, is try to get all of our



          15      states on the same basis of an aligning so it's a



          16      hundred percent cost recovery, hundred percent



          17      allocation across all states.



          18  Q   Yes.



          19          But the point I'm trying to make is that, for



          20      plants that is over-allocated, customers in that



          21      instance would be paying for resources they are not



          22      actually getting.  Because if the property is



          23      over-allocated across your jurisdictions, there are



          24      customers that are not actually receiving the benefit



          25      percentage-wise that they are being billed for, yes?
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           1  A   I don't think I agree with the premise of the



           2      question.  Because if a commission has determined



           3      that allocation, then they've determined that that is



           4      the allocation of what is used and useful for that



           5      resource.



           6          And so that's where -- I am struggling with, I



           7      think, the premise, that it's therefore not used and



           8      useful for that customer or the customers in that



           9      state, because then that is the allocation that a



          10      state has determined is appropriate.



          11  Q   All right.  Well, we'll move on from that.



          12          So talking about the SG-F factor.  So just for



          13      clarity:  When we're talking about fixed allocation



          14      of resources and SG-F in your testimony, that's the



          15      same thing, right?



          16  A   Yes.



          17  Q   Okay.  And SG-F is based on historic share of system



          18      generation, correct?



          19  A   Yes.



          20  Q   And the company is going -- or is proposing to use



          21      SG-F primarily for allocation of non-emitting



          22      resources and purchase power.



          23          That's kind of the two buckets it's going to be



          24      used for?



          25  A   The SG-F, yes.  And Mr. Link's testimony lays out --
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           1      has the tables on that, and I do -- do not, so...



           2  Q   So, in effect, what the company is proposing is to



           3      use historic system generation as calculated now to



           4      permanently make decisions for allocations of



           5      non-emitting resources, correct?



           6  A   Yes.



           7  Q   And under that proposal, as I said, it would be



           8      permanent, so the Commission would be approving a



           9      plan to never update those allocations in the future,



          10      correct?



          11  A   I've been around long enough to say never say



          12      "never."  But, I mean, certainly what we're proposing



          13      here is to set a solid base so that we can move



          14      forward with our plans to serve our customers



          15      reliably and affordably as well as to meet our CETA



          16      compliance.



          17  Q   So talking about that CETA compliance.  On Page 11 of



          18      your testimony, you state that updating the SG-F



          19      factor could result in lower renewable and



          20      non-emitting allocation due to lower load growth.



          21  A   Sorry.  I was turning.  You said Page 11?



          22  Q   Yes.



          23  A   Which line?



          24  Q   Page 11.



          25  A   In rebuttal?
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           1  Q   Yeah.  Page 11, rebuttal.  You state that lower



           2      renewable and -- sorry.



           3          You state updating the SG-F factor could result



           4      in lower renewable and non-emitting allocation due to



           5      lower load growth.



           6  A   I don't see SG-F on that page.



           7  Q   It's going to be Lines 3 to 6.  You don't say SG-F --



           8  A   Oh.



           9  Q   -- but you state the allocation factor.



          10  A   Oh.  Right.  So I'm addressing staff's proposal.



          11      Adding this process creates a significant cost



          12      allocation risk to Washington customers by exposing



          13      them to a future reduction in the allocated share of



          14      non-emitting resources.  That piece.  Yeah.



          15  Q   Yes.



          16          So if an updated SG-F factor would reduce the



          17      amount of renewable energy that the company allocated



          18      to Washington below that required by CETA, what would



          19      the company do?



          20  A   In the future?



          21  Q   Yes.  In the future.



          22  A   We're not proposing to update it in the future.



          23  Q   I'm saying that under a scenario where the company --



          24      or where the Commission accepts staff's proposal to



          25      periodically update the SG-F factor, what would the
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           1      company do if that updated SG-F factor would reduce



           2      renewable energy resources below what CETA required?



           3  A   It would require us to procure even more resources to



           4      meet CETA compliance, which is why we need a solid



           5      base and some certainty right now to plan around.



           6  Q   Isn't it the case that most future resources that the



           7      company has planned to meet CETA requirements would



           8      be situs-assigned?



           9  A   So we currently have an RFP for a situs assignment of



          10      resources to Washington, and we certainly anticipate



          11      going forward.  We are looking to procure resources



          12      on a more targeted basis based on compliance or need



          13      for a specific state, or potentially across multiple



          14      states if there is a consistence -- consistency in



          15      policies and resource need.



          16          So we're not making a predetermination that there



          17      wouldn't -- that in the future there couldn't be



          18      shared resources, but right now what we're looking at



          19      that's right in front of us is a situs assignment of



          20      new resources for Washington.



          21  Q   Okay.



          22  A   And similarly in Oregon.



          23  Q   Situs assignment doesn't use the SG-F factor, though,



          24      right?



          25  A   Right.
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           1  Q   And one of the primary purposes of the SG-F factor is



           2      to allocate costs and benefits to different



           3      jurisdictions, yes?



           4  A   Yes.  For our existing resources.



           5  Q   So work through this with me.



           6          The company is going to be situs-assigning a lot



           7      of these renewables.  Won't that lead to -- doesn't



           8      that have a very high chance at least of leading to a



           9      large oversubscription problem in Washington where



          10      the generation you're adding is exempt from the



          11      balancing tool that's meant to keep costs in check?



          12  A   I'm sorry.  I don't think I understand your question.



          13      But if it's speaking to the resource need and how



          14      those resources work in our operations, I would



          15      actually point to Mr. Link and Mr. Wilding on how



          16      those resources would work as part of our overall



          17      portfolio, if at all.



          18          But part of our approach here is to start to step



          19      into being able to meet specific state needs with



          20      specific state resources, and this is -- to do that,



          21      we need to start with our current resources, how



          22      we're going to allocate those, so we have a solid



          23      base to plan from.



          24  Q   So the problem I'm trying to address -- and maybe it



          25      is a better question for Mr. Link -- is just the idea
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           1      that you are going to be specially situs-assigning



           2      these resources.  Separate from that, you've also got



           3      this SG-F balancing tool that will be helping to



           4      assign and allocate these resources.



           5          But isn't the problem that, if you've got two



           6      different tools, both assigning resources, you're



           7      going to end up with ultimately the plant being



           8      assigned to Washington being significantly



           9      oversubscribed for renewables to the point that



          10      Washington customers are having to pay for a plant



          11      that they don't need?



          12  A   So I think the risk of oversubscription is pretty



          13      low.  We just -- if -- if we're going to be



          14      fulfilling the -- Washington's resource need to serve



          15      customers, we will stop procuring new resources.



          16          But what we're doing with the SG-F is we have



          17      this large portfolio of resources.  We need a



          18      starting point of how do we still maintain the



          19      benefit, the value to all of our customers of that



          20      current portfolio.



          21          And so for Washington, because Washington has the



          22      first deadline of getting coal out of rates -- so



          23      Washington was our first step.  Coal is coming out of



          24      rates in this filing.  We want to fix the base of our



          25      current resources so we know what to start to plan
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           1      for for more situs resources going forward.



           2          And so I don't think there's a risk of



           3      over-allocation.  Because as we add other resources,



           4      as we've proposed in the 2026 Washington protocol as



           5      well as in the 2026 protocol for all the other



           6      states, is that that resource procurement will be



           7      more targeted in the future based on the energy



           8      policies of a state as well as the resource needs



           9      across the states.



          10          But for -- as we go forward with more resource



          11      procurement, I don't think there's a big risk that



          12      Washington is going to end up with an over-allocation



          13      of new resources.



          14                        MR. O'BRIEN:  All right.  That's



          15      all my questions for you, Ms. Steward.  Thank you.



          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



          17      much.



          18          Public counsel, I believe you indicated some



          19      cross for this witness as well.  You can go ahead and



          20      proceed when you're ready.



          21                        MR. McVEE:  I'm sorry, Your Honor.



          22      I just wanted to check.  Procedurally would you



          23      prefer redirect after all of the cross-examination or



          24      in between?



          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  We'll plan on
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           1      doing redirect after, and then we'll go to bench



           2      questions after that.



           3                        MR. McVEE:  Great.  Thank you.



           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           5



           6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



           7      BY MR. SYKES:



           8  Q   Good morning, Ms. Steward.  I don't think I'll have



           9      too many questions for you.



          10          I want to confirm.  You're senior vice president



          11      of regulation with Rocky Mountain Power, which is the



          12      east side of the system?



          13  A   No.  I'm senior vice president for PacifiCorp.  So



          14      all six -- the regulatory process for all six of our



          15      states is under me essentially.  I currently live in



          16      Salt Lake City.  I used to live in Portland, as I've



          17      been on both, lived on both sides of our system.



          18  Q   Okay.  So as part of your job, you oversee the



          19      regulatory filings in PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions?



          20  A   Yes.



          21  Q   And you oversaw this filing?



          22  A   Yes.



          23  Q   So you're familiar with all the testimony in this



          24      case from PacifiCorp's witnesses?  At least in a



          25      general sense.
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           1  A   Most of it.  Some pieces I didn't read.



           2  Q   There's a lot of numbers there?  There's a lot of



           3      numbers?



           4  A   Yeah.



           5  Q   Okay.  And your direct testimony summarizes the



           6      standards the Commission has historically employed to



           7      approve interjurisdictional cost allocation



           8      methodologies; is that right?



           9  A   I believe so, yes.



          10  Q   And your rebuttal testimony discusses the



          11      affordability data of public counsel witness Callahan



          12      Moriyasu?



          13  A   Yes.



          14  Q   Okay.  Staff raised a point -- and I want to follow



          15      up on briefly -- about over-allocation.



          16          So PacifiCorp's proposing to allocate Chehalis to



          17      Washington on a situs basis, correct?



          18  A   On -- yeah.  I'm sorry.  I thought you said "not on a



          19      situs basis."



          20          On a situs basis --



          21  Q   On a situs basis.



          22  A   -- yes.



          23  Q   Okay.  And I apologize.  This might be a better



          24      question for Ms. Cheung, but I'm going to ask you



          25      just in case.
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           1          Are you aware of the current allocation of



           2      Chehalis just across all six jurisdictions?



           3  A   Yes.



           4  Q   About a hundred and fourteen and a half percent?



           5  A   Yeah.  If you want to do the math, yeah.



           6  Q   Okay.  And after this filing, you have other filings



           7      in other -- in the other five states to remove



           8      Chehalis from their rates?



           9  A   Correct.



          10  Q   Okay.  And they may or may not agree?



          11  A   Correct.



          12  Q   Okay.



          13          All right.  So let's turn to your testimony



          14      briefly.



          15          Can you turn to your testimony, Page 7, Lines 14



          16      through 18.



          17                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  In which



          18      testimony?



          19                        MR. SYKES:  I'm sorry.  The direct



          20      testimony.  Thank you.



          21  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So Line 14:  Is the proposed



          22      change in Washington's cost allocation methodology



          23      driving the rate increase in this case?



          24          Line 16:  No, it is not.



          25          Can we agree that the non-NPC base rates are
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           1      increasing in this -- in this -- in this case on



           2      account of the allocation of Chehalis?



           3  A   Yes.  But what this is also saying is that absent the



           4      change in the allocation under the current WIJAM, the



           5      net power costs would be higher than the total



           6      increase in this case.



           7  Q   Okay.  So my question is actually about the non-NPC.



           8  A   Yes.



           9  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          10          Have you -- let's see here.



          11          So then it increases the non-NPC base rates by



          12      about 21 million.  Does that sound correct?



          13          Maybe that's a better question for Ms. Cheung?



          14  A   Yes.



          15  Q   Which is more than 50 percent of the requested



          16      revenue requirement increase in this case?



          17  A   Yes.  Power costs go down with this allocation



          18      approach.



          19  Q   NPC per megawatt hour will go down, correct?



          20  A   The net change is a decrease.



          21  Q   There will be a decrease.



          22  A   It's a decrease in power costs.



          23  Q   There will be an increase in natural gas burn expense



          24      assigned to Washington, correct?



          25  A   You'd have to talk to Mr. Mitchell about that level
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           1      of detail.



           2  Q   That's fair.



           3          One other point that staff raised a moment ago.



           4      You currently have a 2025 situs RFP in effect or



           5      issued current; is that right?



           6  A   For Washington, yes.



           7  Q   Okay.  I'm going to list some years here.



           8          2011.  PacifiCorp did not issue an RFP, correct?



           9  A   Mr. Link is in charge of origination and all those



          10      RFPs, so I would actually defer to him.  I don't --



          11  Q   Understood.  I'll ask Mr. Link.



          12  A   -- recall.



          13  Q   So PacifiCorp currently allocates costs under the



          14      WIJAM, correct?



          15  A   Yes.



          16  Q   Okay.  And that's appended to the 2020 protocol?  Yes



          17      or no?



          18  A   Yes.  Yeah.



          19  Q   Okay.  And the 2020 protocol grew out of the



          20      multistate process, correct?



          21  A   Yes.



          22  Q   And that was terminated in July 2024; is that right?



          23  A   Yeah, around then.  I guess so.



          24  Q   And the 2020 protocol, that -- let me think the best



          25      way to put this -- that contemplates the parties
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           1      developing a replacement protocol during -- after the



           2      interim period, correct?



           3  A   Correct.  The 2020 protocol is in effect through the



           4      end of this year, and so we were in discussions about



           5      what would take into effect beginning 2026.



           6  Q   And this -- so the 2026 protocol proposed in this



           7      case, that is a -- that is a -- it is PacifiCorp's



           8      proposal absent the input of other parties.



           9          Is that a fair way to put it?



          10  A   No.  I mean, we've been in negotiations and



          11      discussions with this very diverse group of



          12      stakeholders for years, but we weren't able to get to



          13      a resolution.  And so it's hard to say it's without



          14      their input.



          15          I mean, from folks who were engaged and



          16      participating, we have a sense of where people --



          17      they're interested in.  But since we weren't able to



          18      get a resolution, we needed to be able to move



          19      forward, and we felt like we were getting too mired



          20      in sort of analysis paralysis.



          21          And so since we bear the responsibility of



          22      obtaining cost recovery, we decided it was -- we



          23      were -- it was going to be more prudent for us to



          24      file something so we could get something done,



          25      recognizing we were taking a risk in not going into
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           1      the 2026 protocol with an agreement.



           2  Q   So I think that answers my question in part.



           3          So this is not part -- the 2026 proposal does not



           4      arise out of a negotiated agreement?



           5  A   Correct.



           6  Q   Okay.  Can you turn to your direct testimony,



           7      Page 13, Lines 3 through 15.



           8  A   Yes.



           9  Q   I need to get there too.  There we go.



          10          Okay.  In developing the 2020 protocol, did the



          11      company identify principles to help evaluate



          12      development of a transitional approach to cost



          13      allocations?



          14          Yes.  In some of these points -- so part of that



          15      is to provide a long-term durable solution, correct?



          16  A   Correct.



          17  Q   Part of that is to enable compliance with State



          18      policies; is that correct?



          19  A   Correct.



          20  Q   It is fair to say you're familiar with CETA and the



          21      Climate Commitment Act, correct?



          22  A   Correct.



          23  Q   And CETA requires electric utilities to be



          24      carbon-neutral by 2030 -- is that right? -- to your



          25      understanding?
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           1  A   Carbon-neutral by 2030?



           2  Q   Yes.  80 percent renewable?



           3  A   Right.  Okay.  Yeah.



           4  Q   And then 20 percent alternative compliance.



           5          And the CCA provides for no-cost allowances for



           6      Washington retail electric loads to mitigate cost



           7      burden; is that right?



           8  A   I'm sorry.  Could you say that question again.



           9  Q   The Climate Commitment Act provides for no-cost



          10      allowances for Washington retail electric load to



          11      mitigate cost burden.



          12          Does that sound --



          13  A   Yes.



          14  Q   -- correct to you?  Okay.



          15          And PacifiCorp has received fewer no-cost



          16      allowances every year since the beginning of the



          17      program?



          18  A   I couldn't speak to that, how many allowances we get



          19      every year.



          20  Q   And Ecology set an overall program emission allowance



          21      gap which declines every year?



          22  A   I couldn't speak to that.  Mr. Wilding or Ms. Ghosh



          23      are more familiar with the details of that.



          24  Q   I'd like to turn to an exhibit.



          25          Can you please turn --
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           1  A   Or Mr. Link.



           2  Q   Can you please turn to JRS-9X.



           3  A   I am there.



           4  Q   I can get there too.



           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Hold on just



           6      one minute.  We don't have all of these in paper form



           7      yet, so we're looking.



           8                        MR. SYKES:  I need a moment too, so



           9      take your time.



          10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Yeah, just



          11      give us a minute.



          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just to be clear,



          13      public counsel, this is response to Public Counsel



          14      Data Request 74?



          15                        MR. SYKES:  It is.



          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Thank you.



          17  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So this is public -- this is



          18      PacifiCorp's response to Public Counsel Data



          19      Request 74.



          20          Question:  Should PacifiCorp's petition to



          21      Ecology fail to result in an assignment of sufficient



          22      no-cost allowances to reflect the use of Chehalis to



          23      serve Washington retail load, does PacifiCorp propose



          24      that shareholders pay for additional allowances, or



          25      does PacifiCorp propose that Washington
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           1      ratepayers...for additional allowances?



           2          Answer has got two parts.  First paragraph is an



           3      objection.  I don't have a question about the



           4      objection.



           5          That second part is a statement of fact.  Do you



           6      agree that that is a factual statement?



           7  A   At that time, it was.



           8  Q   Okay.



           9  A   It has now -- we now have approval from Ecology for



          10      full allowances.



          11  Q   Okay.  So my question is about the allowances that in



          12      the future PacifiCorp will not get.



          13  A   What's the question?  I'm sorry.



          14  Q   PacifiCorp will get -- there are fewer no-cost



          15      allowances issued every year?



          16  A   That's my understanding.  But, again, Mr. Wilding,



          17      Link, or Ghosh are much more involved in the



          18      compliance and particularly the work with Ecology.



          19      In fact, Mr. Wilding's group is the one that handles



          20      the no-cost allowances.



          21  Q   How about this?



          22          So future -- the allocation of future no- -- the



          23      allocation of future Climate Commitment Act costs,



          24      has that decision been made about who will share, who



          25      will bear those costs?
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           1  A   No.  We don't know what that looks like.  I mean, but



           2      ultimately it is a cost of serving Washington



           3      customers, and so I don't see a circumstance where it



           4      would be a shareholder cost.



           5          If it is a resource that's necessary for



           6      providing safe, reliable service and affordable



           7      service, that that would be part of our cost of doing



           8      business.  And if there are costs associated with



           9      dispatch for meeting CCA, that would be factored in



          10      as part of that dispatch stack as well.



          11          So, no, as long as it's a part of our doing



          12      business, we don't believe that should be a



          13      shareholder cost.



          14  Q   Okay.  So that's a downside risk of the allocation of



          15      Chehalis for Washington customers?



          16  A   That's a downside risk regardless.  I mean, right



          17      now, because other states have not allowed us



          18      recovery of those costs, because of Washington's



          19      policy, we are absorbing $38 million a year.  We



          20      can't continue to absorb these costs of complying



          21      with Washington law.  It is a financial burden on the



          22      company to meet our obligations.



          23  Q   Those financial burdens on the company, I understand



          24      that now.



          25          So the proposal from shifting Chehalis to
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           1      Washington is to shift the financial burden to the



           2      customer.



           3          Is that a fair characterization?



           4  A   No.



           5  Q   Okay.  What is the fair characterization?



           6  A   The costs necessary for providing service to



           7      Washington customers, if it's a part of our cost of



           8      doing business, that is the cost that customers



           9      should be paying.



          10  Q   Understand.



          11          So you and I can agree it is a cost that will be



          12      allocated to customers?



          13  A   Yes.



          14  Q   Okay.  And I want to shift gears again.



          15          Can you please turn to your rebuttal testimony.



          16      This is Page 31, Lines 1 and 2.



          17  A   I'm sorry.  31?



          18  Q   Page 31, Lines 1 and 2.



          19          Witness Earle argues -- also argues that unless



          20      there are no other alternatives, PacifiCorp must



          21      present alternatives to meet its burden of proof.



          22          Needless to say, you disagree with that



          23      statement?



          24  A   Sorry.  I need to read the whole context to...



          25  Q   That's fair.  Go ahead.
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           1  A   So could you ask the question again.



           2  Q   Sure.



           3          So I'm reading Line 1 and 2.  And you know what?



           4      Let's go back to 30, Line 21, so we get the whole



           5      sentence.



           6          Public counsel witness Earle also argues that



           7      unless there are no other alternatives, PacifiCorp



           8      must present alternatives to meet its burden of



           9      proof.



          10          I believe PacifiCorp disagrees with that



          11      statement?



          12  A   So my response is then on --- beginning on Line 8.



          13      And so it's not as -- it's, I think, more



          14      contextural.



          15  Q   Okay.



          16  A   I would believe we did present a burden of proof.



          17  Q   I understand you believe you met the burden of proof.



          18          But you didn't present any alternatives --



          19      correct? -- any alternative allocation methodologies



          20      in this case?



          21  A   I mean, no, we did not.  I mean, we -- we started



          22      with -- trying to present an alternative is a risky



          23      business actually.  So what we've started with is our



          24      set of guiding principles that you actually had us



          25      look at on Page 13 and then what is the most logical
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           1      route.  And that's what we've proposed.



           2  Q   Okay.



           3  A   The alternative currently is WIJAM.  And what we're



           4      shown is that, under WIJAM, it's more costly.



           5  Q   All right.  Can we turn to Exhibit JRS-10X.



           6  A   I'm there.



           7  Q   Okay.  So this is -- this is PacifiCorp's response to



           8      public counsel's Data Request 153.



           9          The question I have is about Subpart D:  Did



          10      PacifiCorp perform any analysis regarding the



          11      differential between the allocation of Chehalis and



          12      the acquisition of alternative generation sources



          13      from now until 2030?



          14          I'll go down to the answer:  The company is not



          15      clear on how public counsel defines alternative



          16      generation and what alternatives PacifiCorp is being



          17      requested to consider.  However, no analysis is



          18      necessary to review Washington's load and resource



          19      balance to determine if Chehalis is necessary part of



          20      the generation portfolio for Washington.



          21          Did I read that correct?



          22  A   Yeah.  I wasn't actually reading it while you were



          23      talking, so I'm going to --



          24  Q   That's fair.



          25  A   Yeah.
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           1  Q   It's no analysis was necessary, was PacifiCorp's



           2      response?



           3  A   Yes.  I mean, it's -- I don't know what that analysis



           4      would be.  When I say we have, like, 200 different



           5      types of resources, we'd be in endless amounts of



           6      evaluation under a pretty vague question.  So as I've



           7      said, you know, our approach is what is the most



           8      logical route to serving Washington customers given



           9      the guiding principles and trying to get a hundred



          10      percent allocation across all of our system.



          11  Q   Okay.  So Subpart I of that Question D:  If the



          12      question to Subpart -- there's a typo -- D is "yes,"



          13      provide any and all analysis and associated



          14      documentation, et cetera.



          15          So based on the answer to Part D that no analysis



          16      was necessary, is it fair -- is it fair for public



          17      counsel and the Commission to interpret that as no



          18      analysis was done?  None was provided in that answer



          19      to this DR.



          20  A   No, I don't agree no analysis was done.  I don't know



          21      what analysis you may be generically referring to in



          22      terms of alternatives.  I mean, we've done an



          23      analysis that includes Mr. Wilding's testimony that



          24      looks at the load resource balance for Washington and



          25      how what we're proposing maintains and actually
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           1      improves that load resource balance.



           2          We've done, you know, analysis of, I think



           3      it's mainly -- I mean, we had several witnesses



           4      that -- oh.  Mr. Mitchell.  That's who I was thinking



           5      of -- of the power cost associated with the



           6      allocation.



           7          So I don't agree we haven't done no analysis.



           8      But in terms of, like, have we done some alternative



           9      generic analysis, I don't know what that's referring



          10      to, and I think that's what we're saying in this



          11      response.



          12  Q   Okay.  But nothing is provided in response to



          13      Subpart I?



          14  A   No.  We have our own entire filing in -- as our --



          15      for our case here, so we did not provide something in



          16      addition in response to this DR.



          17  Q   The answer to Subpart D does not refer to your



          18      filing, nor does the question ask for it.  So...



          19  A   Okay.  Sorry.  That was, I guess, implied.



          20  Q   Okay.  Last topic I want to turn to.



          21          So PacifiCorp's asking the Commission to approve



          22      a new allocation methodology.  And in your testimony,



          23      you refer to the -- well, how about you go to your



          24      direct testimony.  Sorry.  Your rebuttal testimony.



          25      This is Page 32, Line 1.
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           1          Okay.  The Commission is generally agreed with a



           2      principled approach based on whether the allocation



           3      method meets the statutory requirement that assets



           4      included in rates are used and useful and there are



           5      quantifiable direct or indirect benefits to



           6      Washington customers commensurate with costs.



           7          So in your testimony, this is the standard that



           8      we're working with to approve the methodology, an



           9      allocation agreement?



          10  A   At least in part, yes.



          11  Q   Okay.  So in part.



          12          So can you and I agree, then, that the Commission



          13      should apply all Washington law and all Commission



          14      orders to determine -- or to approve an allocation



          15      agreement?



          16  A   Yeah.



          17  Q   Okay.  I want to talk about your rebuttal testimony a



          18      little more.  If you can please turn to Page 27,



          19      Lines 20 and 21.



          20          You know what?  Let's get the whole question just



          21      to give some context.



          22          Do you agree with witness Moriyasu's analysis of



          23      the company's proposed rates relative to inflation?



          24          Answer:  No.



          25          But at the bottom there:  Using the CPI for all
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           1      urban customers for electricity in the west, the



           2      average residential customer bill in 2010, adjusted



           3      for inflation, would be $154.69.



           4          Did I read that correctly?



           5  A   Yes.



           6  Q   So using the CPI for all urban consumers of



           7      electricity in the west is what should have been used



           8      per your testimony?



           9  A   Should have been -- I mean, I think what I was just



          10      trying to -- we certainly understand our costs have



          11      increased, and a lot of those costs are fortunately



          12      temporary in nature and will start falling off next



          13      year.  We are not -- we are fully aware of the rate



          14      pressures that our customers are facing, that we are



          15      facing.  And so my point was really just a refinement



          16      of, yes, our costs have gone up, but the costs on the



          17      west, in particular, you can see have actually gone



          18      up more than national average.



          19          And so it was just providing a perspective.



          20      Like, I'm not going to quibble about, you know, how



          21      much our costs go -- went up.  We know they've gone



          22      up.  And, fortunately, they're hopefully -- they'll



          23      start coming down.  But that still goes to why we



          24      need in this filing a new solid base from which to



          25      work so that we can have more stability hopefully in
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           1      our customers' rates and as we plan for the future.



           2  Q   Okay.  So two follow-ups to that.



           3          So Puget Sound Energy costs have gone up as well.



           4      Is that a fair guess at least?



           5  A   I believe so.  And I think you had a -- there was a



           6      cross exhibit in there that had Puget Sound Energy



           7      and Avista.



           8  Q   Okay.



           9  A   Which I didn't -- I haven't done -- independently



          10      verified those numbers, but --



          11  Q   But --



          12  A   -- yes, I could see that --



          13  Q   -- you've seen --



          14  A   -- they also --



          15  Q   -- the exhibit?



          16  A   -- went up.  Yes.



          17  Q   Okay.



          18          Okay.  Can we actually turn to that exhibit.



          19      It's JRS-13X.



          20                        MR. LOWNEY:  PacifiCorp objects to



          21      the use of this exhibit.  These are numbers that the



          22      witness has not been able to verify.  They're



          23      presented, and we have no basis nor had an



          24      opportunity to review.



          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Let's go ahead and





                                                                      85

�







           1      let public counsel work on laying foundation.  I



           2      think that was the initial objection.  And then feel



           3      free to object.



           4  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So you haven't had a chance to do



           5      your own analysis of these numbers that I'm about to



           6      show you; is that right?



           7  A   I have not.



           8  Q   But you've had a chance to look at them, it sounds



           9      like?



          10  A   Yes.



          11  Q   Okay.  And you have no reason to dispute them?



          12  A   I have no reason to dispute them, no.



          13                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  I'd like to



          14      introduce these numbers for illustrative purposes so



          15      the Commission can see them.  Is that fair, Counsel?



          16                        MR. McVEE:  No, I mean, I don't



          17      understand.  If you're -- we continue our objection.



          18      If you're using for illustrative purposes, you're



          19      still going to make some comparison, but we have no



          20      idea whether they're valid or not.



          21                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  Ms. Steward has



          22      had a chance to look at them, but the company could



          23      have done an analysis between when I filed this and



          24      today.



          25                        MR. McVEE:  I think that this is
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           1      for cross-examination.  I mean, we don't know what



           2      the calculation is.  We don't -- we haven't been able



           3      to look at each one of the numbers.  If there's any



           4      comparison of the numbers, they could be right, but



           5      they may not.  And so any discussion, you know, using



           6      these numbers is going to be on facts that have not



           7      been -- been proven.



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I think



           9      given the witness's answer that she has no reason to



          10      dispute the numbers and public counsel's caveat that



          11      they'll be used for illustrative purposes, we'll go



          12      ahead and admit the exhibit and give it its due



          13      weight in our consideration of it.  Thank you.



          14                               (Company Cross-examination



          15                                Exhibit JRS-13X admitted.)



          16



          17  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  Do you have this -- it's a



          18      spreadsheet.  Do you have a way to look at it?



          19  A   Yeah.  Oh.  I'm not looking -- I'm looking at a



          20      printed version of it.



          21  Q   Okay.  That's fine.



          22          So at the bottom here, we have -- at the bottom



          23      table, we have PacifiCorp's rates, PSE's rates, and



          24      Avista's rates standardized to 1200 kilowatt hours.



          25          PacifiCorp's rates increased -- from 2022 to
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           1      current have gone up 71 percent.



           2          Do you have any reason to dispute that number?



           3  A   No.  I mean, again, I did not verify it, but I have



           4      no reason to dispute it.  I'm not sure -- anyway, no,



           5      I don't.



           6  Q   I'd like to talk about PacifiCorp's service area for



           7      a moment.  I have a map, but I don't think it makes



           8      sense to pull it out.



           9          PacifiCorp serves Benton County, Columbia County,



          10      Garfield County, Yakima County, and Walla Walla



          11      County.



          12          Does that sound correct?



          13  A   Yes.



          14  Q   Okay.  Have you looked at -- has PacifiCorp ever



          15      reviewed the median income in any of these counties?



          16  A   Certainly our folks have through different



          17      proceedings before the Commission.



          18  Q   The company has reviewed the median income in these



          19      counties in other proceedings?



          20  A   I know we've done a lot through the equity advisory



          21      group and different proceedings looking at, you know,



          22      setting our -- I can't think of the terminology --



          23      the -- the different metrics that we've agreed to, to



          24      continue to track.  And so, yes, I know parts of my



          25      staff have looked at census data and stuff like that,
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           1      but yeah.



           2  Q   Okay.  So part of your staff have looked at census



           3      data?



           4  A   Oh.  Certainly.



           5  Q   Okay.  Which would include median incomes?



           6  A   Certainly.



           7  Q   Okay.  So as you oversee the staff, have you ever



           8      reviewed those numbers?



           9  A   Not recently.



          10  Q   Not recently.



          11          At some point have you?



          12  A   I -- I don't actually recall.  I mean, I've reviewed



          13      filings that may have included those.



          14  Q   I think I'm running out of time, so I want to be



          15      quick here.



          16          Have you ever been to any of the communities in



          17      these counties?



          18  A   I certainly have.



          19  Q   Have you been in Dayton, Washington?



          20  A   In what?



          21  Q   Dayton, Washington, and Walla Walla County?



          22  A   Boy, I don't remember I've been to Dayton.  I've



          23      been -- I've been on several meetings touring



          24      facilities, meeting with members of the community



          25      action programs and participants on our EAG.  But I
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           1      can't remember if I've been to Dayton.



           2  Q   Can you and I agree that these communities are



           3      not what most people would call urban?



           4  A   That they are not urban?



           5  Q   They are not urban.



           6  A   Oh.  Correct.  I mean, we serve a pretty rural part



           7      throughout our entire six states.  We are more of a



           8      rural utility than we are an urban utility.  And



           9      Washington is no different.



          10  Q   Okay.  I think I'm going to get an objection on this



          11      too, but I'd like to turn to JRS-14X.



          12  A   Okay.



          13  Q   So you've testified that your staff has reviewed the



          14      median incomes or the census data in these



          15      communities?



          16  A   I would presume as part of our work in looking at the



          17      vulnerable communities and preparing our different



          18      metrics.



          19  Q   Okay.  So I just want to confirm PacifiCorp's -- or



          20      compare PacifiCorp's service area there listed with



          21      PSE's service area.



          22                        MR. McVEE:  So, again, we have



          23      to -- as counsel anticipated, we're objecting to this



          24      cross exhibit.  This is just information that the



          25      witness has said that hasn't reviewed recently.  This
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           1      is --



           2                        MR. SYKES:  She testified that she



           3      has reviewed it, though.



           4                        MR. McVEE:  In the past.  But



           5      not -- this is 2024 information.  And so I believe



           6      that -- well, through '22, '23, '24.  And I believe



           7      she said in the past or members of her staff have



           8      reviewed as part of other proceedings.



           9          So object as to relevance of this relative to the



          10      request and the PCORC and the -- and allocation



          11      methodology.



          12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Do you have any



          13      response as to the relevance objection?



          14                        MR. SYKES:  I believe it's



          15      relevant.  Public counsel has made affordability part



          16      of its case.  She has rebutted that testimony.  She



          17      has said that you should use the CPI urban area -- or



          18      urban metric of inflation.



          19          Here, we're looking at the counties PacifiCorp



          20      serves and comparing median income in those -- in



          21      those counties, and I submit that's relevant.



          22          Her staff has had a chance to look at this data



          23      in the past.  I don't know when in the past, but she



          24      has seen this at some point.  I'm willing to just



          25      show it now and not put it in the record, but I think
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           1      it should be shown.



           2                        MR. McVEE:  But the witness has not



           3      raised -- she raised issues specific about an



           4      alternative inflationary index.  But she did not



           5      challenge and say that there was no inflationary



           6      impact or challenge the rates relative to inflation,



           7      of the company.



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  As to the



           9      exhibit, itself, it looks like it is data from a



          10      government website.  I see no infirmity with the



          11      exhibit, itself.  And I do believe as to overall



          12      costs, it should be admitted and given its due



          13      weight.



          14          As to the witness's specific knowledge of the



          15      numbers contained therein, the witness can only



          16      answer to the best of their ability, and so there may



          17      be another objection, I presume, if we get beyond the



          18      witness's knowledge.  But for the purposes of the



          19      exhibit, itself, we can go ahead and admit that one



          20      as well.  That's JRS-14X.



          21                               (Company Cross-examination



          22                                Exhibit JRS-14X admitted.)



          23



          24                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And you can go



          25      ahead and proceed with your questions.
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           1  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So this is my last question



           2      for you.



           3          So comparing PacifiCorp's service territory and



           4      PSE's service territory, can we agree that PSE has a



           5      higher income, higher median income?



           6  A   Yes.



           7                        MR. SYKES:  That's all I have.



           8      Thank you.



           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          10          And does that conclude your cross-examination?



          11                        MR. SYKES:  It does.  Thank you,



          12      Your Honor.



          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



          14          At this point, would the company like to conduct



          15      any redirect?



          16                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.



          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And sorry, I don't



          18      mean to cut you off.  I just want to confirm that



          19      AWEC and The Energy Project have no cross for this



          20      witness.  Okay.  Thank you.



          21          You may proceed.



          22                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.



          23      ////



          24      ////



          25      ////
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           1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION



           2      BY MR. McVEE:



           3  Q   Is it true that there's no cost shift of CCA cost



           4      associated with Chehalis from shareholders to



           5      customers because the Washington retail load receives



           6      no-cost allowances?



           7  A   Correct.



           8  Q   Is the future -- in the future, as no-cost allowances



           9      are reduced, is it fair to say that the situs



          10      assignment of Chehalis will allow PacifiCorp the



          11      flexibility to operate in accordance with Washington



          12      energy policy?



          13  A   Yes.



          14  Q   If PacifiCorp had presented alternatives, would it



          15      have been more likely to result in an under- or



          16      over-allocation of resources across all



          17      jurisdictions?



          18  A   Yes.  Because then we get into a situation of states



          19      picking and choosing, and there are -- more often



          20      than not, it would be the -- the company losing.  And



          21      so it's -- what we're proposing is a hundred percent



          22      allocation across all the states.



          23  Q   And then one final question.



          24          Is the 2020 protocol -- when was that originally



          25      set to terminate?
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           1  A   I want to say the end of '23.



           2  Q   So it was extended.



           3          Was that termination extended?



           4  A   Yes.  It was extended for two years.



           5  Q   So there was not agreement during the anticipated



           6      period for further negotiations for the post-interim



           7      period methodology, correct?



           8  A   Correct.



           9                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.  No more



          10      questions.



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          12          And just quick housekeeping for the record.



          13      During this testimony, we admitted JRS-13X and



          14      JRS-14X, which were objected to earlier.  But just



          15      looking at the list, JRS-8X has already been admitted



          16      as CM-3, an exhibit for public counsel.  But we did



          17      not admit JRS-15X nor JRS-16X.



          18          Thank you.  At this point in time, we'll go ahead



          19      and turn to questions from the bench.



          20                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes.  Just



          21      briefly, Ms. Steward.  Thanks.



          22          Public counsel asked you about the company's



          23      intention to remove the costs of Chehalis from rates



          24      and the other jurisdictions.  I don't ask you this to



          25      question your veracity or to -- or sincerity of the
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           1      company's intention, but I just want more background



           2      here.



           3          Has the company made this statement of its



           4      intention other than in your testimony?  In other



           5      words, is there some -- in a protocol or something



           6      you have -- you know, where would one find this?



           7                        THE WITNESS:  So we made the



           8      statement in all of our filings --



           9                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.



          10                        THE WITNESS:  -- across all the



          11      states.  So we have indicated to them that we do



          12      intend to file a deferral.  We have not yet done



          13      that, because we're kind of waiting on just the



          14      outcome of this proceeding.  Because it wouldn't



          15      really make sense for us to file a deferral to remove



          16      it from rates if it's not approved as a situs



          17      resource for Washington in this proceeding.



          18                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Right.



          19          Assuming that it is and those filings go forward,



          20      how -- other than maybe to go look at, you know, what



          21      happens in those other states, is there a way to sort



          22      of validate that that has happened, that the



          23      deferrals were granted and show us that, I guess?



          24                        THE WITNESS:  You can certainly be



          25      part of a compliance --
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           1                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yeah.



           2                        THE WITNESS:  -- with a Commission



           3      order that we --



           4                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Right.



           5                        THE WITNESS:  -- provide those



           6      notices.



           7                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank



           8      you.  Thanks.



           9                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



          10                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  That's it.



          11      That's all from me.  Thank you.



          12                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Good



          13      morning, Ms. Steward.



          14                        THE WITNESS:  Good morning.



          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So this may



          16      be in someone else's testimony, and you can refer me



          17      to them for a later question.  But this goes to the



          18      conversation about -- conversation with staff about



          19      the SG-F factor.



          20          Now, you did say, We never say "never."



          21                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



          22                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Which is



          23      true, right?



          24                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



          25                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  We deal with
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           1      the case in front of us at the time.



           2          But when would it be appropriate, in your mind,



           3      for the Commission to relook at or for the company to



           4      propose modification in Washington to the SG-F



           5      factor?  Because you are going to be going through



           6      this process with other states.  Things may or may



           7      not be approved the way the company asks for it to be



           8      allocated.



           9          So at what point would it make sense to revisit



          10      that fixed allocation?



          11                        THE WITNESS:  It's hard to say.  I



          12      mean, certainly -- what we've been trying to balance



          13      is some level of certainty with flexibility to adapt



          14      in the future.  But what we're starting with is we



          15      need some certainty to work on planning for



          16      Washington in this case.



          17          Going forward, based on the outcomes of the other



          18      states, if we are left with a material hole of cost



          19      allocations, we would likely make filings.  I don't



          20      know how we would address that in Washington at this



          21      point.



          22          I mean, we feel pretty firm about the need for



          23      fixing those what are currently system-allocated



          24      resources for Washington.  But if there is a material



          25      hole we want to address in the future, I think we
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           1      would make an application to do that.  But it's hard



           2      to -- to say exactly when that could be.



           3                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And the SG-F



           4      factor is the arguments -- and, again, it may not be



           5      in your testimony.  It may be in others.  It's



           6      blurring together in my brain at the moment.  That's



           7      why we have these hearings.



           8          The basis is that Washington is not growing at



           9      the same pace as other states and maybe does not have



          10      data centers or other, you know, large -- large



          11      demand in Washington versus other states and that



          12      it's appropriate to fix it for that demand purpose,



          13      for the load purpose.



          14          Is that -- is that appropriate, or am I mixing



          15      things up in my head?



          16                        THE WITNESS:  I wouldn't say it's



          17      the basis.  I think that is a characteristic we're



          18      taking at this time.  We certainly have a resource



          19      need in Washington in order to meet our compliance



          20      obligations for CETA.



          21          Other states -- and we've addressed this in the



          22      2026 protocol -- you know, where they do, we are



          23      seeing some large data center loads.  And while we



          24      haven't proposed to fix allocations there, we are



          25      proposing that that -- those individual resources --
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           1      or the resources needed to serve significant load



           2      growth, that makes a mess of dynamic allocations,



           3      that those be dealt with within the state.



           4          So it wouldn't be subject to big swings in those



           5      allocations.  But for Washington, it's -- as I said,



           6      it's not really the basis for our proposal, but I



           7      think it's just an aspect of why it is appropriate at



           8      this time to still try to fix those allocations.



           9                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  And



          10      PacifiCorp needs not only resources to meet CETA.  It



          11      also needs resources to meet resource adequacy,



          12      correct?



          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Yes.



          14                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So



          15      it's both?



          16                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          17                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  Thank



          18      you.



          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe



          20      that concludes our questions.



          21          You may be excused at this point in time.



          22                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          24                               (Witness excused.)



          25      ////
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  At this point in



           2      time, let's go ahead and take a ten-minute break.  We



           3      will be off the record.  We will return at 10:50 for



           4      our next witness.  Thank you.



           5                               (Pause in proceedings from



           6                                10:40 a.m. to 10:53 a.m.)



           7



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Welcome



           9      back, everybody.  It is now 10:53 a.m.  Let's please



          10      be back on the record.  Thank you.



          11          We will go ahead and proceed to our next witness,



          12      who is Richard Link, for the company.  And let me



          13      turn my camera back on.



          14          Okay.  Thank you very much.



          15          If you would please raise your right hand, and



          16      I'll swear you in.



          17          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you



          18      will give today will be the truth and the whole



          19      truth?



          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          21



          22      RICK T. LINK,              having been first duly sworn



          23                                 by Administrative Law Judge



          24                                 Thompson, was examined and



          25                                 testified as follows:
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You



           2      may be seated.



           3



           4                        DIRECT EXAMINATION



           5      BY MR. McVEE:



           6  Q   Good morning.



           7  A   Good morning.



           8  Q   I believe there's -- we'll have to make a quick



           9      correction for the witness's name.



          10          Could you state and spell your name for the



          11      record, please.



          12  A   Yes.  My name is Rick T. Link, spelled R-i-c-k T.



          13      L-i-n-k.



          14  Q   Thank you.



          15          And what is your position at PacifiCorp?



          16  A   I am senior vice president, resource planning and



          17      procurement.



          18  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits



          19      in this proceeding?



          20  A   Yes.



          21  Q   And do you have any corrections to your testimony or



          22      exhibits --



          23  A   No.



          24  Q   -- today?



          25  A   No.
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           1  Q   And if I were to ask you the questions in your



           2      testimony again today, would you have the same



           3      response?



           4  A   Yes.



           5                        MR. McVEE:  All right.  The witness



           6      is available for cross-examination.



           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



           8      much.



           9          And apologies about using your wrong name.



          10          Staff, you've indicated cross for this witness.



          11      You may proceed when you're ready.



          12                        MR. O'BRIEN:  Thank you, Your



          13      Honor.



          14



          15                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



          16      BY MR. O'BRIEN:



          17  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.



          18  A   Good morning.



          19  Q   All right.  So let's start with some of your



          20      testimony about recovery in the case.



          21          So you testify in RTL-3T on Page 15.  And I'll



          22      give you a second to get to there.



          23  A   Thank you.



          24          I'm there.



          25  Q   All right.  You testify there that the company's not
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           1      seeking to overcollect on its costs.



           2          So just to be clear up front:  The Commission and



           3      the company should be trying to ensure as close to a



           4      hundred percent allocation as possible, correct?



           5      That's the ideal?



           6  A   Yes.  We are -- I think even as Ms. Steward alluded



           7      to, one of the outcomes we're shooting for here is to



           8      get a hundred percent -- the opportunity to get a



           9      hundred percent cost recovery through a set of



          10      allocation methodologies and assumptions that add to



          11      one essentially.



          12  Q   And as has been previously stated, some resources are



          13      over-allocated, and some are under-allocated within



          14      your system, just on a resource-by-resource basis?



          15  A   Not in our proposal.  So are you talking about --



          16  Q   As currently stated.



          17  A   Yes.



          18  Q   What major resources are under-allocated across the



          19      system currently?



          20  A   Without getting into a unit by unit -- I can't go



          21      through all 200-ish that Joelle mentioned in her



          22      testimony this morning.  You know, for example, we



          23      have gas facilities on the east side of our system --



          24      Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, et cetera -- that



          25      are not allocated to Washington.  It will also
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           1      include coal facilities that are operating today that



           2      are not allocated to Washington as well, as a few



           3      examples.



           4  Q   And that's in the record currently?



           5  A   I don't know if, based off what's been submitted into



           6      the record today, exactly -- I was just answering



           7      your question.



           8  Q   And one of those major resources that the company is



           9      seeking to reallocate and is currently



          10      under-allocated would be Rolling Hills, yes?



          11  A   Rolling Hills, just -- it's a bit of a different



          12      story with Rolling Hills.  The allocation we've



          13      proposed in our filing adding to Washington's



          14      allocation is the percentage that the Washingt- --



          15      sorry -- the Oregon commission did not accept into



          16      rates years ago.



          17  Q   And it would be fair to say that if, slash, when



          18      Rolling Hills, the unallocated portion, is allocated



          19      to Washington, that would significantly narrow what



          20      the company is claiming is under-allocated across its



          21      system, yes?



          22  A   Not even close.  You know, I mention gas plants.



          23      Lake Side, Currant Creek, Gadsby, those units, in



          24      terms of capacity, dwarf the amount we're proposing



          25      to allocate to Washington when it comes to Oregon's
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           1      unallocated share.



           2  Q   And these other facilities, they -- it's not that



           3      they are just under-allocated or would be reallocated



           4      to Washington.  You're saying they're under-allocated



           5      across the system?



           6  A   I'm saying the -- when you add up all the allocation



           7      factors among the six jurisdictions or states in



           8      which we operate, they don't add to one.  They're



           9      less than one.



          10  Q   Moving on a little bit.



          11          You heard my discussion with Ms. Steward earlier



          12      about the oversubscription risk with SG-F and



          13      situs-assigned renewables, yes?



          14  A   I did hear that.



          15  Q   And just to kind of rehash a little bit, SG-F is



          16      separate from situs assignment and won't account for



          17      situs resources, yes?



          18  A   They're two separate things.  Situs is essentially



          19      100 percent allocation factor, and SG-F is a fixed



          20      allocation factor derived from history, four years of



          21      history.  Round numbers, it's right around 8 percent.



          22  Q   But when you're assigning one or the other, they



          23      don't take each other into account, so SG-F won't



          24      account for situs-assigned resources?



          25  A   I'm not sure I understand the question of how one
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           1      resource affects an allocation potentially of



           2      another.



           3          The proposed allocation methodologies for SG-F



           4      are for existing resources, not for new resources,



           5      moving forward.  Those are addressed in a separate



           6      clause within our proposed '26 allocation



           7      methodology.



           8  Q   I think you actually answered my question just there.



           9          So the same question to you, then.  Isn't there a



          10      inherently -- inherent risk of oversubscription for



          11      customers if you've got these two separate ways of



          12      adding resources or allocating resources to the



          13      system, that you're inherently going to have some



          14      risk of more resources on the system for Washington



          15      than what Washington customers need?



          16  A   I think those are two separate questions, at least as



          17      I'm hearing it.



          18          So I don't think there's any risk that there will



          19      be an over-allocation of future resources to



          20      Washington.  For existing resources, our proposal is



          21      again not to over-allocate anything.  In fact, it's



          22      the opposite.  It's to create a new and establish a



          23      new baseline, as Ms. Steward mentioned, where



          24      everything sums to one.  Nothing's under.  Nothing's



          25      over.  And that would apply for forward-looking
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           1      resources as well.



           2          And so I really don't see any risk of an



           3      over-allocation.  I mean, subject to commissions



           4      making different decisions through the various



           5      proceedings we're going through.  But in terms of our



           6      proposal, we're not proposing a methodology that



           7      would incorporate risk for over-allocation to



           8      Washington customers.



           9  Q   All right.  So we're going to move on slightly.



          10          In your testimony, your rebuttal testimony,



          11      RTL-3T, on Page 7, Lines 6 to 7, and then again on



          12      Page 10, you state the Commission's already found the



          13      Rolling Hills facility to be prudent, correct?



          14  A   Correct.



          15  Q   And as the basis for that conclusion, you cite to



          16      Docket UE-191024, which was the adoption case for the



          17      WIJAM.



          18  A   Can you -- you said -- you gave me two page numbers.



          19      I just want to make sure I'm seeing the correct



          20      reference.



          21  Q   Yeah.  I believe the citation is on Page 7.



          22  A   And this is -- I'm sorry.  This is RTL-3T?



          23  Q   Yes.



          24  A   What line on Page 7?



          25  Q   Either way, what is the basis for your conclusion?
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           1  A   Basically, generally, it's Rolling Hills is



           2      incorporated into Washington rates through a prior



           3      rate proceeding, I think both in its initial form and



           4      as a repowered facility a few years back.  And from



           5      that standpoint, that's how I draw the conclusion



           6      that the Commission has established that it's a



           7      prudent resource, used and useful, for inclusion in



           8      Washington rates.



           9  Q   And that prior rate case was the WIJAM case.  That



          10      was what originally incorporated the repowering, yes?



          11  A   That's why I was asking for the reference to make



          12      sure I was getting the right case.  I don't out of



          13      memory recall the specific case, but if -- if you do



          14      see a footnote, I would assume that footnote is



          15      accurate to the best of my knowledge.



          16  Q   So let's just say subject to check for...



          17  A   Fair enough.



          18  Q   So please turn to Page 4 of Exhibit RTL-8X, the cross



          19      exhibit that is the WIJAM MOU.



          20  A   I'm there.



          21  Q   All right.  So looking at Term 2 of the WIJAM, titled



          22      "Prudence," you see the first line stating the



          23      proposed allocation of a particular expense or



          24      investment under this agreement is not intended to or



          25      will not prejudge the prudence of those costs?
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           1          Do you see that line?



           2  A   I do.



           3  Q   So given that term, do you believe that the WIJAM can



           4      establish prudence of a resource?



           5  A   I don't think the WIJAM, itself, would be a method to



           6      establish prudence.  It's the usual cast of



           7      characters that establish prudence on whether it's



           8      used and useful, whether it's beneficial for



           9      customers, and things of that nature, the -- the



          10      traditional prudence standard.



          11  Q   So we're going to go back to your rebuttal testimony



          12      now, RTL-3T.



          13  A   Okay.



          14  Q   You argue that staff's proposals don't take into



          15      account the cost of bringing new generation online,



          16      correct?



          17  A   Can you point me to the...



          18  Q   That would be Page 7, Line 11.



          19  A   So on Page 7, Line 11, I'm answering the question



          20      around whether I agree with staff's hundred-and-



          21      forty-five-dollar-per-megawatt-hour calculation.



          22  Q   Yes.



          23  A   And I -- and I say no and explain why.



          24  Q   Yes.



          25  A   Yes.
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           1  Q   And you're saying that specifically for Rolling



           2      Hills, staff is not accounting for many tax credits



           3      or clean energy and production tax credits that would



           4      be of -- that would no longer be available now,



           5      correct?



           6  A   Yeah, generally, the answer is on Page 7.



           7  Q   So just as a baseline, even if Rolling Hills has



           8      reallocated as Pac requests, will that be enough to



           9      meet your clean energy interim targets?



          10  A   Well, no.  We're not -- well, we don't really have at



          11      this point interim targets for the next compliance



          12      period.  We're wrapping up the last one.  So that's



          13      the first caveat, I'll say, to address that question.



          14      It's kind of unanswerable from that standpoint.



          15          I will say it doesn't necessarily get us to a



          16      hundred percent compliance with 2030-and-beyond



          17      targets at that point.



          18  Q   So a lot of your testimony here relies on the idea



          19      that credits are no longer available, correct?



          20  A   Are you referring to tax credits?



          21  Q   Yes.  Tax credit -- PTCs specifically.



          22  A   I think I mention -- and with a bit of time, I'm sure



          23      I could point you to the right line.  I think you



          24      know where it is.



          25          But I do note that, with recent activities at the
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           1      federal level, that in legislation that have passed,



           2      we're looking at a sharp phaseout of tax credits that



           3      we were planning for, in addition to changes in rules



           4      around qualification for tax credits that inject a



           5      fair amount of uncertainty as to whether entities,



           6      the taxpayers that are relying on those tax credits,



           7      will be able to qualify in the end.  So, yes, I do



           8      make mention of that in my testimony.



           9  Q   So that argument's inherently hindsight, though,



          10      isn't it?  You're saying the Commission should accept



          11      a high-cost facility because a competing facility



          12      would now not qualify for incentives and tax credits.



          13      But those credits were available at the time you



          14      would have been constructing an alternative facility,



          15      yes?



          16  A   I don't agree with the premise of the question.  I



          17      think my testimony is simply trying to address the



          18      testimony from staff, which express the cost of



          19      Rolling Hills on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.



          20          And -- and so I'm highlighting the fact that if



          21      you're going to compare that and then further



          22      evaluate that relative to perhaps other options or



          23      alternatives, that there are other factors that one



          24      needs to consider.



          25          I mean, when we established prudence and came in
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           1      and looked for a cost recovery of really all our wind



           2      facilities over the last decade-plus, a big part of



           3      the analysis and benefit scenarios relies to tax



           4      credits.



           5          So I'm just highlighting that, you know, throwing



           6      a number out of a hundred and forty-five dollars per



           7      megawatt-hour, for folks who have some familiarity



           8      with wind power purchase agreement prices and things



           9      of that nature, will probably look at that and



          10      indicate that is a really high cost for a resource.



          11          And so I'm indicating that that's misleading.



          12      It's not netting out, you know, tax credits, as one



          13      example in part of my rebuttal testimony.



          14  Q   You state that the company chose to repower the



          15      Rolling Hills wind plant in late 2019, yes?



          16  A   I believe so.  I know I've talked about it.  I just



          17      from memory can't remember the exact date.  So



          18      subject to check, that's --



          19  Q   That is --



          20  A   -- that's fine.



          21  Q   -- Page 7, Line 16 and 17.



          22  A   Thank you.



          23  Q   And there were clean energy and production tax



          24      credits available at that time for alternative wind



          25      facilities, yes?  These -- the credits that you're
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           1      talking about that are no longer available now?



           2  A   You know, I -- I believe that there were some form of



           3      tax credits available at that time.  Precisely which



           4      and in what form of certainty, I cannot recall



           5      without really going back.



           6          There has been a fair amount of volatility and



           7      short-term changes to tax credits.  Certainly tax



           8      credits were eligible for Rolling Hills at that point



           9      in time.  Again, it's one of the key value drivers to



          10      that project.



          11          And I'm not -- I'm just trying to be thorough in



          12      my response in the sense that there's just a lot --



          13      has been a lot of changes in tax credits.  Yes, they



          14      were available.  At what level, I can't recall.



          15  Q   Do you know if the company has put in any



          16      contemporaneous documentation to show it considering



          17      alternatives to that 2019 repowering?



          18  A   I believe we would have had something in the filing



          19      to approve that in rates.  I don't recall



          20      specifically what that testimony is.  I would have to



          21      go back and look.



          22  Q   How long has PacifiCorp known about the CETA targets



          23      it was meant to achieve by 2030?



          24  A   I mean, we've -- it's hard for me to put an exact



          25      time frame on it.  I know legislation was passed.
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           1      And since that point in time, we have understood what



           2      the targets generally meant.



           3          And there have been rule-makings and things of



           4      that nature to establish precisely how that would be



           5      viewed and accounted for, how compliance would be



           6      measured.  So it's a bit of a -- I'll call it a



           7      transition to understanding with increasing clarity



           8      over time, but certainly have been aware of our



           9      obligation since the law was passed.



          10  Q   And you've had interim goals that you were supposed



          11      to meet in getting to that eventual CETA target in



          12      2030, yes?



          13  A   We have had and we will have, yes, interim targets



          14      associated with CETA.



          15  Q   And the company's had some trouble meeting those



          16      goals, yes?



          17  A   The Commission has found that we did not satisfy



          18      meeting our interim targets in the last period.  And,



          19      you know, we'll establish those targets between now



          20      and 2030 and the current filing in front of the



          21      Commission, as I understand it.



          22  Q   All right.  So I'm going to pivot a bit to RTL-3T,



          23      Page 10.  We're looking at Lines 3 to 6.



          24  A   I'm there.



          25  Q   Okay.  You testified that Rolling Hills is
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           1      preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer PTCs.



           2          Does the company dispatch consider PTC



           3      curtailment decisions on a Washington-allocated or a



           4      systemwide basis?



           5  A   I'm trying to think of that in the context of my



           6      answer to this question.



           7          It would just be on the cost for the resource



           8      perspective.  So I don't know how to translate that



           9      into a cost allocation methodology.  But whatever the



          10      actual cost incurred or opportunity cost, in the case



          11      of lost production tax credits, are used to establish



          12      dispatch to the best of my knowledge.  Mr. Wilding,



          13      I'll highlight, is in charge of dispatching our



          14      system on a day-to-day basis, and you may want to ask



          15      him as well.



          16  Q   So just as an example for illustrative purposes, if a



          17      facility in -- that was allocated to a different



          18      jurisdiction and the Rolling Hills facility both are



          19      producing production tax credits and Rolling Hills is



          20      curtailed, would that decision be made based on the



          21      production tax credits that Rolling Hills -- would



          22      the curtailment decision be based purely on



          23      production tax credits that Rolling Hills could give



          24      to Washington, or would it be made based on the



          25      production tax credits that would be lost to the
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           1      company's entire system?



           2          So if that other facility allocated to some other



           3      jurisdiction could make more production tax credits



           4      on the whole, would Rolling Hills still be curtailed?



           5  A   So I think I answered it, but I'll try to maybe do it



           6      maybe a different way.



           7          I think we -- subject to, again, confirming with



           8      Mr. Wilding, it was my understanding that we would



           9      establish dispatch for the facility on its actual



          10      cost without expressly considering the allocation.



          11      The reason -- and maybe this is part of why you're



          12      asking, but the reason Rolling Hills is



          13      preferentially curtailed is not because of



          14      allocations.  It's because not all of the wind



          15      turbines at Rolling Hills are -- were repowered, and



          16      so the tax credits' impact of curtailing that unit



          17      relative to others is lower.



          18          And that's the reason that that -- so that's



          19      actually a benefit to curtail that resource first in



          20      the stack to maintain the full eligibility for other



          21      facilities in that constrained part of the system.



          22  Q   And in that scenario, which jurisdiction would



          23      receive the benefit of the PTCs generated from the



          24      facility in that other jurisdiction?



          25  A   If it's not curtailed, I assume?
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           1  Q   If a other juris- -- if a facility in a different



           2      jurisdiction or an allocation to a different



           3      jurisdiction is not curtailed at the expense of



           4      Rolling Hills being curtailed.



           5  A   Every state, all of them, both under the WIJAM and



           6      under our proposed allocation methodology.



           7  Q   Under your new -- under the 2026 protocol?



           8  A   Under both.  The Washington -- the recurrent protocol



           9      and our proposal.  In other words, these resources



          10      are a hundred percent allocated across all six



          11      jurisdictions today that are in this area except for



          12      Rolling Hills, which you identify.  I believe in your



          13      question, you asked for the resources other than



          14      Rolling Hills that are being curtailed.



          15  Q   No.



          16          What I'm asking is:  Rolling Hills is curtailed



          17      for a facility in a different jurisdiction because



          18      that facility in that other jurisdiction would lose



          19      fewer PTCs.  They would -- you would get more PTCs



          20      out of this other facility.



          21          Who gets the credits for this other facility?



          22      Does Washington get any of the benefit from those



          23      credits --



          24  A   Yes.



          25  Q   -- that are produced?
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           1  A   Sorry.  Yes.  Washington, Oregon, Utah, Wyoming,



           2      Idaho, and California customers.



           3  Q   But how does that work when PTCs are allocated based



           4      on jurisdiction?



           5  A   It's -- there -- so that resource is running as a



           6      result of Rolling Hills being curtailed in this



           7      hypothetical scenario.  The resource which is



           8      running, which is generating production tax credits,



           9      is 100 percent allocated to all states, and so the



          10      tax credits flow through to costs to all states.



          11  Q   But -- so you're saying that the company is



          12      allocating PTCs to all states even though the



          13      facilities they're generated at are allocated to



          14      specific states?



          15          Am I understanding that correctly?



          16  A   So today under -- under the WIJAM, it was one of the



          17      changes the WIJAM established relative to the WCCA



          18      that it replaced, was to broaden the scope of



          19      resources that can serve Washington customers, to



          20      include renewable and non-emitting resources on the



          21      east side of our system.  And at that point, we took



          22      one step closer relative to the WCA to getting a more



          23      consistent allocation methodology as it relates to



          24      those resources.



          25          And so I am saying that a hundred percent of that
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           1      resource is allocated to all six of our jurisdictions



           2      and that all the PTCs would flow back to Washington



           3      customers in accordance with the WIJAM allocation



           4      methodology for Washington's share.



           5  Q   So when Rolling Hills was curtailed, the company has



           6      to purchase substitute power through the WEIM, right?



           7  A   Let me think about that.



           8          Not necessarily.  And -- and we don't necessarily



           9      purchase power through -- that may just be semantics.



          10      The W -- WEIM would rebalance -- sorry -- is a



          11      balancing market and would settle according to bids



          12      and directives through that market.



          13          And really the circumstances depend upon what the



          14      system conditions are at the time, right?  We have a



          15      broad system of resources.  We have access to market.



          16      If a resource is not generating for any reason, other



          17      resources can fill that void across the system.  It



          18      may be market purchases.  In the instance of a



          19      curtailment of Rolling Hills, it could be for



          20      reliability purposes in the local transmission



          21      system, and it could be for economics as well.



          22      Meaning it would be lower costs to curtail the



          23      resource than not to curtail the resource in general.



          24  Q   In those instances, that power would be allocated



          25      through the SG-F and subject to a system balancing
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           1      adjustment, right?  I think you just testified



           2      basically to that.



           3  A   When it comes to any system balancing adjustments, if



           4      you're pertaining to net power costs, then I would



           5      defer those questions for Mr. Mitchell, who is



           6      certainly our power cost expert.



           7  Q   So since 2008, Rolling Hills has been subject to a



           8      disallowance by the Oregon PUC, correct?



           9  A   It was simply not included in rates.



          10  Q   And that unallocated portion is still producing RECs,



          11      though, yes?



          12  A   Generally a REC is produced for every megawatt-hour



          13      of production, so yes.



          14  Q   And what currently happens with those RECs?  Are they



          15      sold and kept as shareholder profits?  What does the



          16      company do with them currently?



          17  A   To date, they've just sat in -- in the books.  I



          18      believe they're sitting in WREGIS, is my



          19      understanding.  But Mr. Wilding could speak to that



          20      better as well.  He's got a team that manages our --



          21      our REC book, but we've -- they're collecting dust on



          22      the shelf, as I understand it today.



          23  Q   And so would that be accounted for in your PCAM



          24      filings or any of the company filings?  Where would



          25      that be shown?
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           1  A   I can't speak specifically to which filings and where



           2      things are shown.  But what I can generally speak to



           3      as a policy witness is that, if a resource is in



           4      rates, then it's in the filings.  And if it's not,



           5      it's not in the filings.



           6          So the share that's allocated to Oregon



           7      historically has not been included in those types of



           8      filings, because they're not in rate base.



           9  Q   And same basic question about PTCs.



          10          Rolling Hills is going to be producing those even



          11      for the unallocated portion, yes?



          12  A   Correct.



          13  Q   And do you know where those are going as far as are



          14      they being kept as shareholder profits?  Are they



          15      being kept in WREGIS?



          16  A   It's not necessarily a profit thing.  And, again, I'm



          17      going to qualify I'm not the CFO.  I don't do



          18      PacifiCorp's taxes, per se.  But it is a tax credit,



          19      and they get ultimately claimed through the



          20      appropriate tax credit process.  The cost allocation



          21      methodology is not, per se, an issue when you're



          22      filing tax returns with the IRS.



          23  Q   All right.  So moving on to the Chehalis plant.



          24          Chehalis is going to be a hundred percent



          25      reallocated to Washington permanently, yes?
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           1  A   That's our proposal, yes.



           2  Q   And what percentage of the company's total power mix



           3      in Washington will Chehalis contribute?



           4  A   I don't have that number off the top of my head.  It



           5      can be calculated a number of ways in terms of



           6      energy, in terms of capacity on a resource adequacy



           7      basis.  So there are different ways to look at that



           8      question.  I don't have it straight off the top of my



           9      head as we sit here now.



          10  Q   Fair to say a pretty sizable chunk?



          11  A   I don't know.  I think that's a bit of a



          12      subjective -- a subjective view.  So I'll -- I'll



          13      maybe not opine on that until I see the numbers.



          14          But I do recognize Chehalis is a large facility



          15      and it's a dispatchable facility here in Washington.



          16      I just haven't done the math to relate it to size of



          17      load in relation to all the other resources included



          18      in our proposal.



          19  Q   And this reallocation is being proposed despite the



          20      fact that CETA will require a hundred percent



          21      non-emitting resources by 2030, yes?



          22  A   I don't agree with that statement.



          23          CETA, itself, requires essentially -- I'll use



          24      the term generically -- environmental attributes to



          25      achieve compliance in 2030.  You know, and in my
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           1      understanding, that could be a summation of renewable



           2      energy credits for renewable resource, potentially



           3      other attributes related to non-emitting resources



           4      that qualify under the legislation to hit the



           5      targets.  They're compared to retail load.



           6          And that's how the basic math works to establish



           7      whether 80 percent has been achieved, or more.  And



           8      then in 2030, there's the alternative compliance



           9      option for things like unbundled renewable energy



          10      credits that can be used as well.  Importantly, the



          11      point of me highlighting those nuances is it doesn't



          12      directly limit an obligation on physical emissions.



          13  Q   So that kind of segues well into my next question,



          14      which is:



          15          Does the company plan on removing Chehalis from



          16      its allocations to Washington in 2030, or does it



          17      plan on some -- in some other way curtailing



          18      Chehalis's allocation to Washington?



          19  A   You know, dispatch decisions will be made based off



          20      the economics going forward.  We do not plan to



          21      remove it expressly to achieve compliance.



          22          Again, as I just noted, compliance isn't measured



          23      based off the output from Chehalis.  We will



          24      economically dispatch that facility to the benefit of



          25      our Washington customers.  And, frankly, assigning a
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           1      hundred percent of it to Washington allows us to do



           2      that in a way that is consistent with CETA by



           3      balancing the intermittency of -- of the output from



           4      wind and solar facilities, which will largely be the



           5      primary component of our 2030 compliance.



           6      Information to hit the compliance targets will be



           7      from wind and solar facilities.  And we need



           8      something to balance that across -- across time.



           9          But, no, we're not expressly planning to remove



          10      or retire it at a certain date.



          11  Q   Does the company have any plans to sell production



          12      from Chehalis on the open market after 2030?



          13  A   I'd suggest you ask that to Mr. Wilding.  But we do



          14      not -- we do not have long-term contracts or any



          15      plans to make contracts for wholesale sales out of



          16      Chehalis.  It is -- in the transmission world, it is



          17      a designated network resource used to serve retail



          18      load for our customers, and we intend to maintain



          19      that status with our transmission function to use it



          20      for load service in our system.



          21  Q   Then looking at your Exhibit RTL-2, which is the



          22      Washington 2026 protocol.  I'm specifically going to



          23      Paragraph 11.



          24          So that document states that decommission



          25      decisions will come in Phase 2 of the company's
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           1      protocol filings, yes?



           2  A   That's correct.



           3  Q   If the company were to determine that it should



           4      decommission part or all of Chehalis, is the -- would



           5      that decision leave Washington customers, Washington



           6      ratepayers, with all of the decommissioning costs?



           7  A   I can't answer that today, for the very reason of,



           8      you know, we just read Section 11 that we're speaking



           9      of approval of, which is that we'll establish, you



          10      know, a proposal for that in Phase 2 as we laid out



          11      in our filing.



          12  Q   But, hypothetically, if the decision were to be



          13      decommissioning, that would leave Washington



          14      customers with the rates, or with the cost of that,



          15      yes?



          16  A   Again, my answer is the same.  I don't know what --



          17      what Washington's allocations specifically will be.



          18      Our proposal will be to tie it to cost-causation



          19      principles just as we've set that as a foundation



          20      for -- for this filing.



          21          It's -- you know, you're asking me to answer a



          22      question which is -- is one of the -- the very things



          23      of why we're postponing and pushing this out to



          24      Phase 2.  We needed to get Phase 1 filed to get coal



          25      out of rates in Washington much sooner that than we





                                                                     126

�







           1      had the ability to tackle all of the hard issues that



           2      might come in a Phase 2 approach.  This is but one of



           3      them.



           4                        MR. O'BRIEN:  All right.  Mr. Link,



           5      thank you.  That's all my questions.



           6                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           8          Public counsel, you may proceed when you're



           9      ready.



          10



          11                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



          12      BY MR. SYKES:



          13  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.  It is still morning.



          14  A   Good morning.



          15  Q   You have access to BGM-3, by chance?  Maybe counsel



          16      can make it available to you.



          17  A   I believe I can.  It may take me a moment to find it.



          18  Q   That's okay.  Take your time.



          19  A   Remind me of the initials.



          20  Q   BGM.  Brad Mullins.



          21  A   Thank you.



          22  Q   Yeah.



          23  A   And this is direct testimony, or...?



          24  Q   Yes.  This is his direct.  So this is Exhibit 3 to



          25      his direct.
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           1          And when you've got it, I'm looking at Page 21.



           2  A   This is Exhib -- sorry -- Exhibit BGM-3?



           3  Q   Exhibit BGM-3.



           4  A   I have that labeled on the file that I have as



           5      PacifiCorp responses to data requests.  Maybe I'm in



           6      the cross folder.



           7  Q   That is it.



           8  A   Okay.



           9  Q   Yeah.  That's it.



          10          So I'm looking at Page 21 of that exhibit.



          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Page 21 of 30



          12      listed on the top of the page?  Is that --



          13                        MR. SYKES:  Yes.



          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- how you're --



          15                        MR. SYKES:  Yes --



          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- numbering?



          17                        MR. SYKES:  -- Commissioner.  Thank



          18      you.



          19                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you for that.



          20          Almost there.



          21                        MR. SYKES:  Yep.  Take your time.



          22                        THE WITNESS:  Make sure I'm in the



          23      right spot.  Data Request 39?



          24                        MR. SYKES:  That's it.



          25                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.
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           1  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So I understand you're not the



           2      sponsor of this data request response, but I still



           3      want to ask you a question about it.



           4          So the question is:  Will assigning 100 percent



           5      of Chehalis to Washington subject Washington to



           6      reliability issues?  For example, if Chehalis has an



           7      outage, how will PacifiCorp serve Washington



           8      customers?



           9          Response:  No, the 100 percent allocation of



          10      Chehalis to Washington has no impact on reliability.



          11          Then the last sentence:  In the event Chehalis



          12      has an outage, Washington is still part of the



          13      PacifiCorp system, and PacifiCorp will reliably serve



          14      Washington load.



          15          Do you agree with that answer?



          16  A   Yeah, I'm -- I'm in agreement with Mr. Wilding's



          17      answer to that question.



          18  Q   Okay.  So we're currently operating under the WIJAM



          19      in Washington.



          20          Do you agree that the allocation protocol is



          21      rather than -- is not a complex formula to track



          22      electrons?  It is a -- it is a -- it is a ratemaking



          23      tool?



          24  A   Before I answer that question -- and I'm sure I will



          25      ask you to repeat it at this point -- my Zoom is
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           1      telling me that the update is complete.  And I cannot



           2      see myself, and I don't know if that's an issue, so I



           3      at least wanted to raise it.



           4                        MR. SYKES:  If we can go off the



           5      record?



           6                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  We still see you,



           7      but --



           8                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.



           9                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- but...



          10                        THE WITNESS:  Sorry.  Okay.



          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But we've resolved



          12      what was likely a cybersecurity threat there.



          13                        THE WITNESS:  I think I'm back on



          14      track.  So I'm sorry for the distraction.  Can you



          15      please repeat the question.



          16                        MR. SYKES:  Sure.  I'll even try to



          17      ask it better.



          18  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So can we agree that the WIJAM is not



          19      a formula trying to track electrons; it's a



          20      ratemaking tool designed to allocate costs?



          21  A   Yes.



          22  Q   Okay.  And that's the same as the 2026 protocol,



          23      correct?



          24  A   Yes.



          25  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp has been before the Commission
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           1      before, and it has stated that it dispatches as a



           2      system; is that correct?



           3  A   Historically, that is correct.  We dispatch our



           4      resources as a system.



           5  Q   Do you agree that the flow of electricity is governed



           6      by the laws of physics and not by state lines or



           7      allocation methodologies?



           8  A   I am an environmental scientist in my training, but,



           9      yes, I agree.  That's my understanding.



          10  Q   I may have misheard.  But did you testify in response



          11      to a staff question that Washington does not include



          12      enough dispatchable generation?



          13  A   I don't remember the exact context of the question



          14      and the response, but I do generally recall that --



          15      that -- that concept, and it's ensuring that -- it's



          16      recognition that there is a need for reliable



          17      operation of the system.  And part of that need is



          18      met with dispatchable generation.



          19          And for -- if we are going to incur costs to



          20      maintain a reliable system, then Washington customers



          21      need to -- from a context of an allocation



          22      perspective, should pay for the resources needed to



          23      provide that reliable service.



          24  Q   Okay.  So despite the lack of dispatchable



          25      generation, Washington ratepayers have always
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           1      received reliable service?



           2  A   As far as I know, yes, we do have reliable service in



           3      Washington, yes.



           4  Q   Do you agree -- this might be a better question for



           5      Mr. Mitchell, but I'm going to ask.



           6          Do you agree that coal plants in the east half of



           7      the system provide ancillary services for Washington



           8      ratepayers?



           9  A   Coal resources in the east balancing authority area



          10      provide ancillary services for the physical



          11      transmission system.



          12  Q   Understood.



          13          And as of the end of this year, Washington will



          14      no longer be paying for those resources?



          15  A   There are -- there are certain resources that



          16      Washington has been paying for that will no longer be



          17      paying for, and we're not adding new coal, so



          18      Washington will be out of coal by the end of this



          19      year.



          20  Q   Understood.  Thank you.



          21          Okay.  Can you please turn to your rebuttal



          22      testimony.  This will be RTL-3T.



          23  A   I am there.  Thank you.



          24  Q   Okay.  So I'm looking at Line 3, starting on Line 3.



          25      Public counsel proposed --
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           1                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Sorry.  What



           2      page are we on?



           3                        MR. SYKES:  Sorry.  This is



           4      Page 21.



           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.



           6                        THE WITNESS:  I'm there.



           7  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Okay.  So this is Line 3, beginning



           8      on Line 3.  Public counsel proposes a 15 percent



           9      disallowance penalty for PacifiCorp allegedly failing



          10      to perform an alternative analysis.  Is this



          11      appropriate or reflective of actual circumstances?



          12          No, public counsel's proposed penalty for



          13      PacifiCorp allegedly failing to perform an



          14      alternative analysis is simply without merit and



          15      undermined by a completely unworkable alternative



          16      presented by public counsel.



          17          So you disagreed with Dr. Earle on his



          18      recommendation, correct?



          19          In your answer, though, I just want to confirm:



          20      You're not denying that PacifiCorp didn't perform an



          21      alternative analysis?



          22  A   Not in the -- I think the context in which public



          23      counsel has phrased it in its -- in its case, in its



          24      testimony.  I mean, technically the WIJAM is an



          25      alternative.
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           1  Q   Okay.  So the analysis is -- the alternative is the



           2      WIJAM?



           3  A   I'm just saying that is an alternative.  I'm not



           4      saying it's the alternative, but yes.



           5  Q   Okay.  But that is the -- that is -- is that the



           6      primary alternative that we're working from,



           7      comparing the 2026 protocol to you?



           8  A   I mean, we've certainly made, in a lot of the



           9      witnesses' testimony in this case, a comparison to



          10      the WIJAM to show the difference and the impacts from



          11      what's there today, but also which could continue,



          12      depending on how the Commission determines to move



          13      forward in this proceeding, as well.



          14  Q   So the comparison is between WIJAM and the 2026



          15      protocol?



          16  A   Those are the comparisons made in my testimony,



          17      Ms. Ghosh's testimony, Ms. Steward's testimony, and a



          18      lot of the testimony.



          19  Q   Did the company consider allocating less than a



          20      hundred percent of Chehalis and keeping some



          21      allocation of Hermiston?



          22  A   Can you clarify over what time frame you're



          23      referencing?



          24  Q   Let's say from -- in any time during the 2020



          25      protocol to now.
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           1  A   I really can't speak to the specifics of that



           2      question.  I can say that we looked at all kinds of



           3      different alternatives over the years, the many, many



           4      years of which we've been, you know, reviewing cost



           5      allocation methodologies and their subsequent



           6      versions and changes over time.



           7          And in this proceeding, it became pretty apparent



           8      that the best option was the one that we proposed



           9      with regard to Chehalis.



          10  Q   And none of those alternatives you just mentioned



          11      were included in the company's filing?



          12  A   No, my -- my answer earlier was in reference to -- I



          13      mean, that's why I asked over what time frame.  And



          14      you mentioned over the previous protocol.  It's a



          15      long time.  There have been a lot of alternatives.



          16          We did not pull from all of those alternatives



          17      and pick one and include it in our filing.  We



          18      included the '26 protocol as our proposed allocation



          19      methodology.



          20  Q   Okay.  Compared to the WIJAM?



          21  A   And we made comparisons throughout our case to the



          22      WIJAM.



          23  Q   Okay.  There was a question that was asked to



          24      Ms. Steward about RFPs.



          25          Did you hear that question?
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           1  A   I'd prefer it if you repeated it for me if you're



           2      going to ask me to answer.



           3  Q   Sure.



           4          Let's actually go to RTL-13X.



           5  A   Did you say 13X?



           6  Q   Yes.



           7          And this is PacifiCorp response to Public



           8      Counsel DR 153.



           9  A   Okay.  I think I may have a labeling issue, but I



          10      will find that data request.



          11                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Is that 153



          12      or 135?  Mine says 135.



          13                        MR. SYKES:  153.



          14                        THE WITNESS:  Mine also says 135.



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe that is



          16      labeled RTL-16X.



          17                        MR. SYKES:  Oh.  Okay.  RTL-16X.



          18                        THE WITNESS:  That lines up with



          19      what I'm seeing.



          20                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.



          21  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  Can you look at Question B in that



          22      DR:  Please confirm or deny whether PacifiCorp agrees



          23      that the company did not conduct or issue all-source



          24      RFPs in 2011, 2013, 2015, 2017, or 2021.



          25          And the answer to that following the
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           1      qualification is:  Confirmed.



           2          Do you see that?



           3  A   I do.



           4  Q   Okay.  And you are one of the sponsors to this



           5      exhibit, or to this DR response?



           6  A   I am.



           7  Q   Okay.  153C:  Please confirm or deny whether



           8      PacifiCorp agrees that the company canceled the



           9      proposed 2022 all-source RFP.



          10          Question -- or answer is:  Confirmed.



          11          Is that correct?



          12  A   That's what it says.



          13  Q   Okay.  There's currently a -- there's currently --



          14      PacifiCorp has issued a 2025 RFP.



          15          Is that -- am I correct in saying that?



          16  A   Yes.  The Commission has approved a 2025 situs RFP



          17      for Washington.  I believe bids are due today or



          18      tomorrow, from my recollection, so it is quite



          19      active.



          20  Q   And these resources are likely not to come online



          21      before 2029.



          22          Is that a fair -- fair assessment?



          23  A   Yeah.



          24  Q   Okay.  Can we go back to your rebuttal testimony,



          25      RTL-3T.
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           1          Okay.  So I'm looking at Page 20, Lines 12,



           2      through 21, 2.



           3  A   Page 20, Lines -- could you say the line numbers



           4      again, please.



           5  Q   Yes.  Page 20, starting at Line 12.



           6          Okay.  Mandating an end to the allocation of



           7      Chehalis and Jim Bridger on December 31st, 2029,



           8      would put customers under -- at a substantial risk of



           9      changed circumstances.



          10          Can you and I agree that 2030 -- or that CETA's



          11      2030 requirements are a known changed circumstance



          12      relative to today?



          13  A   I know of -- I'm a little confused by the wording of



          14      the question.  I know of it today.  I will know if in



          15      twenty thir- -- I'm confused by the question.  So I'm



          16      aware that there is a CETA compliance target in 2030.



          17  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp has to meet 80 percent renewable in



          18      2030?



          19  A   The standards are, yes, as discussed, I think, in my



          20      responses earlier, yeah.



          21  Q   PacifiCorp has to plan for replacing these units



          22      anyway; is that correct?



          23  A   No, it's not.



          24  Q   Okay.  But it has to plan for acquiring new



          25      resources, correct?
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           1  A   Correct.



           2  Q   Okay.  Now, there was inflationary pressure in 2020



           3      through 2022; is that correct?



           4  A   I believe I know what you're referring to.  There



           5      have been inflationary pressures for a long period of



           6      time.  But maybe clarify what you're seeking or point



           7      me to something that you're speaking to.



           8  Q   Okay.  So the RFP that had been canceled -- 2021 --



           9      there was significant inflation in 2021 coming out of



          10      COVID; do you recall?



          11  A   Well, so we had a 2020 RFP.



          12  Q   Okay.  2020 RFP.



          13  A   Which -- and a 2022 RFP, which may come -- I don't



          14      know.  Maybe you can clarify why that's not



          15      inconsistent with my previous testimony?



          16  Q   Sorry.  That's consistent.  That was me misspeaking.



          17  A   I don't know that it is.  I'm -- I'm clarifying.  So



          18      the -- the -- for -- for example, the data



          19      response -- I forget the exhibit number that you



          20      walked me through relating to RFPs, and I confirmed



          21      that the words on the paper said as you were reading



          22      them.  I think there's a -- it can be misleading.



          23          So the question asked about all-source --



          24  Q   Yes.



          25  A   -- RFPs.  I coincidentally took over the planning
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           1      group right around 2011.  So through that entire time



           2      frame, I have been responsible for the planning and



           3      the associated procurement that follows.



           4          Under Washington's rules, historically, back then



           5      in particular -- they've changed, I know, over



           6      time -- an all-source RFP required that a



           7      solicitation include things like market purchases,



           8      energy efficiency, demand response, to name a few.



           9          We issued many RFPs since 2011 through now that



          10      weren't necessarily all-source RFPs as the question



          11      asked.  We sought waivers for the need to include --



          12      the reason I listed those three items, those were



          13      routinely waivers that we sought in seeking approval



          14      of RFPs in Washington at that time.  Not that we



          15      weren't pursuing them.  We were getting approval to



          16      pursue them under a different pathway.  Different



          17      ways to procure energy efficiency, by example.



          18          So maybe it's worth clarifying at this point that



          19      we have done a lot of resource procurement since



          20      2011, not technically an all-source RFP as defined



          21      under Commission's rules at the time.



          22  Q   So you've contended in your rebuttal testimony that



          23      the allocation of additional wind is not possible in



          24      part because that wind is allocated to other states.



          25  A   I think, can you point me to my testimony --
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           1  Q   Sure.



           2  A   -- that you're referencing.  Sorry.



           3  Q   I have actually lost it in here.  But I can ask



           4      another witness this question.



           5          So I guess my question is:  Chehalis is currently



           6      allocated to other states and provides benefits to



           7      those states, correct?



           8  A   Yes.



           9  Q   Okay.  Chehalis has allocated to Utah something like



          10      45 percent?



          11  A   I will use that as a general reference as my



          12      understanding of what the current SG factor generally



          13      is for Utah.



          14  Q   Okay.  All right.  That is it.  Thank you.



          15          Actually, I'm sorry.  I do have one more



          16      question.



          17          When we reach 2030 and there is a -- and



          18      PacifiCorp has to be 80 percent renewable, will --



          19      the company will have to reduce the dispatch of



          20      Chehalis; is that correct?



          21  A   I don't believe that's correct.



          22                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  Nothing further.



          23      Thank you.



          24                        THE WITNESS:  You're welcome.



          25      Thank you.
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           2          I believe AWEC has indicated cross for this



           3      witness.  You can proceed when you're ready.



           4                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Judge.



           5



           6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



           7      BY MR. PEPPLE:



           8  Q   Good morning, Mr. Link.



           9  A   Good morning.



          10  Q   Still ten minutes.



          11  A   Yeah.



          12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And if you could



          13      please turn on your camera.



          14                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes.



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



          16      much.



          17  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Are you at least generally aware



          18      that AWEC's witness Mr. Mullins has raised concerns



          19      with how PacifiCorp is modeling its wind resources?



          20  A   Yes.



          21  Q   And are you also aware that, as partial support for



          22      his recommendation, Mr. Mullins referenced testimony



          23      that you filed in Oregon that stated that one of the



          24      benefits of the new Gateway South transmission line



          25      is reduced wind curtailments?
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           1  A   I guess I'll put it this way.  I'm certainly aware



           2      that there's a cross exhibit with my testimony from



           3      the Oregon --



           4  Q   Okay.  Well --



           5  A   -- case.



           6  Q   -- you'll lead me right to it.  So that's, I think,



           7      RTL-18CX.



           8          And I will just flag that there is confidential



           9      information in this exhibit.  I don't intend to



          10      reference any of it.  But if your answers require



          11      referencing any of it, we should stop.



          12  A   Yeah, I'll do that.  And I will note that even -- it



          13      looks like folks on my own team have tried to change



          14      my name as well.



          15  Q   So if you could turn to Page 11 of this exhibit,



          16      which is Page 9 of the testimony.



          17          And just to confirm:  This is the testimony that



          18      you filed in Oregon in Docket UE-451, correct?



          19  A   That's correct.



          20  Q   Okay.  So starting at Line 13 of this page.



          21          Are you there?



          22  A   Yes, I am.



          23  Q   Okay.



          24                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just want to make



          25      sure we're on the same.  In the upper right-hand
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           1      corner, is it 9 of 18?



           2                        MR. PEPPLE:  11 of 18.



           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  11.  Very good.



           4      Thank you.



           5                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yeah.



           6  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Okay.  So starting -- starting



           7      Line 13 there, you testified about the wind



           8      curtailment benefits that Gateway South is providing.



           9          Do you see that?



          10  A   Yes, I do.



          11  Q   And would you agree that these benefits inure to



          12      Washington as well as to Oregon?



          13  A   So maybe if I could clarify.



          14  Q   Sure.



          15  A   The benefits you're referring to are benefits which



          16      this section of my testimony being referenced speaks



          17      to is reduced curtailments from one time period to



          18      another time period, where in between that time



          19      period, a large new 500-kV transmission line known as



          20      Gateway South was added to the system and energized,



          21      correct?



          22  Q   Correct.  Yes.



          23  A   There are resources that are also assigned or



          24      allocated to Washington, that area.  So, yes, I



          25      agree.
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           1  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



           2          In Mr. Mitchell's testimony, he makes a



           3      distinction between wind curtailments that happen



           4      when setting up the day-ahead base schedule and those



           5      that occur through the energy imbalance market.



           6          Are you familiar with that?  I can give you a



           7      page cite if you need to reference it.



           8  A   I -- I do not.  And I'll have to pull up



           9      Mr. Mitchell's testimony.



          10  Q   Very good.  That's RJM-13.  And if you go to Page 58



          11      of that testimony.



          12                        JUDGE HUGHES:  This is, for the



          13      record, also confidential.



          14                        MR. PEPPLE:  Correct.



          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And what



          16      page were you referring to again?  I'm sorry.



          17                        MR. PEPPLE:  Page 58.



          18                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.



          19                        THE WITNESS:  This is



          20      Mr. Mitchell's rebuttal testimony?



          21                        MR. PEPPLE:  That's correct.



          22                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.  And you



          23      said -- I'm sorry.  If you could -- I just got the



          24      file open.  Can you repeat the page number.



          25                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yeah.  Page 58.
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           1                        THE WITNESS:  I'm there.



           2  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Okay.  So there's a Q & A that sort



           3      of takes up the whole page here, and you can review



           4      it.  But to sort of summarize it, you know,



           5      Mr. Mitchell says that, you know, AWEC says that



           6      there's a level of curtailment of about 21.1 percent,



           7      which is higher than the 1.4 percent seen in the



           8      Western Energy Imbalance Market.



           9          And then Mr. Mitchell's response is that this is



          10      an apples-to-oranges comparison, and he talks about



          11      how the -- there is the Aurora model, which creates a



          12      base schedule.  And then he says on Line 15 that the



          13      vast majority of curtailment happens at this



          14      day-ahead planning stage in Aurora.



          15          And then on Line 18, he says that the Western EIM



          16      data that AWEC cites represents only a tiny fraction



          17      of the picture.



          18          Do you see that?



          19  A   I mean, I'd need to read it.  I'll maybe see what the



          20      question is, and...



          21  Q   Well, I guess my question is:  In your Oregon



          22      testimony, is it accurate to state that the



          23      curtailment data that you provided applies to EIM



          24      curtailments and not curtailments that are baked into



          25      the company's day-ahead setup plan as these two
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           1      distinctions are being created in Mr. Mitchell's



           2      testimony?



           3  A   Yeah, it's my understanding that we're using the data



           4      available to us to establish the curtailment



           5      information.  And, I think, importantly, in my -- the



           6      testimony we referenced, it's called the Oregon RAC,



           7      renewable adjustment clause.  So if I call it the



           8      RAC, that's what I'm referring to.



           9          In that filing, the objective of the Q & A's that



          10      we were looking at earlier in that testimony was to



          11      identify that, when you add a new transmission line



          12      to a part of the system that is congested, that



          13      should have less congestion and therefore less



          14      curtailment, and to identify, you know, with the data



          15      available to us what that volume generally look like,



          16      is my belief or my understanding that that came from



          17      some data from the -- the EIM.



          18  Q   Okay.  And so I guess -- I guess a question I have



          19      relevant to your Oregon testimony:



          20          Is it your testimony in that case that Gateway



          21      South had no impact on the curtailments that are



          22      baked into the base schedule that PacifiCorp creates?



          23  A   I really didn't even get into that level of detail in



          24      my testimony to be able to speak to that.  My -- the



          25      data I was referring to was just generally trying to
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           1      say -- provide some quantification to what I think



           2      is -- is probably expected in the sense that, if you



           3      add transmission congestions relieved, you get less



           4      curtailment.



           5          To quantify that concept for that -- specific for



           6      that proceeding, I really couldn't tell you the



           7      nuances of whether it was a day-ahead base schedule



           8      and precisely how that -- that data was, you know,



           9      pulled together from at that level of granularity.



          10  Q   Okay.  I mean, would it be reasonable to assume that,



          11      if it reduced curtailments in the EIM market, it



          12      would reduce curtailments on a day-ahead basis as



          13      well?



          14  A   Boy, there's potentially a lot in that, so I can't



          15      say without more information whether that's true or



          16      not true.  I think, you know, particularly the



          17      information that Mr. Mitchell raises is probably best



          18      suited for him to answer than me.



          19  Q   Okay.  I did actually have a question for



          20      Mr. Mitchell that I think might actually be better



          21      for you to answer, so I will ask you that.  And then



          22      you can always defer to Mr. Mitchell if you need to.



          23  A   Okay.



          24  Q   So if you look at Mr. Mitchell's testimony on



          25      Page 61.
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           1                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  This is rebuttal,



           2      reply?



           3                        MR. PEPPLE:  Yes.  His rebuttal,



           4      13CT.



           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  I'm sorry.



           6      What page was that?



           7                        MR. PEPPLE:  Page 61.



           8                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.



           9                        MR. PEPPLE:  And I'm looking at the



          10      question starting on Line 6.  You have that.



          11          Yeah, when you're there.



          12  Q   (By Mr. Pepple)  Are you ready?



          13  A   Oh.  I'm sorry.  I'm there.  I was taking the --



          14  Q   I thought you were reading.



          15  A   -- the moment of silence to read the Q & A, so maybe



          16      it's still time well spent.



          17  Q   So I guess this is going to be just a foundational



          18      question.



          19          So this Q & A talks about the preconstruction



          20      vintage forecast or the P50 forecast for a wind



          21      resource.



          22          Are you familiar with what that is?



          23  A   Yes.



          24  Q   Can you just sort of describe what it is.



          25  A   Sure.
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           1          I think a P50 forecast for a wind generation



           2      facility, I think the easiest way to describe it from



           3      my perspective is it's the expected output where half



           4      the time you will see energy output that's higher



           5      than the P50 level, and half the time you will see



           6      output that's lower, recognizing that wind generation



           7      is variable and nonconstant.



           8  Q   Okay.  And so in this -- in this response,



           9      Mr. Mitchell says that these preconstruction vintage



          10      forecasts are not used by the company as a basis for



          11      economic justification for wind investments.  And



          12      then he goes through and talks about all of the



          13      analysis the company does do.



          14          Do you see that?



          15  A   Yes, I do.



          16  Q   So I guess my question is:  What is the capacity



          17      factor or the assumed capacity factor of a new



          18      resource that the Commission uses when it does do an



          19      economic analysis of new resources?



          20  A   So I clarify:  When the Commission does an analysis,



          21      or when --



          22  Q   Sorry.  When the company does.



          23  A   -- we do an analysis and present it to the



          24      Commission?



          25  Q   When the company does --
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           1  A   Okay.



           2  Q   -- the analysis.



           3  A   We do, in fact, use the -- what I think Mr. Mitchell



           4      has defined as the preconstruction wind forecast as



           5      an input to our models, the IRP models, which have



           6      changed over the years.  So, you know, what I'm



           7      speaking to are concepts in general methodologies,



           8      key assumptions in how you do a change from one model



           9      to the next as we've changed platforms.  But



          10      fundamentally, it's consistent with Ramo- --



          11      Mr. Mitchell's testimony here.



          12          You have an input that's basically -- I think of



          13      it as what would the wind profile potentially look



          14      like at the bus bar where interconnection occurs



          15      based entirely on the wind regime, anemometer data,



          16      wind speed data, to establish a projected forecast at



          17      a P50 level, as I mentioned my definition of that



          18      earlier.



          19          And then when you analyze that as a part of an



          20      integrated system where there are potential



          21      transmission constraints and other reasons to modify



          22      output beyond the bus bar of that wind facility, that



          23      the capacity factor can be generally never higher,



          24      lower than the preconstruction input of the wind



          25      facility to reflect any number of things that may
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           1      have occurred, whether it's curtailments or economics



           2      or things of that nature as well.



           3          So it puts -- preconstruction is an input.  The



           4      actual capacity factor is an output.  Any time you



           5      change assumptions to the model, therefore the output



           6      can change.



           7  Q   So does PacifiCorp have the output capacity factor of



           8      the wind resources that it has acquired recently?



           9          Is that -- does that -- does that data exist



          10      somewhere?



          11  A   Again, it would -- potentially it should exist, and



          12      it exists every time you run a model and you've



          13      changed the assumptions.  You put a new price curve



          14      in the model, you'll get a different output.  You --



          15      every time you're rerunning the model, it may or may



          16      not be very impactful, your change of assumption to



          17      the output, but it can change.



          18          I can speak to when we've proceeded with the



          19      prudence -- I'll say the analysis that I supported



          20      for prudence review of wind facilities, at least that



          21      I remember off the top of my head tying back to our



          22      Energy Vision 2020 project, which included Segment D2



          23      of our Energy Gateway West transmission upgrades,



          24      roughly the 2020 time frame, that analysis, treated



          25      the analysis here the same way.
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           1          The analysis I would have supported in testimony



           2      in various jurisdictions to support prudence would



           3      have been analyzed in the fashion I just described.



           4      And the same would flow through from there to the



           5      Gateway South transmission project and associated



           6      wind output and to the repowering facilities as well.



           7          Those are the ones I remember off the top of my



           8      head since I was the witness supporting those



           9      analyses that we analyzed it this way.



          10                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Those are all



          11      my questions.  Thank you.



          12                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          13          Any redirect from the company at this time?



          14                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.  Just



          15      a couple quick questions.



          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.



          17



          18                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION



          19      BY MR. McVEE:



          20  Q   Mr. Link, there are several questions about CETA



          21      compliance.



          22          Is it true that PacifiCorp has brought online or



          23      contracted CETA-supporting resources since CETA



          24      passed?



          25  A   That's correct.  Since -- over the last -- just even
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           1      over the last three years, we've got a little over



           2      3,000 megawatts of renewable or capacity -- battery



           3      storage capacity needed to integrate renewable energy



           4      that either has come online or will be coming online



           5      through next summer.



           6  Q   And I believe staff referenced Docket UE-191024.



           7      That was the 2020 PacifiCorp rate case with the



           8      WIJAM.



           9          Did the company seek recovery and prudence review



          10      of the repowered Rolling Hills as part of that



          11      request?



          12  A   I believe we did.



          13                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.  That's all



          14      the questions that I have on redirect.



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  Sorry.



          16      I was taking notes.  I appreciate that.



          17          Questions from the bench at this point in time?



          18                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes, please.



          19      Thank you, Your Honor.



          20          Mr. Link, looking at staff witness Jacque



          21      Hawkins-Jones' cross testimony -- and that's JHJ-IT



          22      [sic].  I'm looking at Pages 6 through 8, starting at



          23      Line 15.  Page 6.



          24                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.  I'm there.



          25                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Have you read
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           1      this?



           2                        THE WITNESS:  I did.



           3                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.



           4          So on the timelines, does the company have a



           5      position on the timelines requirements presented by



           6      staff's proposal?  And that would be PacifiCorp to



           7      initiate multiparty multi-jurisdictional cost



           8      allocation frameworks discussions by February 1,



           9      2027.  And the next, PacifiCorp to file a Phase 2



          10      cost allocation protocol by March 1st, 2028.



          11          Any position or response on those proposed



          12      timelines?



          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  We do not, I



          14      think, support the timelines proposed in this



          15      testimony.  I think there are really a number of



          16      reasons why.



          17          First, let me say it's not -- we're not opposed



          18      to potentially exploring opportunities to get



          19      engagement from stakeholders and to try to find



          20      resolution that parties can agree to in advance of a



          21      potential filing.



          22          I think our recent experience tells us that the



          23      likelihood of success in that approach may not be



          24      high, and that rather than prescriptively establish



          25      when and how the Phase 2 should be done, we're
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           1      focusing in our proposal that I believe states that



           2      we will ensure Phase 2 is in place with sufficient



           3      time for 2030 essentially rate effective period.



           4          There are some pretty difficult issues yet on the



           5      table for us to address in Phase 2.  We've



           6      highlighted what some of those may be.  Today's



           7      exchange with me hit some of this as well, whether



           8      it's decommissioning or new transmission projects,



           9      and we simply need the time to work through those



          10      complicated issues.  And we will look for



          11      opportunities to engage.



          12          It's in -- it's to our benefit to have



          13      stakeholder participation and ultimately some level



          14      of consensus on what we can agree to, so there's --



          15      we're clearly not opposed to it.  But I'm simply not



          16      in agreement to the very prescriptive, "By such date,



          17      you should do these very specific things," and kind



          18      of shackle us in a way that I feel might be more



          19      harmful than helpful in the end.



          20                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.



          21      Thank you.



          22          And staying just with Phase 2 and going on to the



          23      next page, does the company have a position on any of



          24      the recommendations made by staff regarding the



          25      requirements of a Phase 2 filing?
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           1                        THE WITNESS:  I think as a general



           2      matter -- and I could certainly walk through them one



           3      by one as necessary.  But as a general matter, we're



           4      not -- there's a lot of information here that,



           5      frankly, when we're -- we're reading it as a team,



           6      we're not quite sure even what some of the analysis



           7      intended means and what that might look like.



           8          And from our recent experience in trying to get



           9      consensus through the multistate process previously,



          10      that -- that is -- those sorts of uncertainties and



          11      vagueness that have, I think, helped or contributed



          12      to us being bogged down and then trying to over- --



          13      or not over, but to analysis by paralysis.  I think



          14      Ms. Steward mentioned that -- that term, used that



          15      earlier.



          16          And there were some things here that, you know,



          17      I'm not sure entirely make a lot of sense, like where



          18      directional implications on load forecast, if we're



          19      at fixed allocation factors for Washington in



          20      particular, that that may not really be a driver of



          21      how interactions happen with other jurisdictions.



          22          We do fully anticipate proposing fixed allocation



          23      factors for at least some combination of



          24      jurisdictions in Phase 2 as well, so Washington



          25      wouldn't be the only one ultimately.  It's the first
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           1      one, given the timing of where we are in the



           2      compliance obligations, frankly, under CETA and the



           3      CCA.



           4                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank



           5      you.



           6          Nothing further from me.  Thank you, Your Honor.



           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Just a real quick



           8      follow-up.  There was a discussion earlier on the



           9      allocation of PTCs, and I just want to make sure I



          10      understand it correctly, so I'm going to use a real



          11      simple model in my head.



          12          My understanding is that PTCs would be allocated



          13      based on the cost allocation as well.  So PTCs are a



          14      benefit to customers.  And if there are allocated



          15      costs, then that PTC rolls back to them.



          16          So my simple example is, if a wind facility is



          17      allocated 10 percent or 8 percent to Washington



          18      customers, a PTC is produced and comes to the company



          19      as a tax benefit, 8 percent of that PTC comes back to



          20      Washington customers.



          21          Do I have -- is that a correct flow of what a PTC



          22      would do for customers?



          23                        THE WITNESS:  We share the same



          24      understanding, yes.



          25                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  Very good.
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           1      Thank you.



           2                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.



           3      And I was having the same question, so that's



           4      helpful.



           5          Mr. Link, I just have one other question.  And we



           6      were talking a bit about decommissioning and



           7      remediation costs for -- for the Chehalis plant.  And



           8      I think in response to Commissioner Doumit's



           9      question, you also indicated that is still sort of a



          10      question up in the air, which is why it's deferred to



          11      Phase 2.



          12          But just going to -- you mentioned you're tying



          13      it to cost-causation principles.



          14          Similar to decommissioning or remediation costs



          15      for coal plants -- and we've dealt with this with



          16      other companies and other issues -- that those costs



          17      for the plant really refer back to how that cost was



          18      used over time, not changes in those plants going



          19      forward; for example, how we have considered it with



          20      Colstrip.



          21          Would you agree to that?



          22                        THE WITNESS:  I think with -- with



          23      the caveat that I'm not sure what we've done with



          24      Colstrip personally.  Other witnesses, I suspect, may



          25      be; Ms. Cheung in particular.
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           1          And I think I understand, though, generally where



           2      you're coming from, and we have not yet determined



           3      our approach, I would say is the easiest way to put



           4      it.



           5          I certainly am aware that -- that there's an



           6      argument for, you know, how the costs have occurred



           7      over time via an allocation method should be a factor



           8      in establishing what that is.  But at the same time,



           9      it's my understanding also, particularly in



          10      Washington and even under the WIJAM, that actual



          11      decommissioning will ultimately be what is paid for.



          12      It's just at what allocation.  And we need to work



          13      through what that proposal looks like.



          14          We started having some convers- -- I'll be



          15      perfectly honest in establishing this.  Some of those



          16      conversations and quickly determined that we would



          17      have a difficult time coming to resolution as to what



          18      we would want to propose and the time we needed to



          19      make this filing, and Phase -- we have no immediate



          20      plans to retire the facility by the time we get to



          21      Phase 2 and we can consider that during Phase 2.



          22                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So --



          23      but the issue is, if -- if other states benefitted



          24      from the allocation of Chehalis and the dispatch of



          25      Chehalis, should they not then be responsible for a
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           1      portion of the decommissioning and remediation costs.



           2      Whether they would agree to that is a different



           3      issue, but if you're looking at cost causation in



           4      terms of, you know, traditional sort of environmental



           5      cost causation, if a state has had the benefit of the



           6      use, then would they not have the benefit -- the



           7      burden of the decommissioning and remediation costs



           8      going forward?



           9                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah, and I -- how do



          10      I want to put this?  At the risk of boxing myself



          11      into we've established a methodology going forward,



          12      I -- I -- I agree with that basic sentiment, and the



          13      mechanics of how we achieve that kind of fair outcome



          14      are what we need to work through.



          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  I



          16      understand.  And that will be for the Phase 2.



          17                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          18                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So as the



          19      company is filing its deferrals for -- with other



          20      states for the Chehalis plant, will the consideration



          21      of depreciation or remediation costs also be included



          22      in those deferral applications or petitions?



          23                        THE WITNESS:  I will recommend you



          24      maybe try to validate my answer with Ms. Cheung when



          25      she gets up.  But because we haven't established a
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           1      specific decommissioning proposal here or in the



           2      other jurisdictions, my expectation is that we would



           3      not have that factored into those deferrals.



           4                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So if you



           5      don't factor it into the deferral and you're not



           6      seeking deferral of those costs, the company is



           7      potentially, depending on the outcome of those



           8      deferrals and the depreciation discussion of Phase 2,



           9      potentially not able to recover certain costs,



          10      correct?



          11                        THE WITNESS:  I would -- I think I



          12      would recommend that go to Ms. Cheung as well.



          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  I



          14      will do that.  Thanks.



          15                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          16                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Sorry.  Just



          17      one more.



          18          Public counsel went to your rebuttal testimony at



          19      Page 20 and asked you to opine essentially on public



          20      counsel's recommendation that the Commission order



          21      PacifiCorp to remove Chehalis and Gym Bridger's Units



          22      1 and 2 on December 31, 2029.



          23          You answered there, but I -- "reckless," you



          24      said.  Pretty strong word.  And I want to just go a



          25      little bit deeper than that and just maybe set forth
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           1      the reasons why -- why you would suggest that.



           2                        THE WITNESS:  So can you help me



           3      understand if my use of the term "reckless" was in my



           4      response this morning or it's in the testimony?



           5                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Oh.  No.



           6      It's in the testimony.



           7                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.



           8                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  I'm sorry.



           9                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          10                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  It's in your



          11      testimony.  22 and then again over on 21.



          12                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          13                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  At Line 15.



          14      You have it in here, but --



          15                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          16                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  -- I just



          17      want a little more -- a little more substance on



          18      that, please.  Thank you.



          19                        THE WITNESS:  Sure.  I appreciate



          20      that.



          21          The -- the only real dispatchable generation from



          22      our existing fleet that would be available for



          23      Washington really boils down to the Chehalis



          24      facility, the thermal units, the Bridger facilities



          25      we've got proposed in this -- in this allocation.
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           1          There are additional procurements we're planning.



           2      We do have some battery resources coming online, but



           3      not sufficient in and of themselves to replace this.



           4          And so my use of the term "reckless" is really to



           5      draw attention to the fact that removal of this



           6      dispatch will generate reliance on maybe not a



           7      hundred percent but close to hundred percent



           8      non-emitting variable resources.  There are some



           9      hydro facilities, so I'm not trying to make this



          10      black and white all in all, but it's a significant



          11      reduction of the sort of things needed to maintain



          12      reliable operations on the system would, in fact, be



          13      reckless.



          14          And, again, I'm tying that to the point that



          15      if -- if -- if we're incurring real costs to maintain



          16      that type of service, then, you know, inherent in



          17      that assumption is those costs are being passed



          18      through to customers because it's a cost to provide



          19      reliable service.  That we can't just lean on the



          20      system in other jurisdictions' costs for resources



          21      that might be providing that service and assume



          22      that's okay.



          23                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.



          24      Thank you.  Appreciate that.



          25                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe



           2      that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Link.



           3      You're excused at this point in time.



           4                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



           5                               (Witness excused.)



           6



           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  At this



           8      point in time, we will go ahead and break for lunch.



           9      We will be off the record.



          10                               (Pause in proceedings from



          11                                12:19 p.m. to 1:24 p.m.)



          12



          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  It is now



          14      1:24 p.m.  And we will be moving to our next witness,



          15      witness -- sorry -- witness Mitchell.  If you could



          16      please come up.  Thank you.



          17          And if you could please raise your right hand,



          18      I'll swear you in.



          19          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you



          20      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,



          21      and nothing but the truth?



          22                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          23      ////



          24      ////



          25      ////
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           1      RAMON J. MITCHELL,         having been first duly sworn



           2                                 by Administrative Law Judge



           3                                 Thompson, was examined and



           4                                 testified as follows:



           5



           6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  You



           7      may be seated.



           8          And, Counsel, you may proceed.



           9



          10                        DIRECT EXAMINATION



          11      BY MR. LOWNEY:



          12  Q   Witness Mitchell, could you please state and spell



          13      your name for the record.



          14  A   Name is Ramon Mitchell.  R-a-m-o-n M-i-t-c-h-e-l-l.



          15  Q   And how are you employed?



          16  A   I am the director of net power cost for PacifiCorp.



          17  Q   And in that capacity, did you file testimony in this



          18      case?



          19  A   Yes, I did.



          20  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions today,



          21      would your answers be the same?



          22  A   Yes, they would.



          23                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you.



          24          Witness Mitchell is available for



          25      cross-examination.
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



           2      much.



           3          We will go ahead and begin with staff.  And feel



           4      free to proceed whenever you're ready.



           5



           6                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



           7      BY MS. STRAUSS:



           8  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.



           9          How are you?



          10  A   Good afternoon.  I'm well.  Thank you.



          11          How are you?



          12  Q   Generally speaking, would you expect to buy a hedge



          13      at one price and then sell it at another price?



          14  A   No.  Generally speaking, as you can see in Page 40 of



          15      my rebuttal testimony -- as in Page four zero of



          16      Exhibit 13CT, as in "Charlie," "tango" -- it



          17      illustrates the tree timelines of the energy market:



          18      The forward market, the day-ahead market, and the



          19      real-time market.



          20          Hedges are transacted in the forward market.  And



          21      then to the extent that they're sold, they're



          22      typically sold in the day-ahead market, at which



          23      point they're no longer hedges.  They're spot market



          24      transactions or day-ahead or real-time transactions.



          25  Q   Okay.  But the price you buy it at would not be the
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           1      same you would sell any sort of spot market



           2      transaction at?



           3  A   It could be the same.  It could be different.  The



           4      market is unpredictable; hence, why we hedge.  And so



           5      it's not possible to say whether it would be higher



           6      or lower, which is why the hedging adjustment does



           7      not account for those variations.  It does not



           8      account for price volatility impacts on the net power



           9      cost forecast, and it does not account for changes in



          10      the underlying OFPC.



          11  Q   Okay.  You agree that Aurora -- that Aurora is



          12      modeled based on prices and resource datas that are



          13      input into the program on the day the model is run,



          14      correct?



          15  A   They are based on the prices input and the resource



          16      correctors.  It's not necessarily on the day that the



          17      model is run, because we have preparatory stages.



          18      But they are as you describe with the exception of



          19      the last.



          20  Q   Okay.  So it's based on data that has been generated



          21      in recent past?



          22  A   Either generated or procured.  In the case of forward



          23      prices, we do not as a company generate those forward



          24      price curves.  We take them from the real or forward



          25      market, which are broker quotes, where you can buy
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           1      now energy for delivery one year from now.



           2  Q   And in your opinion, as you stated in testimony,



           3      Aurora's optimization is fundamentally a spot market



           4      simulation, correct?



           5  A   Correct.



           6  Q   Okay.  And the spot market is the real-time or



           7      short-term marketplace where electricity is bought or



           8      sold for immediate delivery?



           9  A   Yes.  And I would like to clarify that the phrase



          10      Aurora is a spot market simulation refers to the fact



          11      that the model is an hourly granularity model, which



          12      is more akin to the spot market and less akin to the



          13      forward time frames where you have to purchase energy



          14      in quarterly blocks of heavy-load hours or light-load



          15      hours.  Not a function of whether there exists a



          16      day-ahead market or a real-time market, but more



          17      function of the granularity, the time granularity of



          18      the model.



          19  Q   But hedges are products that are bought sometimes



          20      months in advance to reduce price volatility; is that



          21      correct?



          22  A   Hedges for the most part, depending on your



          23      definition where here we're referring to hedges as



          24      price risk management to manage price volatility.



          25          And refer back to Page 40 of my rebuttal
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           1      testimony.  Of the three markets that exist that



           2      Aurora attempts to model, all three of them -- this



           3      is key -- hedges are purchased in the forward market



           4      where you see the sub-label 1.5 to three months out.



           5          And then the hourly in-model optimization is



           6      effectively a day-ahead or a real-time optimization



           7      solely because Aurora can only transact in hourly



           8      increments.  It does not have a concept of multi-hour



           9      blocks.



          10  Q   Got it.



          11          Now, the prices for hedges are inputs in the



          12      model, correct?



          13  A   Only to the extent that all prices in the model are



          14      inputs to the model.  In that context, you are



          15      correct.



          16  Q   But these are -- so these are prices that PacifiCorp



          17      is taking from the OFPC and putting into the model?



          18  A   This is the case for all prices of the model.



          19  Q   Okay.  But the prices, themselves, are not generated



          20      by PacifiCorp?



          21  A   None of PacifiCorp's official forward price curves,



          22      which is the OFPC you refer to, they are not



          23      generated by PacifiCorp.  And this applies to all



          24      components of net per costs, whether it be a hedge or



          25      a purchase power agreement that is indexed to a
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           1      market hub or something of the sort.



           2  Q   Okay.  And when PacifiCorp is selling excess power



           3      from hedges, is it using the OFPC prices to model



           4      those prices, or is it using the day-ahead real-time



           5      prices for that day?



           6  A   When the excess energy is sold -- and let me harken



           7      back to actual operations.



           8          PacifiCorp in the day-ahead market -- and by



           9      that, I just mean simpler -- or more simply, when we



          10      transact closer to the moment of operations, whether



          11      it be on an hour-ahead basis or a day-ahead basis,



          12      PacifiCorp is a price taker.  When we need to buy



          13      energy, we must buy energy, and we buy it at a price



          14      that is above the market, the average market clearing



          15      price.  And when we need to sell energy, we sell



          16      energy that is below.  And this makes sense.



          17      Otherwise, we would arbitrage and make free money.



          18          And so to your question, the hedges are sold in



          19      that, at that discount that we observe in actual



          20      operations, that discount to the average market



          21      clearing price, and picks up that transaction cost of



          22      hedging separate from price volatility, which you



          23      referred to earlier.



          24  Q   So that price that you are modeling the sell price



          25      for, you talked about a discount that you're giving
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           1      to it, but what is that base number?  Is that base



           2      number based on the official forward price curve, or



           3      is it based on the day-ahead real-time price curve



           4      price?



           5  A   The base number -- all the base numbers for all the



           6      prices are fundamentally based on the official



           7      forward price curve.  In the day-ahead horizon, we



           8      have a spread between the buy price and the sale



           9      price.



          10          Because, of course, you'd expect that to be



          11      realistic with my -- one of my analogies is, if you



          12      go to the grocery store and you buy a pack of 12 eggs



          13      and then you were to go back and attempt to sell the



          14      excess -- perhaps you only used ten -- no one would



          15      buy the two remaining eggs for the same price that



          16      you bought the 12 at on a per-unit basis.



          17          That's the concept of spread in prices, having a



          18      purchase price and a sales price.



          19  Q   Got it.



          20          So just to make sure I'm clear:  PacifiCorp is



          21      using the official forward price curve for all the



          22      pricing in its model.  And then when it's modeling



          23      selling excess energy from hedges, it's applying a



          24      discount to that OFPC number, and that's how it's



          25      modeling the sale price of excess energy from hedges?
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           1  A   Yes.  Identical to the opposite scenario, where we



           2      would model purchases at a premium price in the



           3      day-ahead or real-time market.  This is, in fact, the



           4      very concept of the precedential DART adjustment



           5      setting aside anything that happened in the prior



           6      rate case.



           7  Q   Okay.  And so looking at the DART prices, those



           8      prices are short-term market transactions, correct?



           9  A   The prices or the OFPC with the calculation based on



          10      actual observed prices over the past four years to



          11      develop what is effectively ratios to take the one



          12      OFPC and derive two prices.



          13          The ratio of how -- how on average our purchase



          14      price as PacifiCorp has been compared to what the



          15      market average clearing price across the west has



          16      been.  That ratio gives you the purchase price



          17      premium.



          18          And then how the market clears across the entire



          19      west versus PacifiCorp's transactions for sales, that



          20      ratio between PacifiCorp transactions on a dollar per



          21      megawatt-hour for sales compared to the OFPC, which



          22      is a representation of the average market clearing



          23      price, gives you the sale price that we calculate.



          24  Q   Okay.  So my question is a little different.



          25          I want to talk a little bit about the -- the
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           1      DART, the day-ahead real-time prices, specifically.



           2          Those prices are for short-term market



           3      transactions, generally speaking?



           4  A   Those prices are applied to any transactions that



           5      the -- or most transactions that the model conducts



           6      on an hourly granularity basis.



           7  Q   So, but looking at your testimony, RJM-13CT, Page 40,



           8      the page you keep referencing.



           9  A   Mm-hmm.



          10  Q   In your graphic, you have three different energy



          11      markets.  The day-ahead and the real-time are the 24



          12      to 72 hours or the minutes to hours out.



          13          So those would be short-term, correct?



          14  A   Correct.



          15  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          16          So those would necessarily be the prices that you



          17      would see today or tomorrow for power you would be



          18      using tomorrow or the next day?



          19  A   No.  It would be the prices that PacifiCorp manages



          20      to either procure energy at or sell energy at.



          21      Because the prices that we see in the market, on



          22      average, are those -- is that OFPC.  And because we



          23      are a price taker when we must serve load, we tend to



          24      buy above that OFPC.



          25          Because a hot summer day and the load raises up
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           1      unexpectedly, you must purchase the energy to serve



           2      your load.  Conversely, if you have too much energy



           3      in that day-ahead time frame, you must sell.  And so



           4      by the dynamics of market and competition, you end up



           5      buying at a premium and selling at a discount.



           6  Q   Looking at the forward -- official forward price



           7      curve a little bit, the OF -- so hypothetically if



           8      you're looking at the OFPC today, that's what it may



           9      cost to purchase something, I think as your testimony



          10      on that graphic said, a year and a half or three



          11      months out; is that correct?



          12  A   That's correct.



          13  Q   Okay.  Now, in hedging, you're not buying all of your



          14      hedges on the day you're necessarily modeling these



          15      prices, correct?



          16  A   Those concepts are separate.  The model that we're



          17      using here, it's a software that's all -- it all



          18      happens at once when you click the "run" button.



          19          In actual operations, they start out one and a



          20      half years in advance for energy and slowly layer in



          21      purchases or sales as they get to the moment of



          22      operations.  And so it's not comparable from modeling



          23      perspective, which all happens at once in a



          24      single-stage model, versus actual operations which



          25      occurs across years of building up to the moment.
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           1  Q   So I think that answers my question.



           2          So what you're saying is, the model's not



           3      necessarily -- it's measuring a moment in time of



           4      what's happening based on the data you have at that



           5      point in time.



           6          But you're not necessarily buying your hedges at



           7      that point in time.  It could be happening then.  It



           8      could be happening in a few weeks.  It could be



           9      happening in a few months.



          10  A   Your characteristic is generally on point but for the



          11      fact that this isn't restricted to hedges.  This is



          12      everything that happens in the model.



          13  Q   Sure.



          14  A   It happens --



          15  Q   I'm just only asking --



          16  A   -- at one point in time.



          17  Q   -- about hedges.



          18          I'm just only asking about hedges right now.



          19  A   I wish to clarify that it happens for all net power



          20      costs.



          21  Q   Okay.  So you can be buying hedges today for use in



          22      January, correct?



          23  A   Correct.



          24  Q   Okay.  Or you could be buying hedges in February for



          25      use in August?
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           1  A   Let's step back for a minute.



           2          In Aurora, we're not simulating that we buy



           3      hedges at a certain Time Period X for use in Time



           4      Period Y.  Remember, Aurora is just one instance of a



           5      model run.  We're simulating the necessary purchases



           6      to serve load, recognizing that in actual operations,



           7      the time frames involved span multiple months and



           8      almost multiple years, and then compress that into



           9      one model run.



          10          We must account for the three markets and how the



          11      dynamics and mechanics of those three markets work,



          12      where hedges can only, for the most part, be



          13      purchased in quarterly blocks three months long.  And



          14      so we accurately model that.  And then when it comes



          15      to the real-time market, you may purchase the day of



          16      in hourly increments.  That is accounted for in



          17      Aurora.



          18          And for the day-ahead market we have also those



          19      hourly purchases and then an adjustment called the



          20      DART to account for the fact that you're purchasing



          21      eight-hour or 16-hour blocks.



          22          So this entire concept of hedges and day-ahead



          23      market purchases and real-time market purchases are



          24      all accounting for the length of the product that we



          25      must buy and the fact that when you purchase that
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           1      length, if you a year ahead see a need in summer for



           2      5,000 megawatts of load, you must purchase a hedge



           3      product three months in length to acquire the energy



           4      to serve the 5,000 megawatts of load in one hour.



           5      And then any energy that is not needed to serve that



           6      5,000 will be sold.



           7          And that transaction cost whereby you necessarily



           8      buy energy that is excess and then sell it at



           9      discount, because of the comparative nature of the



          10      markets, is what you refer to here with your concept



          11      of timing.  But I must stress that, in the model, it



          12      is all done at the same time while we simulate the



          13      accuracy of how things operate in actual operations.



          14  Q   So just to summarize:  The model is done --



          15      everything's being done at the same time in the



          16      model, but in your actual practice, these purchases



          17      are taking place over a series of months?



          18  A   All -- all purchases.



          19  Q   All purchases are taking --



          20  A   All components of net power cost.



          21  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          22          So just to clarify:  When you're going to buy the



          23      hedges in reality -- not in the model, in reality --



          24      the price that was modeled may not be the accurate



          25      price anymore, because markets fluctuate, correct?
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           1  A   This is the principle behind all of net power cost



           2      modeling.  None of the prices, whether it be the



           3      day-ahead, the real-time, the forward market, whether



           4      it be gas prices, whether it be prices for PPAs with



           5      some market index, none of them are actually



           6      representative of what we're going to transact at.



           7          Because these are forecasts of prices.  All



           8      inputs or near all inputs are forecasts of prices.



           9      It applies to all of net power costs in the model.



          10  Q   So the hedge forecast could be an overestimation or



          11      an underestimation of the actual costs?



          12  A   All of net power costs can be an over-underestimation



          13      [sic] or an underestimation of the actual costs.



          14      This is the whole bundle.  It cannot take away



          15      hedging and isolate it and speak to it as things that



          16      are inaccurate over or under without considering that



          17      this is a concept that applies to the entirety of



          18      modeled net power costs that sets that PCAM base



          19      that's -- or, rather, that amount that flows into the



          20      PCAM and is trued up for customer rates on that, on



          21      that surcharge.



          22  Q   Now, the official forward price curve, does that



          23      explicitly include information that identifies



          24      purchase and sale price for the 25-megawatt hedge



          25      blocks that PacifiCorp purchases?
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           1  A   The quantity of the amount of energy purchased and



           2      the price are not related for any component of net



           3      power costs, in the sense that when we get that OFPC



           4      from broker quotes in the market, it is a price that



           5      is given to us based on prevailing market dynamics



           6      and how players in the market foresee future events



           7      unfolding as an aggregate.



           8          But there isn't a -- there isn't a set of -- from



           9      X -- from zero megawatts to a thousand megawatts,



          10      here's your price for each incremental megawatt-hour.



          11      It's one price.  And so implicitly it assumes



          12      infinite liquidity, and so it's disconnected from



          13      volume in that sense.



          14  Q   So I want to talk a little bit more about the



          15      25-megawatt hedge blocks that you reference in your



          16      testimony.



          17          That specific product, that 25-megawatt hedge



          18      block, does the OFPC explicitly have information



          19      related to that exact product in terms of a purchase



          20      price or a sale price, or is it -- are those official



          21      forward price curve prices just general energy



          22      prices?



          23  A   Let me take a step back.



          24          In the day-ahead time frame, we also purchase in



          25      25-megawatt blocks, just as in we do in the forward
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           1      time frame, the one to year -- one year to months



           2      out.  None of these prices -- forward market



           3      transactions, day-ahead market transactions, or



           4      real-time market transactions -- the OFPC is agnostic



           5      to whether it's purchased in 25-megawatt blocks or 25



           6      times 250-megawatt blocks.



           7          And your question seems to imply that we purchase



           8      a single product that is of 25 megawatts in size.  We



           9      purchase a product that is multiples of 25 megawatts.



          10      It could be 500, a thousand, or 50.  It's not just a



          11      single 25.  And this applies to the forward markets



          12      and to the day-ahead markets.



          13  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          14          Now I want to talk a little bit about the PCAM



          15      just briefly.



          16          The PCAM is meant to track deviations in costs



          17      from the net power cost forecast that is set, impacts



          18      GRC or PCORC, correct?



          19  A   That is part of its purpose, yes.



          20  Q   Okay.  And then that balance is trued up in the



          21      annual PCAM filings?



          22  A   That's the basic idea of it.



          23  Q   And, now, system balancing transactions are included



          24      in those -- in those costs that are tracked in the



          25      PCAM, correct?
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           1  A   All net power cost transactions in the model are



           2      brought over into the PCAM.



           3  Q   Now, the hedge prices that the company ultimately



           4      pays, the price they ultimately pay for the hedge



           5      products they acquire, are those included in the



           6      costs that are tracked for true-up in the PCAM?



           7  A   Yes.  But not cherry-picking here.  All prices are



           8      included, the actuals for all forward market,



           9      day-ahead market, real-time market.  All the actual



          10      prices are captured and trued up to the forecast



          11      prices.  We can't cherry-pick one single market and



          12      ignore the other two markets.  It's a holistic



          13      forecast.



          14  Q   And the PCAM is a tracking mechanism, correct?



          15  A   That's my understanding.



          16  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          17          I want to switch gears a little bit and talk



          18      about the Washington hedge book.



          19          So PacifiCorp has a separate hedge book for



          20      Washington, correct?



          21  A   Now, the Washington hedge book is something that is



          22      an operational-related activity, and so I would first



          23      like to clarify that your questions will probably be



          24      primarily for Mike Wilding, vice president of energy



          25      supply management, but I will try to attempt -- I
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           1      will attempt to answer your questions as best as



           2      possible.



           3          Could you please repeat your question.



           4  Q   Yeah.



           5          So PacifiCorp has a separate hedge book for



           6      Washington specifically, correct?



           7  A   My understanding is that PacifiCorp intends to



           8      implement a separate hedge book.  But at the moment,



           9      we do not have that implemented in actual operations.



          10      But please refer to company witness Wilding for



          11      further information.



          12  Q   So based on your understanding, currently



          13      PacifiCorp's operations are that it has one hedge



          14      book for its whole system, and its future plan is to



          15      have a separate hedge book for Washington.



          16          Is that your understanding?



          17  A   That is my current understanding.  But I defer to



          18      company witness Wilding, who is the subject matter



          19      expert and present in this room.  And please do ask



          20      him that question, to subject to check myself.



          21  Q   Now, for hedges for Washington, those are determined



          22      based on allocation from the overall hedges acquired



          23      for the system, correct?



          24  A   You're going to have to speak to company witness



          25      Wilding about that.
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           1  Q   I'm sorry.  What was that?



           2  A   Company witness Wilding will be able to help you



           3      through those understandings.



           4  Q   So you do speak a little bit to the Washington hedge



           5      book in your testimony.  So to the extent you can, I



           6      would like you to try to answer the question.



           7  A   Of course.



           8  Q   The hedges applied to Washington under the current



           9      practice, they are an allocation based on the hedges



          10      that are calculated for the system, correct?



          11  A   Could you please point me to the section of my



          12      testimony where I discuss these -- this concept of



          13      hedging.



          14  Q   So it looks like you talk a bit about the hedge --



          15      Washington's hedge book starting at Page 125.  But



          16      you also talk about it above that at Page 32.  This



          17      is your rebuttal testimony, so RJM-13CT.



          18          It talks about creating and managing two separate



          19      power and gas hedge books, one for Washington and one



          20      for the rest of the system.



          21          Now, as you've already stated, the plan for the



          22      Washington hedge book is forthcoming.  It has not



          23      come to fruition yet.  Currently, the practice is



          24      hedging for the system.



          25  A   Did you mention Page 32 and Page 125?
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           1  Q   I said -- sorry -- Page 32, yep, and then Page 125.



           2      And it talks a little bit about it at Page -- it



           3      starts at Page 31, but we're looking at Page 35



           4      right --



           5  A   And --



           6  Q   -- 32 right now.



           7  A   -- this is all in my rebuttal testimony?



           8  Q   Correct.



           9  A   Thank you.



          10          I'm there.



          11  Q   Okay.  So the company is proposing to manage a



          12      separate Washington-specific hedge book, so that is



          13      the future -- the future practice, correct?



          14  A   Correct.



          15  Q   The current practice is a hedge book for the system?



          16  A   Correct.



          17  Q   Okay.  So based on that, how Washington has allocated



          18      hedges is they receive an allocation based on the



          19      hedges needed for the whole system; is that correct?



          20  A   Could you repeat the question, please.



          21  Q   Absolutely.



          22          So Washington currently receives hedges based on



          23      an allocation of what the total number of hedges for



          24      the whole system is.



          25          So say there are a hundred hedges for the whole
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           1      system -- and I'm just making up these numbers for



           2      whole numbers and easy math 'cause I'm not good at



           3      math.



           4          Washington will receive a portion of those 100



           5      hedges that the company has determined needs to meet



           6      load for its whole system?



           7  A   With the clarification that in the 2022 PCAM, the



           8      Commission ordered an adjustment to hedges wherein



           9      the west side for gas was -- it has an after-the-fact



          10      adjustment in the PCAM.



          11  Q   Mm-hmm.



          12  A   So with that caveat, yes.



          13  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          14          So Washington, under the current practice, is not



          15      hedged separately?



          16  A   Correct.  But for that adjustment, which is a



          17      ratemaking adjustment.



          18  Q   And that's only for the gas hedges.  And that --



          19  A   Correct.



          20  Q   -- occurs -- and that gas hedge adjustment, that



          21      occurs after the calculations for hedges of the



          22      system has been completed?



          23  A   It occurs after the actual hedges have been



          24      executed --



          25  Q   Okay.
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           1  A   -- in actual operations.



           2  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



           3          Okay.  Hold on.  We can skip some of this.



           4                        MS. STRAUSS:  Some of this



           5      material -- my next question, it touches on



           6      confidential material.  I don't know if it would



           7      specifically touch on -- the exhibit, itself, is



           8      confidential.  I'm not sure the actual material being



           9      referenced is confidential.  I don't know how, Your



          10      Honor, how you'd like to handle that.



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Do you think your



          12      question -- the way you phrase your questions will



          13      contain confidential material?



          14                        MS. STRAUSS:  Let me pull up the



          15      exhibit and take a look.  Hold on.  Give me one



          16      second.



          17          I can probably phrase the question to avoid



          18      having to talk about the specific substance of what's



          19      in the confidential part of the exhibit.  But it



          20      references the existence of a table that's in the



          21      confidential part of the exhibit.  So I guess I would



          22      defer to the company how they want it.



          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Which exhibit?



          24                        MS. STRAUSS:  This is 5C.  RJM-5C.



          25      It speaks to the characteristics of one of the
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           1      figures in that exhibit.



           2                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Does the



           3      company have any preference for whether or not we try



           4      to avoid going into a confidential session, or do you



           5      feel that it's necessary to do so at this point in



           6      time?



           7                        MR. LOWNEY:  I confess, I'm a bit



           8      at a loss, because I'm just not sure what -- if I'm



           9      understanding, if the question is going to make



          10      reference to confidential material even obliquely, I



          11      think we need to go into the confidential session.



          12      But not understanding exactly how the question is



          13      going to be phrased, I'm not a hundred percent sure.



          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Let's go



          15      ahead, and we'll need to take probably a five-minute



          16      recess to be able to go into a confidential session.



          17          I'll just ask public counsel and AWEC:  Did you



          18      have confidential questions for witness Mitchell as



          19      well?



          20                        MR. PEPPLE:  I have questions that



          21      reference confidential material, but I'm fairly



          22      confident I can do it without getting into



          23      confidential discussions.



          24                        MR. SYKES:  I think I can avoid



          25      confidential material in my questioning.
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We'll go



           2      ahead and take a brief recess to go ahead and go into



           3      a confidential session.



           4          I was thinking if we had more questions, we could



           5      just do them all at once.  But if we can avoid them,



           6      to prevent us from going back into confidential



           7      session, that would be great.



           8          So at this point in time, we'll be off the record



           9      for a couple of minutes so that we can set up the



          10      breakout room.  I'd ask that the parties take a look



          11      around the room and just ensure that everybody who's



          12      here with you has signed a confidentiality agreement.



          13          If not, we'll have to send them out of the room



          14      temporarily.  Thank you.



          15                               (Pause in proceedings from



          16                                1:57 p.m. to 2:04 p.m.)



          17                               (Confidential Session



          18                                begins.)



          19                               (Confidential portion



          20                                redacted.)



          21



          22



          23



          24



          25
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           2



           3



           4



           5



           6



           7



           8



           9



          10



          11



          12



          13



          14



          15                               (Confidential session



          16                                concluded.)



          17



          18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  We are back



          19      on the record in the public Zoom room.  And, staff,



          20      you can go ahead and proceed with your next question.



          21                        MS. STRAUSS:  Thank you, Your



          22      Honor.



          23  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  So, Mr. Mitchell, the currently



          24      used model for forecasting hedges has never been



          25      tested by applying it to a prior year and comparing
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           1      the outputs in the model with the actual hedges that



           2      were acquired for that year, correct?



           3  A   No, that's not correct.



           4  Q   But you just said the backcast study does not



           5      individually reflect the hedges.



           6  A   Right.  Let me explain.



           7          So our forecast of net power costs -- whether it



           8      be in a dollar basis or a megawatt-hour basis -- is,



           9      for lack of for better phrasing, always wrong, unless



          10      by some extreme coincidence the decimals line up



          11      perfectly.



          12          So those hedge forecasts, in an ideal world where



          13      all our inputs into the model are correct and the



          14      model is properly specified, the forecast of hedges



          15      on a dollar basis and on a megawatt-hour basis would



          16      be completely accurate, because the forward price



          17      curve would never change from our assumptions, et



          18      cetera and so forth.



          19          In this benchmark, we took all of the actual



          20      executed hedges in 2020, and because they were known,



          21      we fixed them into the model so that the model



          22      properly accounts for that -- those quarterly blocks



          23      of energy that it has to somehow, if there is an



          24      excess say for that 5,000-megawatt summer peak hour,



          25      it has to get rid of.
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           1          We loaded the full yearly amount of total actual



           2      executed hedges and then let the model dispose of any



           3      excess just like it would in the forecast, with the



           4      only difference being, between the benchmark and the



           5      forecast, is that we know that these hedges actually



           6      occurred.  And then the forecast, in a perfect world,



           7      we know that the hedges would actually occur as well.



           8      But it's a forecast, so there would be some variation



           9      in price and some variation in megawatt-hours as per



          10      usual for any forecast.



          11          But the principle is the same.  Hedges are loaded



          12      into the model in quarterly blocks, and then the



          13      excess is sold at a discount because we used the OFPC



          14      that you discussed with the DART premium discount.



          15  Q   So let me ask the question a little differently.



          16          Have you ever taken the method you're currently



          17      using to forecast hedges and applied it on a prior



          18      year's data for hedges, the actual known data, to



          19      compare the outputs?



          20  A   In a related fashion, but not as you describe it.



          21          What we have done is benched mark -- so the



          22      method that we use to calculate the hedge volumes --



          23      because remember that the prices are set by the OFPC,



          24      not calculated by the company.  They are what they



          25      are.
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           1          But the hedge volumes that go into the model,



           2      those quarterly blocks for -- and these quarterly



           3      blocks are seasonal.  So June, July, August, those



           4      types of quarterly blocks corresponding to seasons.



           5      I may be off on the season definition.  I can't quite



           6      recall.  Those volumes that are in this PCORC have



           7      been "benched mark" in aggregate against historical



           8      volumes from calendar year 2024, calendar year 2023,



           9      and quite possibly 2022.  I'd have to double-check my



          10      testimony.



          11          So we validated that the method we use to come up



          12      with the hedge volumes is reasonable.  And then based



          13      on that, plus the fact that this benchmark study in



          14      2020 also took the actual hedge volumes this time,



          15      not the forecasted one.  But recall, the forecast is



          16      reasonable to the actuals based on our comparison.



          17      Our result here in the benchmark implies, therefore,



          18      that the results in the forecast are also reasonable.



          19          And so your question implies at some kind of



          20      divergence based on a lack of -- of fact checking or



          21      back checking, but that wouldn't be an accurate



          22      premise.



          23  Q   So I really quickly want to touch on something you



          24      just said.



          25          You mentioned comparing applying this methodology
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           1      to years 2024, 2023, and maybe 2022.



           2          Is that what you just said?



           3  A   Taking the total amount of hedge volumes anticipated



           4      for calendar year 2026 and having the own historical



           5      data for comparison, being calendar years 2024 and



           6      backwards, we compared the forecast in hedge volumes



           7      to historical actual hedge volumes to ensure that



           8      they are in alignment and in a realm of



           9      reasonability.



          10  Q   Okay.  And which exhibit are those comparisons --



          11      which exhibit to your testimony or to any one in the



          12      PacifiCorp's testimony can those comparisons be found



          13      in?



          14  A   They're in my rebuttal testimony.



          15  Q   But which exhibit to your rebuttal testimony is that



          16      data actually shown, or is it just stated in your



          17      testimony?



          18  A   It's -- the data is in Exhibit 13CT.



          19          Now, someone with a Control-F, if they did



          20      "million mwh" with a space in between, could find it



          21      faster than me.  But those numbers for 2024, for



          22      2026, or for 2023, I'm 90 percent certain that they



          23      are directly within Exhibit 13C in my rebuttal



          24      testimony.



          25                        MR. LOWNEY:  Your Honor, if I may,
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           1      I believe Page 23 may be the page that you're looking



           2      for.



           3                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.  We'll



           4      take a look.



           5                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Page 23 has the



           6      last paragraph that says, finally, these hedges are



           7      far from hypothetical in practice.



           8          Then it goes on.  And then it says to provide



           9      context in calendar year 2024, then in calendar year



          10      2023.  So I didn't use 2022.  I just used 2024 and



          11      2023.  Actual executed hedges to compare to a



          12      forecast of calendar year 2026.



          13  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  So this is the quantity of hedges,



          14      though, correct?



          15  A   Yes.  Which is the entire premise.  Because recall



          16      the OFPC is already set by the market, and so the



          17      company doesn't have any input into what the prices



          18      are, only what the volume is.



          19  Q   Okay.  So -- but when you're modeling for hedges and



          20      you're using the OFPC, you're using that also to



          21      model not only the purchase price but the sale price



          22      for any excess; is that correct?



          23  A   Yes.  So the hedges, themselves, at these quarterly



          24      blocks -- represent in summer, winter, fall,



          25      spring -- they come in at the flat OFPC.  Because





                                                                     197

�







           1      this, what we discussed earlier with this premium and



           2      this discount, that is the day-ahead real-time



           3      adjustment not related to forward markets.  And then



           4      that discount, when the excess is sold, that's when



           5      that price for the sale kicks in, which is a discount



           6      to the OFPC.



           7  Q   Yeah, I understand that.



           8          So what I'm asking is:  This method that you are



           9      using to model that purchase and sale pricing, did



          10      you apply that method to say the 2024, 2023 data, to



          11      look at how that method for modeling pricing applied



          12      to the actual pricing produced for those quantities



          13      purchased?



          14  A   The question, itself, isn't valid.  We're comparing



          15      megawatt-hours only.  Because a comparison of price



          16      produces no tangible results.  The prices are broker



          17      quotes from the forward market that form the OFPC.



          18      And so any comparison of price would seem to be



          19      saying, Well, how wrong was the market in predicting



          20      next year's price?



          21          And that's something that the company does not



          22      calculate.  It's not in our control of net power cost



          23      forecast inputs, if you will.  We don't determine the



          24      OFPC.  The market does.



          25          But what we do determine is the hedge volumes.
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           1      And so that we need to check against the historical



           2      data to make sure that they're in the realm of



           3      reasonableness.  To check to see if the prices are in



           4      the realm of reasonableness, that could be done.  But



           5      the only outcome of that analysis would be to say,



           6      Well, I guess the market got it wrong.  But we don't



           7      create those prices.



           8  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



           9          Okay.  I want to talk a little bit about the PTCs



          10      that my cocounsel talked a little bit about earlier,



          11      and I talk a little bit about PTCs in your testimony.



          12      So I just want to touch on those questions.  If for



          13      some reason you can't answer them, it's fine.  But to



          14      the extent you can, I want to give it a go.



          15          So you heard my cocounsel's questions to witness



          16      Links a little earlier about PTCs, correct?



          17  A   It'd be helpful if you could refresh my memory as



          18      necessary.



          19  Q   I'm going to ask slightly different questions, so I



          20      don't expect you to have them memorized.



          21          You agree that Mr. Link testifies that Rolling



          22      Hills is preferentially curtailed so as to lose fewer



          23      PTCs.



          24          That's your understanding of his testimony,



          25      correct?
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           1  A   I recall Mr. Link discussing preferential curtailment



           2      in order to maximize the benefits of PTCs from other



           3      wind resources that Washington has a -- Washington



           4      has a share of, all our wind resources in that region



           5      he was discussing, to my knowledge.



           6          I'd say it was -- I reference his question as



           7      being balance in do you take the more PTCs from this



           8      or the less PTCs from this or it's equal, more



           9      revenue for Washington customers, is my recollection



          10      of that.



          11  Q   And is the decision to curtail dispatch of Rolling



          12      Hills, say, in effort to lose fewer PTCs made based



          13      on assessment of the systemwide or just Washington?



          14  A   Both.  Because in that constrained Wyoming region



          15      where we have more generation capacity than we have



          16      the transmission to move the totality of that



          17      generation out of the region, when it comes to wind,



          18      subject to check, because of WIJAM, Washington has



          19      its system load share of all the wind resources.



          20          And so when you consider system dispatch of that



          21      wind versus Washington dispatch, because it's load



          22      ratio for all the six states, the effect is the same



          23      whether you dispatch for the system or for



          24      Washington.



          25  Q   Now, I know PacifiCorp is proposing something called
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           1      a 2026 protocol in this case, and there's the



           2      existing WIJAM.



           3          And there's different allocation proposals under



           4      each, correct?



           5  A   Yes.



           6  Q   Okay.  Now, looking at PTCs, in terms of the WIJAM,



           7      those are allocated based on who the resource is



           8      allocated to, correct?



           9  A   The allocation factors determine the flow of the



          10      PTCs, as the commissioner was questioning Mr. Link



          11      previously.



          12  Q   And the same would apply to the 2026 protocol,



          13      correct?



          14  A   Yes.



          15  Q   Okay.  So if, for example, Rolling Hills were



          16      curtailed in favor of another resource that is



          17      allocated to a different jurisdiction, then



          18      Washington customers would lose the PTCs that would



          19      have flown to them -- flow to them from Rolling



          20      Hills; isn't that correct?



          21  A   I'm not understanding your concept of a different



          22      jurisdiction.  Because the resources as they exist



          23      physically are system resources that each state has a



          24      share of, and the total shares in the 2026 protocol



          25      as proposed by the company would add to one.
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           1          Now, there is that Rolling Hills difference where



           2      Washington would not have a higher percentage.  But



           3      setting that aside for a moment to establish a



           4      baseline, it's not as if we operate a single resource



           5      six times, once for each jurisdiction.  We operate



           6      one resource, and each jurisdiction has a share of



           7      that resource, inclusive of Washington, inclusive of



           8      all the other five.



           9          And so I don't understand your concept of



          10      operating for another jurisdiction, or...



          11  Q   Let me -- let me try and do a hypothetical example.



          12          So say I believe PacifiCorp's proposal in this is



          13      that Washington would receive 34 percent of Rolling



          14      Hills, correct?  Roughly?



          15  A   Subject to check, the number seems appropriate.



          16  Q   Okay.  Let's just say --



          17  A   Approximate.



          18  Q   -- it's 34 just for the purpose of this question.



          19          So under the allocation, Washington would receive



          20      34 percent of the PTCs that come from that facility,



          21      correct?



          22  A   Yes.



          23  Q   Now say that facility is curtailed and instead



          24      hypothetical Wind Plant No. 2, of which Washington



          25      receives 2 percent of the power, it only receives 2
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           1      percent of the PTCs.



           2          So if Rolling Hills were curtailed in favor of



           3      this other facility, Washington would lose out on the



           4      34 percent of the PTCs it gets from Rolling Hills.



           5      It would only get 2 percent of the PTCs from that



           6      other facility?



           7  A   With the caveat that Rolling Hills has on the



           8      dollar -- on a cents-per-kilowatt-hour basis, a lower



           9      PTC rate than the other wind facilities.



          10  Q   Depending on the facility?  Or is Rolling Hills -- of



          11      all the wind facilities, they're all equal, and



          12      Rolling Hill is different?



          13  A   Mike Wilding would be the expert on that.  But



          14      subject to check with witness Wilding, of all



          15      company-owned wind resources, Rolling Hills and maybe



          16      one other are the only ones that have a PTC rate



          17      that -- or, rather, the only one that the projects



          18      are all not fully either repowered or earning the



          19      full PTC rates as well.



          20                        MS. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Let me just



          21      check one thing.



          22          That is all my questions.  Thank you very much.



          23                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          24                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          25          Public counsel, whenever you're ready, you can go
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           1      ahead and proceed with your questions.



           2



           3                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



           4      BY MR. SYKES:



           5  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.  Actually I've only got



           6      a few questions for you today.



           7  A   Good afternoon.



           8  Q   So this is a yes-or-no question.



           9          Under the WIJAM --



          10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Would you



          11      mind speaking closer to your mike.



          12                        MR. SYKES:  Sure.



          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.



          14  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  So this is a yes-or-no question.



          15          Under the WIJAM, Washington ratepayers are



          16      allocated a portion of NPC costs?



          17  A   Under the WIJAM, Washington customers are allocated



          18      net power costs.  The word "a portion of" --



          19      mathematically, yes, there's a total company number,



          20      and there's a Washington number, and one is less than



          21      the other.



          22  Q   Okay.  So you said net power costs.



          23          Are there also allocated a proportion of not NPC



          24      costs?



          25  A   Yes.
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           1  Q   Okay.  They receive benefits for those non-NPC costs



           2      they that pay?



           3  A   And the net-power-cost witness Sherona Cheung is the



           4      revenue requirement witness.



           5  Q   I understand.



           6          Your testimony actually discusses non-NPC a



           7      little bit.



           8  A   Oh.  Could you point me to the --



           9  Q   Sure.



          10  A   -- section of my testimony that does that.



          11  Q   Okay.  Let me ask it this way.  I'm having trouble



          12      finding it in the -- in your rebuttal testimony.



          13          You described the WIJAM balancing adjustment as a



          14      noncash transaction to cover a non-NPC shortfall.



          15  A   Could you please point me to that section of my



          16      testimony.



          17  Q   Okay.  Let's look at your analogy here of the car



          18      lease, the car fleet leases.



          19  A   Which page?



          20  Q   Page 99.



          21  A   Okay.  Rebuttal testimony Page 99.



          22  Q   Yeah.



          23  A   Yes.



          24  Q   It's RJM-13C.



          25  A   I am there.
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           1  Q   Okay.  So in your analogy here, you are using the



           2      cost of gasoline, which is a variable cost --



           3  A   Mm-hmm.



           4  Q   -- as a proxy for the car lease, which is a fixed



           5      cost.



           6  A   Mm-hmm.



           7  Q   Right?



           8          So that is an analogy for NPC, the gasoline, and



           9      non-NPC, the lease?



          10  A   Yes.  And that's why I use an analogy.  Because I'm



          11      the net power cost expert, not the -- not the non-net



          12      power cost expert.  It's a car-lease/gasoline



          13      analogy.



          14  Q   Now, your rebuttal testimony, it doesn't actually



          15      discuss what non-NPC costs went unpaid by Washington



          16      customers during any given time frame?



          17  A   My rebuttal testimony focuses on net power costs.



          18      I'm not net power cost witness.



          19  Q   Okay.  I understand that.



          20  A   I don't have any insight into those numbers like a



          21      subject matter expert does.



          22  Q   I understand that.



          23          But you're the witness who balanced on rebuttal



          24      about the balancing adjustment.  Not anybody else.



          25      You.
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           1  A   The balancing adjustment, it's a net power cost



           2      adjustment.



           3  Q   Okay.  So it is a net power cost adjustment?



           4  A   Yes, the balancing adjustment has always been a net



           5      power cost adjustment unless we're discussing two --



           6  Q   Okay.



           7  A   -- separate things.



           8  Q   So, I guess, what are the non-NPC costs that the



           9      balancing adjustment is covering for Washington?



          10          This is your analogy, so I'm trying to work with



          11      you here.



          12  A   I see what you're -- I think I see what you're



          13      getting at.



          14          So using a simplistic example, under the current



          15      WIJAM, it's been often the narrative and it is the



          16      case that Washington's share of the system's



          17      portfolio, Washington's share of the generation of



          18      resources that are off the total system is the -- the



          19      share of the actual generation output in any given



          20      year is lower than Washington -- than the load



          21      consumed by Washington customers.  And so there's a



          22      different -- there's a missing portion of energy.



          23          Now, in reality, Washington customers weren't



          24      blacked out to account for that missing portion of



          25      energy.  They received -- on the bulk electric
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           1      transmission system, they received reliable service.



           2          And so that gap of missing energy which is due



           3      to -- or put another way, had Washington subscribed



           4      to more generation units or more generation, which



           5      would of course entail plants and the entire revenue



           6      requirement associated with them, that gap would have



           7      closed.



           8          And so that closing of the gap in this



           9      hypothetical scenario, let's use Currant Creek as



          10      witness Link described earlier.  A resource in place,



          11      a gas resource that Washington currently doesn't



          12      subscribe to.  Assume Washington did subscribe to



          13      that resource.  In -- under the current WIJAM, it



          14      would make or possibly eliminate that what is often



          15      referred to as a short position, that gap between the



          16      generation and the energy.  And if Washington had



          17      subscribed to that gas plant in the east, there would



          18      be costs associated with net power costs and non-net



          19      power costs.



          20          Now, to recover or to proxy for the costs that



          21      Washington would have incurred had it signed up for a



          22      total amount of generation to satisfy its load, the



          23      balancing adjustment uses, as in its current form --



          24      this isn't the -- I'm discussing the current WIJAM.



          25      It uses market prices to proxy for the total value of
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           1      what -- of that -- of those missing dollars.



           2          The -- the customers of Washington received



           3      reliable energy, but on the books, on the ratemaking



           4      side, there isn't actually a payment for enough



           5      generation to have cover that reliable energy.  And



           6      so this balancing adjustment concept is simply a



           7      valuation of that shortfall.



           8          And so it appears in net power costs, and it does



           9      proxy for those non-net power cost components.  But



          10      it isn't a non-net power cost calculation.  It's a



          11      net power cost calculation proxy for a lack of



          12      non-net power cost elements in Washington rates.  And



          13      it's a ratemaking calculation, purely ratemaking on



          14      the spreadsheet.  Again, I must emphasize that



          15      Washington customers have reliable service and they



          16      don't actually get their service cut because of



          17      missing energy on a spreadsheet.



          18  Q   Okay.  And they get reliable service because they're



          19      part of a whole system?



          20  A   Right.  Because they're part of an integrated,



          21      holistically operated system.



          22  Q   Okay.  And does PacifiCorp track its NPC systemwide



          23      or by jurisdiction?



          24  A   NPCs incurred systemwide because it's operated as one



          25      system.  So our incurrence of the commodity costs to
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           1      cover the power that we've purchased and so forth is



           2      inherently a total system invoice that, you know, we



           3      receive from our suppliers for natural gas and so



           4      forth.  Anything after that is a -- is an -- is an



           5      allocation exercise of divvying costs, slicing the



           6      pie, so to speak.



           7  Q   Okay.  And in your testimony, RJM-13CT, 105, 12, to



           8      106, 15, you -- let's see.  Actually, let's do 105,



           9      20.



          10          You say that public counsel stipulated to the



          11      WIJAM balancing adjustment in PacifiCorp's 2019



          12      general rate case.



          13  A   Could you -- when you say "105, 20," are you



          14      referring to Pages 105 to Pages 120?



          15  Q   No.  Page 105, Line 20.



          16  A   Got you.



          17          On that line there, it says that the parties



          18      engaged in negotiations.



          19  Q   Yes.



          20          And then towards -- and it's PacifiCorp's



          21      position that public counsel stipulated to the WIJAM



          22      balancing adjustment?



          23  A   Are you referring to Page 106, Line 8?



          24  Q   Yes.  106, Line 8.



          25  A   Public counsel filed joint testimony in support of a
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           1      settlement.  Those are the -- that's the verbiage I'm



           2      reading from that line.



           3  Q   Yes.



           4          Can we agree that the WIJAM stipulation, itself,



           5      just the text of the stipulation that was filed, is



           6      silent as to the balancing adjustment?



           7  A   The text of the WIJAM, the Washington



           8      Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Methodology, the



           9      bare-bones text with the sections, we can definitely



          10      agree that it does not specifically refer to the



          11      balancing adjustment that came in the supporting



          12      testimony.



          13  Q   Okay.  And you refer -- I believe in the Footnote 111



          14      there on Page 106, you refer to Michael Wilding's



          15      direct testimony, Page 10, Lines 8 through 12, in



          16      that document; is that right?



          17  A   Yes.



          18  Q   Okay.  So if the Commission wanted to understand how



          19      the balancing adjustment is supposed to work, they



          20      could go refer to that testimony?



          21  A   Mr. Wilding's testimony, yes.  Or they could ask



          22      Mr. Wilding, who is conveniently here.



          23                        MR. SYKES:  All right.  Thank you.



          24      That's all.



          25                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.
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           1          AWEC, go ahead and proceed when you're ready.



           2                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Your Honor.



           3



           4                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



           5      BY MR. PEPPLE:



           6  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell.



           7  A   Good afternoon.



           8  Q   I have a couple questions about wind curtailment for



           9      you to start off with.



          10          First, I was just hoping that you could tell me



          11      how PacifiCorp -- what capacity factor PacifiCorp



          12      uses as an input to the Aurora model, how it



          13      determines that capacity factor for a wind resource.



          14  A   Most of the capacity factors that are used as an



          15      input into our production cost model, Aurora, or the



          16      P50 or preconstruction vintage forecasts that



          17      Mr. Link referred to earlier.



          18  Q   You said "most."



          19          What about ones that are not?



          20  A   Yes, if I recall correctly, about 65 percent use the



          21      preconstructive -- preconstruction vintage forecast,



          22      often referred to casually as "P50," and then the



          23      remainder uses 48 months of history, a normalization



          24      of 48 months of history as an input into the model.



          25  Q   Okay.  So when you say "a normalization of 48 months
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           1      of history," could you just sort of expand on that?



           2      That's --



           3  A   It's average.  Averaged out.



           4  Q   So the average actual production of the wind facility



           5      over those 48 months; is that right?



           6  A   Right.  It's generation-based -- well, they're -- the



           7      generation capacity factors are the same concepts.



           8      What it is is it's that four-year history on an



           9      hourly basis is where the data starts from, and then



          10      it simply -- you take an average of that four years



          11      to get a capacity factor.  And then because wind of



          12      course doesn't blow at the same capacity factor for



          13      every hour of the year, we take the -- an actual wind



          14      shape from the most recently available calendar year



          15      and then apply the capacity to that 8,760 hours, that



          16      8760 wind shape, to get it to match across the year,



          17      the same capacity factor that we calculated from the



          18      four years of data.



          19  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          20          And then do you have Mr. Mullins' testimony,



          21      BGM-1CT?



          22  A   1CT?  Yes, I do.



          23  Q   Could you turn -- I'm looking at -- so there's a



          24      Confidential Table 2 on Page 23 of his testimony.  If



          25      you could turn to that.
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           1  A   Yes, I see this Confidential Table --



           2  Q   Okay.



           3  A   -- 2.



           4  Q   So just to confirm:  I'm not going to discuss any of



           5      the actual numbers in this table.  But where it shows



           6      PacifiCorp wind forecast model input and CF



           7      percentage, those are the capacity factor percentages



           8      that we've just been talking about, either the P50 or



           9      the historical average; is that right?



          10  A   Yes.



          11  Q   And then if you go over to the Aurora model output,



          12      that CF percentage, I guess looking at both of those



          13      or really all of the numbers in this table, my



          14      understanding is that you don't -- you don't dispute



          15      the accuracy of any of these numbers.  You may



          16      dispute the conclusions that Mr. Mullins draws from



          17      them, but the numbers, themselves, you have not



          18      disputed; is that right?



          19  A   The numbers are accurate as of the direct testimony



          20      that Mr. Mullins referred to, to the best of my



          21      knowledge.



          22  Q   Okay.



          23  A   I did not actually verify his numbers.



          24  Q   So I had a couple of questions that were mostly just



          25      to clarify the record, maybe a little confusion on my
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           1      part.



           2          You testify -- and I can give you a page cite if



           3      you need it -- but the majority of wind curtailments



           4      do not occur in the EIM, but instead are based on



           5      PacifiCorp's -- baked into PacifiCorp's day-ahead



           6      schedule.



           7          Do you recall that?



           8  A   Page reference would be very helpful.  Thank you.



           9  Q   Sure.  It's Pages 58 to 59 of your rebuttal



          10      testimony.



          11  A   Yes.  Pages 58 contains an entire Q that goes over on



          12      to Page 59.  Q & A, that is.  Is -- is --



          13  Q   So --



          14  A   Yeah.



          15  Q   So my understanding of what you're saying here is



          16      that, you know, that there's two different sort of



          17      levels of curtailment.  One happens -- there's



          18      curtailments that are baked into the Aurora model,



          19      and then there are curtailments that occur in the EIM



          20      and that most of them occur as part of the day-head



          21      setup?



          22  A   No.  That's a misunderstanding of my testimony.



          23          So on Page 58, firstly the question is discussing



          24      AWEC's comparison of a 21.1 percent number that they



          25      call Aurora curtailment and then compares to a 1.4
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           1      percent number that they call the EIM curtailment.



           2      And so I mention that my comparison is an



           3      apples-to-pineapples, apples-to-oranges comparison.



           4          And then I go to speak of the Aurora model.  So,



           5      firstly, in actual operations, there are no



           6      curtailments initiated in the day-ahead time frame.



           7      The day-ahead time -- curtailments happen in real



           8      time, in the moment.  If the wind picks up right now



           9      in Wyoming east and there is not enough transmission



          10      capacity, then the company's energy management system



          11      may send instructions to the wind to dial it down to



          12      stay within the transmission limits.  That's a



          13      real-time activity.



          14          Day-ahead is -- is a -- is a setup where you --



          15      you try to best predict how the system is going to



          16      look the next day, and those -- the purpose of -- or



          17      these days, the purpose of that day-ahead setup is to



          18      create what we call base schedules that go into the



          19      EIM to serve as the foundation of how financial



          20      settlements occur.



          21          Before the EIM, the base schedules could have



          22      been thought of as how you would run the system if



          23      your day-ahead forecast was perfect and you just went



          24      right into the moment with no change in any inputs.



          25          So my point here in this Q & A is that, firstly,
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           1      the Aurora model is fundamentally, as I discussed



           2      with the staff counsel, it's a spot market



           3      simulation.  And by that I mean it's a -- it's



           4      fundamentally a day-ahead and real-time simulation,



           5      because it operates at the hourly granularity only.



           6      It doesn't operate at the 50-minute or five-minute



           7      granularity.  And so effectively the results from



           8      Aurora are akin to day-ahead base schedules.



           9          And so from that perspective, in the world of



          10      Aurora, in the world of net power cost forecasting,



          11      because Aurora has perfect foresight and no



          12      uncertainty, it knows what the wind is across the



          13      entire year, what the wind will be, the forecast does



          14      not change.  The transmission, it knows what it will



          15      be.  So it curtails -- assuming that your inputs are



          16      correct, its curtailment bakes in all the curtailment



          17      that would happen in real life, in real time, moment



          18      to moment.



          19          And so from that perspective, the Aurora model



          20      bakes in, as I mentioned in my testimony, those



          21      curtailments into the day-ahead base schedule.  Key



          22      being that this reference to day-ahead base schedule



          23      is a reference to Aurora and the world of the net



          24      power cost forecast.  And it's important not to



          25      conflate that with actual operations where the --
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           1      where the day-ahead base schedule and actual



           2      operations is not related to curtailment whatsoever.



           3      And so that -- that perhaps is something that could



           4      have been explained better here, but I think it



           5      answers your question, Counsel.



           6  Q   I think it does.  Let me just see if I can say it



           7      back to you, and you tell me if it was right.



           8          So PacifiCorp does not assume any curtailments in



           9      actual operations as part of the base schedule.



          10      Actual curtailments only happen at the time.



          11          In Aurora, PacifiCorp -- the model, itself,



          12      assumes a certain amount of curtailments as part of



          13      the day-ahead base schedule based on the assumptions



          14      and inputs and everything else that are included in



          15      Aurora, like transmission constraints and things like



          16      that.



          17          Is that accurate?



          18  A   With the caveat that, in your initial statement, you



          19      mentioned that the company does not, I think,



          20      consider curtailments in day-ahead time frame.  It



          21      does consider it.  Because, for example, today we can



          22      receive a wind forecast for tomorrow that says, wow,



          23      all the -- the wind is blowing so hard that every



          24      single wind plant is estimated to produce at their



          25      full output, and there's no way that's going to get
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           1      out of the constrained region in Wyoming.



           2          And so we anticipate that there will be



           3      forecasts.  But it's a wind forecast from a day



           4      ahead.  So will it actually materialize?  We don't



           5      know.  Life is uncertain.



           6          And so schedules would be developed in day ahead



           7      to reflect the best known information available at



           8      the time, which is that all wind plants will output



           9      at their full capabilities.  That schedule though,



          10      is -- is from actual operations perspective.  It's



          11      their day-ahead base schedule.  But because the EIM



          12      exists, the base schedule doesn't impact the actual



          13      dispatch or curtailment.  It's just a -- it's a



          14      reference point that the EIM starts from.



          15          And so to that -- in that context, day ahead does



          16      consider what may happen the next day, but it is



          17      ultimately the real-time processes, whether it be the



          18      EIM or the company, that dispatches and curtails in



          19      the day, in the moment to moment, setting aside



          20      whatever happened in the day-ahead time frame, which



          21      is -- which, by the time you get to the next day, is



          22      a stale forecast when it comes to wind.



          23  Q   Okay.  I think I got it.  Thank you.



          24          I then have a few questions for you about one of



          25      the topics that staff counsel was asking you about,
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           1      this forward market transaction adjustment.



           2          You recall that?  Are you familiar with that?



           3  A   The conversation with staff I'm familiar with.



           4  Q   And so this adjustment -- correct me if I'm wrong.



           5      This is -- you're proposing it for the first time in



           6      this case, right?  This is not an adjustment that's



           7      been important in any prior cases in Washington?



           8  A   Yes and no.



           9          So typically in Washington, we have a compliance



          10      file in at -- towards almost right before the rate



          11      effective period.  Using the 2020 -- using the PCORC



          12      that did test period 2022 as an example, the rate



          13      effective date for that PCORC, I believe, may have



          14      been in April, subject to check.  We filed a



          15      compliance filing, I believe, at the beginning of



          16      April.  And that compliance filing included the most



          17      up-to-date information available, a limited-scope



          18      update, which also included all the hedges that had



          19      actually been executed.



          20          Now, because we were basically right on top of



          21      the beginning of the test period, a good percent of



          22      hedges -- let's say, subject to check, 70 percent of



          23      them -- of the hedges that were needed for the entire



          24      test period, were already executed and were brought



          25      over into the model.
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           1          And so we have always been bringing in actual



           2      executed hedges into the model at the very moment



           3      that the forecast is created.  But what we've always



           4      been missing is those hedges that have to occur after



           5      the compliance filing, before the quarter rolls



           6      around, the season rolls around where those hedges



           7      are needed -- most specifically December.  The winter



           8      hedges for December, when we do a filing in April,



           9      would most likely not have been execute -- we would



          10      not have made those purchases for hedges, so it



          11      wouldn't be there at all.



          12          And so we'd have a good percentage, a majority of



          13      hedges, but be missing the other portion.  And so



          14      what we've done with this enhancement is take that



          15      missing portion, proxy it so that we have the full



          16      suite of hedges, or rather, all the actual executed



          17      and then a proxy for what will be executed in the



          18      model.



          19          And we do that right from beginning in initial,



          20      in direct testimony, so that the variation between



          21      the net power cost forecast in direct testimony and



          22      the net power cost forecast in the compliance filing



          23      is now minimized, and the direct testimony's net



          24      power cost forecast is more accurate and indicative



          25      of what may come in the compliance period, which also
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           1      is missing some hedges.



           2          So it's not a new thing in the sense that we've



           3      always been dealing with these quarterly blocks,



           4      these seasonal blocks of market purchases that we



           5      call hedges.  It's just that we've never had the



           6      complete set of necessary hedges in the net power



           7      cost forecast.  Only a portion.  Which is -- in the



           8      case of Washington, because of the compliance filing,



           9      it's a majority, but not the complete amount.



          10  Q   And would that be -- if you just did the same thing



          11      you've been doing before, would that be true in this



          12      case too?  You make a compliance filing and include



          13      however many actual hedges you had executed?



          14  A   If you made the compliance filing as we have done



          15      before without this hedging adjustment, we would pick



          16      up about 70, 80 percent, maybe, of the sub -- this is



          17      hypothetical number -- of the hedges and then miss



          18      the other 30 to 20 percent.  And then that would



          19      therefore skew the net power costs compared to what



          20      you will see in the PCAM when you look back at 2026,



          21      for example, when you're in 2027, and that variance



          22      will show up for customers to have a, you know,



          23      true-up.



          24  Q   Okay.  So I guess one of the reasons it seems like



          25      you are implementing this adjustment is that you said
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           1      that Aurora has perfect foresight and can transact in



           2      sort of any amount to fill the energy needs that it



           3      needs, whereas in real life, you are sort of



           4      constrained to transacting in these 25-megawatt



           5      blocks over a certain period of time.



           6          Is that sort of the essence of the adjustment



           7      here?



           8  A   Yes.  More specifically and most egregiously, the



           9      buying of three months' worth of energy for what



          10      might be a 5,000-megawatt peak in a summer hour is



          11      that lack that -- is that thing that Aurora lacks,



          12      which incurs a real transactional cost as you have to



          13      dispose, as I mentioned before, of the excess at a



          14      discount because of the nature of utilities, which



          15      are price takers.



          16  Q   And I'm not sure actually how long you've worked for



          17      the company at this point.  But if you recall or if



          18      you know, did the grid model that PacifiCorp used



          19      before Aurora have the same type of perfect foresight



          20      and ability to sort of transact in incremental



          21      amounts?



          22  A   It had perfect foresight in concept but not as good



          23      as Aurora.  Because the grid model was developed in



          24      2002, and so the techniques, mathematical techniques



          25      were not as good back then.
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           1          Aurora, in contrast, is still being updated today



           2      by Energy Exemplar, so it has more perfect foresight.



           3      But in concept, both models had that perfect



           4      foresight.



           5  Q   Okay.  So sort of the same problem existed



           6      conceptually at least with the grid as it does with



           7      Aurora?



           8  A   On a smaller scale.



           9  Q   Okay.  And how long has PacifiCorp been constrained



          10      to buying these sort of 25-megawatt blocks over some



          11      period of time?



          12  A   It's a very good question.  Company witness Wilding



          13      will probably be aware of that.  But ever since I've



          14      been at the company since 2015, there -- we've been



          15      doing primarily quarterly blocks of hedges by season.



          16      Specifically summer is the greatest need.  Winter is



          17      the greatest need, and so forth.



          18  Q   Okay.  So I just want to make sure.  This is not a --



          19      this change that you're proposing in this case today



          20      is not something to deal with a change in the markets



          21      or a change in the models?



          22  A   It's a change to improve accuracy.



          23  Q   Simply to improve accuracy.  Okay.



          24          And if you go to Page 29 of your rebuttal



          25      testimony.
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           1          Oh.  Sorry.  Your opening testimony, not your



           2      rebuttal.



           3  A   Page 29.  I am there.



           4  Q   Okay.  And just looking at Line 4 there, the NPC



           5      impact that you identify in your direct testimony at



           6      least of this modeling change is $22.8 million,



           7      right?



           8  A   Yes.



           9  Q   And I recognize that the -- I think the number has



          10      changed in the rebuttal testimony, but at least in



          11      the initial filing, the total Washington allocated



          12      NPC that you reported was 194.6 million.



          13          Do you want to check that, or do you --



          14  A   It sounds about close.



          15  Q   So this new modeling adjustment that is not made to



          16      accommodate a new model or a new change in the



          17      markets is effectively equivalent to almost 12



          18      percent of Washington's entire NPC?



          19  A   It's equivalent to elimination of a substantial



          20      portion of the PCAM variance that we've observed



          21      every year and an increase in the accuracy of the net



          22      power cost forecast.  Those are my objectives when



          23      creating the net power cost forecast.  I don't look



          24      at number directional impacts and whether something



          25      is of a certain percentage of another percentage.
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           1  Q   Has PacifiCorp always under-forecast its NPC in



           2      Washington?



           3  A   To my knowledge, no.  The under-forecasts have been



           4      continuous since maybe 2021 going forward or 2020.



           5      But throughout the history of PacifiCorp operating as



           6      Pacific Power & Pacific & -- Pacific Power & Light,



           7      we certainly have not every year, unlike some other



           8      jurisdictions, under-forecast net power cost.  I



           9      don't -- I do not believe we have every year for our



          10      history under-forecast net power costs, no.



          11                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Thank you.



          12      Those are all my questions.



          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          14          Does the company have any redirect at this point



          15      in time?



          16                        MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, I've got a few



          17      questions.



          18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Go ahead



          19      and proceed when you're ready.



          20                        MR. LOWNEY:  Actually, if I could



          21      just have one moment to confer.



          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Absolutely.



          23                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you.  That will



          24      shorten my -- shorten my questions.



          25      ////
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           1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION



           2      BY MR. LOWNEY:



           3  Q   Witness Mitchell, I'd like to ask you a few questions



           4      relating to how wind is modeled in Aurora in response



           5      to the dialogue you were having with Mr. Pepple.



           6          And I believe when -- at some point when



           7      Mr. Pepple was paraphrasing back to you his



           8      understanding of your testimony, I'm going to try to



           9      quote it, and I may be wrong.  But what he said, as I



          10      wrote it down, is that Aurora assumes a certain level



          11      of curtailments.



          12          And if that was his question, my follow-up is:



          13      Under what circumstances would Aurora not dispatch a



          14      wind facility?



          15  A   When transmission constraints or other physical



          16      binding physical realities constrain the output of



          17      wind -- for example, transmission limitations in the



          18      Wyoming region -- and also the minimum operating



          19      levels of thermal plants that enable the wind to be



          20      integrated onto the system, and also holding -- the



          21      holding of North American Electric Reliability



          22      Corporation, NERC, mandated operating reserves,



          23      particularly contingency reserves and to some extent



          24      regulation reserves.



          25          Those either hard limits or mandated NERC
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           1      reliability limits would -- would be those



           2      circumstances where there isn't an ability to get



           3      more wind out, so to speak.  The wind would be



           4      curtailed because there -- there are hard limits on



           5      the system.



           6  Q   And so just to be clear, Aurora does not in itself



           7      just assume automatically a certain level of



           8      curtailment of wind?



           9  A   Not at all.  It's a least-cost dispatch model subject



          10      to constraints, or as some folks in the industry put



          11      it, a constrained least-cost dispatch model.  And so



          12      it operates within the constraints but is not --



          13      there are no predeterminations of the output.  There



          14      are no levers to toggle to specify a certain level of



          15      output or to impute random penalties or anything like



          16      that.



          17          It is simply here is the system.  Here is what



          18      the system can accommodate.  Here are the



          19      transmission lines, the generation, the generating



          20      limits, the ramp rates, gas prices, so forth, and



          21      based on all of these, what is feasible based on the



          22      best known information on expected market conditions



          23      and expected system conditions in 2026.  No



          24      assumptions of curtailment or anything -- or anything



          25      of the sort.
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           1                        MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Your Honor.



           2      I have no further questions.



           3                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           4          Bench questions?



           5                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I'll kick us off.



           6          And I do want to get back to this wind



           7      curtailment issue and transmission issues.  I have a



           8      couple questions first.  But, if nothing else,



           9      Mr. Mitchell, you've given me the name for my next



          10      band, which is "Infinite Liquidity."



          11          We had a quick -- or you had a quick discussion



          12      about PTCs and the Rolling Hills facility.



          13          And maybe this is a question for Mr. Wilding.



          14      But what I understood from Mr. Link's testimony --



          15      and maybe there's different versions of this, but the



          16      preferential curtailment at Rolling Hills is that



          17      some facilities have been repowered at that plant,



          18      and some have not.



          19                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          20                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  And so the



          21      preferential curtailment would be curtail those that



          22      have not been repowered and, ergo, cannot get PTCs.



          23          Is that your understanding of preferential



          24      curtailment?



          25                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  With the caveat
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           1      that, as to the physical operations of, here, we have



           2      these turbines over here that don't have PTCs and we



           3      have these turbines over here that have PTCs and the



           4      mechanism by which one might attempt to shut those



           5      turbines off and not those turbines off, Mr. Wilding



           6      will be the expert on that one.



           7          But from a conceptual perspective, there would be



           8      a batch of turbines that have no PTCs, and you would



           9      expect those to be considered differently than the



          10      batch of turbines that do have PTCs, and so forth.



          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  And so all of those



          12      machines, turbines, are behind this, I think what you



          13      refer to as well-understood physical bottleneck in



          14      eastern Wyoming of transmission.  That's a



          15      transmission bottleneck, right?



          16                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          17                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Who owns that



          18      transmission?



          19                        THE WITNESS:  PacifiCorp does.



          20                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Are there any plans



          21      for addressing this persistent congestion on that



          22      transmission that PacifiCorp owns?



          23                        THE WITNESS:  My understanding --



          24      and witness Link could provide great detail on



          25      this -- is that if one were to build enough





                                                                     230

�







           1      transmission such that there was never a transmission



           2      bottleneck -- let's simplify the system such that



           3      there was one thermal plant regulating the wind in



           4      that region and a whole -- a hundred-megawatt thermo



           5      plant and then a thousand megawatts of wind in terms



           6      of capacity, total potential output.



           7          So you have a thousand one hundred megawatts of



           8      total potential output.  So if you built a thousand-



           9      and-one -- thousand-one-hundred-megawatt transmission



          10      line, you would never experience congestion in that



          11      simplified example.



          12          But because wind, on average, only performs at



          13      about 40 percent capacity factor in the sense that,



          14      across the year, of that thousand megawatts of wind,



          15      you'll only get as generation 40 percent on average.



          16          To build enough transmission to accommodate the



          17      1,100 megawatts of potential is not the least-cost,



          18      least-risk solution, because you would have horribly



          19      overbuilt for those few peak hours in the day or in



          20      the month when all the wind blew at high speed and



          21      all the wind turbines produced at maximum output, but



          22      that isn't the typical case, and so the IRP's



          23      least-cost, least-risk solution says that thou should



          24      build less than the total amount of capacity, and



          25      therefore there would always be a transmission
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           1      bottleneck by design so as to lower rates for



           2      customers or to rather have the lowest as compared to



           3      alternative.



           4                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Are you aware of



           5      other strategies other than expanding the



           6      transmission system, itself, to address congestion?



           7                        THE WITNESS:  Myself, personally,



           8      no.  But I believe that Mr. -- witness Link or



           9      witness Wilding may have some further insight into



          10      that.



          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Do you know if



          12      PacifiCorp uses dynamic line rating as an example?



          13                        THE WITNESS:  I am not familiar



          14      with the transmission side of the business,



          15      unfortunately.



          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Is Mr. Wilding the



          17      right witness to ask on that?  Well, maybe I'll ask



          18      counsel.



          19          Any thoughts on who might be able to help us



          20      answer that question?



          21                        MR. LOWNEY:  Yes.  I'm being told



          22      that witness Wilding can answer that question.



          23                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.



          24          Do you know who makes the decision to curtail



          25      wind when it is curtailed?





                                                                     232

�







           1                        THE WITNESS:  It's primarily made



           2      by two entities:  PacifiCorp, in its role as a



           3      balancing authority, and also the energy imbalance



           4      market in its role as a -- as a dispatch solution.



           5      Both subject to transmission constraints.



           6          The balancing authority directly observes, via



           7      its processes and systems, the prevailing



           8      transmission constraints.  And simultaneously every



           9      five minutes, PacifiCorp sends the energy imbalance



          10      market those same prevailing transmission



          11      constraints, which it bundles into its least-cost



          12      solution, and issues curtailment -- curtailment set



          13      points, instructions, which isn't so much produce at



          14      X level, but rather, do not produce above X level,



          15      because the wind, you can't control it.



          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  You had a



          17      conversation with AWEC's counsel.  There's a lot of



          18      testimony on this.  I think I understand their



          19      argument as your modeling has overstated



          20      curtailments.



          21          Is that how you understand some of their



          22      argument?



          23                        THE WITNESS:  As in understanding



          24      what AWEC's argument of my testimony is, yes.  My



          25      understanding is that AWEC's argument attempts to put
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           1      forth a scenario where Aurora overstates the



           2      megawatt-hours of energy that could have been



           3      generated.



           4                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So it's another way



           5      of saying that might be it's overstating the amount



           6      of wind, curtailments particularly?



           7                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



           8                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  If wind



           9      curtailments are actually less in real-time



          10      operations, what is the impact of that on net power



          11      costs?



          12                        THE WITNESS:  There should be, with



          13      accurate modeling, none.  Because what ultimately



          14      flows into rates is the actual wind generation that



          15      comes -- that the Aurora model shows us coming out of



          16      Wyoming is built into the net power cost forecast.



          17      And I have this in my Confidential Table 1 on



          18      figure 1, which aligns that level with historical



          19      levels.



          20          That number, when compared to the actual amount



          21      of generation in real life that comes out of that



          22      Wyoming region, if they are the same, then -- then



          23      that's it.  That's -- there's no impact.



          24                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.  Yep.



          25                        THE WITNESS:  And so the -- what
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           1      AWEC latches onto is an input into the Aurora model



           2      based on P50s and so forth.  And then in reality, you



           3      have the input into reality, which is real wind



           4      speeds and not related to P50s at all, and then makes



           5      the comparison based on those two numbers and



           6      apples-to-pineapples kind of thing.



           7          But at bottom line is, the actual numerical



           8      megawatt-hours forecasted to be produced as shown in



           9      the net power cost forecast compared to the actual



          10      megawatt-hours of wind that we will see in the PCAM



          11      for calendar year 2026, those two values, if matched



          12      perfectly, means that the model operated perfectly



          13      and properly.  And whether or not there was some



          14      percentage variation in the model due to some inputs



          15      and something in real -- in reality due to EIM is



          16      completely not related to whether there is actual



          17      accuracy in the model or an alignment between the



          18      forecast and the actuals.



          19                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But if actual



          20      production of wind is greater than you forecast, what



          21      happens then?



          22                        THE WITNESS:  Then my model is



          23      incorrect, and I should --



          24                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  What happens to



          25      customer rates?
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           1                        THE WITNESS:  Then customer rates



           2      will be higher than they should be, because PDCs will



           3      materialize in base rates as much as they should



           4      have, and other costs on the system would have been



           5      higher than they should have.  And then that variance



           6      would flow into the PCAM and come as an increase to



           7      customer rates.  As in --



           8                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Make sure I



           9      understood that.



          10                        THE WITNESS:  -- PCAM would



          11      increase the total allowance.



          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I think my scenario



          13      is the reverse of that.  You predict more wind



          14      curtailments than --



          15                        THE WITNESS:  Oh.



          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- actually



          17      happens.



          18                        THE WITNESS:  Then it's the



          19      opposite.



          20                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Reverse.



          21                        THE WITNESS:  My apologies, yes.



          22      Then the PTCs are too high, and customers get a low



          23      amount in base rates.  And the other elements of net



          24      power cost forecast shows low system costs on a net



          25      power cost basis.  Net power costs, the definition of





                                                                     236

�







           1      typically doesn't include PTCs, and so that's why I



           2      separate them.



           3          And so customer rates are artificially low in the



           4      base.  And then when we turn to the PCAM and we see



           5      that, oh, the wind didn't blow as much, then that



           6      variance comes in, and actual net power cost becomes



           7      much higher, and then that flows through the PCAM as



           8      money that we tried to recover.



           9                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  That would be an



          10      increase in revenue.



          11                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  PacifiCorp would



          13      then request an increase there.



          14                        THE WITNESS:  Request an increase.



          15                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But so I just want



          16      to make sure I'm clear.



          17                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  If you overpredict



          19      curtailments -- sorry.  I'm realizing that's kind of



          20      a double negative.



          21          If you overpredict curtailments, that means there



          22      are fewer PTCs flowing to customers, fewer low --



          23      less low-cost energy flowing to customers in your



          24      base rates.  And then the PCAM will catch that up if



          25      actual wind production is greater, and then customer
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           1      will get a refund through the PCAM process.



           2          Is that correct?  Sorry if that --



           3                        THE WITNESS:  If we overpredict



           4      PTCs, so we -- more PTCs --



           5                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I'm overpredicting



           6      curtailments.



           7                        THE WITNESS:  Ah.  Overpredicting



           8      curtailments.



           9                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So underpredicting



          10      PTCs.



          11                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So we



          12      overpredict curtailment such that the wind forecast



          13      coming out of the net power costs model is too low.



          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Right.



          15                        THE WITNESS:  And then customers



          16      will see the higher net power costs in the PCAM.  The



          17      signages is also tripping me up.  But the wind



          18      forecast at too low wind forecast in the base, you



          19      would see a lower base than it should have been,



          20      because your wind was too low.  Your PTCs were too



          21      low.



          22                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.



          23                        THE WITNESS:  And so then in the



          24      actuals, when the wind comes in at a much higher



          25      level --
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           1                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yep.



           2                        THE WITNESS:  Or is it vice versa?



           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  No, that's right.



           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  The signage



           5      has me tripped around, but what you're saying makes



           6      perfect sense to me.



           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  I'll move



           8      on.



           9          In the operational sequence, the curtailment



          10      order, you had in your testimony that it's -- gas is



          11      curtailed first, coal curtailed second, wind



          12      curtailed third.



          13                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Why is gas



          15      curtailed before coal?



          16                        THE WITNESS:  It's typically more



          17      expensive on a dollar-per-megawatt-hour basis.



          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.  That's



          19      all I have.



          20                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Thank you.



          21          Thank you, Mr. Mitchell.  A few -- just a few



          22      questions on areas we haven't touched upon to fill



          23      out our record.



          24          So the first is the Bonneville Power '26 rate



          25      case at -- in your rebuttal testimony at Page 123,
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           1      Lines 2 to 7.



           2                        THE WITNESS:  Yes, please.



           3                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  You state



           4      that PacifiCorp will not update the original filing



           5      to include the BP '26 rate case rate increase because



           6      the wheeling expenses encompass other, quote/unquote,



           7      outdated items that would change the NPC.



           8          Here's my question.  Please confirm the process



           9      PacifiCorp proposed to update the wheeling charges



          10      and the impact on NPC.



          11                        THE WITNESS:  The process as I



          12      imagine or understand it is each PCORC or GRC, we



          13      start off the filing with the best estimate of



          14      wheeling costs.  And because the compliance filing is



          15      of narrower scope, the wheeling expenses line item



          16      just doesn't move.  It stays the same throughout.



          17      And so in the context of regulatory lag, using this



          18      wheeling expense in this case as an example, it will



          19      be picked up in the next filing, which would be --



          20      which would be a GRC or a PCORC.



          21          And that, in my mind, appropriate because we,



          22      across the history of the last GRC and the last



          23      PCORC, had contention on what should be the scope of



          24      compliance filing, and we settled on these specific



          25      items which do not include wheeling expense.
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           1                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Thank



           2      you for that.



           3          And can you confirm which other outdated items



           4      are included in the NPC.



           5                        THE WITNESS:  When considering that



           6      the net power cost forecast is almost wholly based on



           7      expectations of conditions to occur, almost all the



           8      inputs are outdated.  For example, there would be --



           9      so the things that we do update are the price curves



          10      and the hedges, and PPAs to the extent that they're



          11      new onto the system or the commercial online data has



          12      changed.



          13          And so that leaves everything else.  That leaves



          14      things like coal prices.  It leaves things like



          15      hydrologic forecasts for various hydrologic



          16      electric -- hydroelectric projects.  Load.  It leaves



          17      basically the majority of the net power cost forecast



          18      on the table, load being the primary driver, of



          19      course.  And then hydro and coal.  And also the wind



          20      generation isn't updated.  The solar generation isn't



          21      updated based on most recent data.  So that is a bit



          22      stale as well.  And a couple of other items like



          23      that.



          24                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.



          25      Thank you very much.
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           1          Now on to counterfactual analysis that was



           2      directed in the last -- in the PCAM.  And I'm looking



           3      now at staff witness Wilson's testimony, responsive



           4      testimony.  That's at JDW-1TR.  And when you're



           5      there, I'll give you the page number.



           6                        THE WITNESS:  JDW-1T.  I'm there.



           7                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  And Page 53.



           8                        THE WITNESS:  Page 53.



           9                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Line 15, to



          10      Page 54, Line 14.



          11                        THE WITNESS:  At Line 14 ends with



          12      "Washington customers' interests"?  In which case,



          13      I'm there.



          14                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes.  That's



          15      right.



          16          So staff witness Wilson argues that the future



          17      counterfactual analysis period is conceptually



          18      flawed.



          19          And here's my question.  Does PacifiCorp plan to



          20      update the future analysis counterfactual based on



          21      information coming from EDAM at its next filing?



          22                        THE WITNESS:  The -- that



          23      counterfactual for the -- for the forward period, it



          24      was -- firstly, certainly if the Commission wishes,



          25      compliance -- an order to that effect would have us
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           1      update it.  But we didn't find it to be very useful



           2      in the sense that the number of assumptions required



           3      to go out ten years for this counterfactual and the



           4      amount of change anticipated in the next ten years



           5      rendered the results a dice roll at best.



           6          But it certainly can be updated with the results



           7      of things that have yet to come, such as the extended



           8      day-ahead markets and...



           9                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  So if you



          10      were -- if you were asking for counterfactual sort of



          11      generation resources versus the market, how would



          12      you -- how would you -- how would you do that?



          13                        THE WITNESS:  I would start with --



          14      and here I -- I would -- I present my opinion, which



          15      the more relevant subject matter expert would be



          16      perhaps Rick Link.  I would start with and firstly an



          17      analysis that is inherently forward-looking across



          18      multi decades, or rather, a decade, which would be



          19      IRP clean energy planning-type forecasts and not just



          20      a spreadsheet or a one year looking at power costs.



          21      And then based on that portfolio or a set of



          22      portfolios, I would then do sensitivity scenarios.



          23      Here is a generation portfolio, or one that leans



          24      less on the market, more on the market, and then a



          25      present value of revenue requirements analysis,
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           1      something of the sort.



           2                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Just



           3      scenarios essentially.



           4                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



           5                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  All



           6      right.



           7                        THE WITNESS:  Scenarios.



           8                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  Great.



           9      All right.  Thank you.



          10          And one last question.  This is on EDAM benefits.



          11      And your direct testimony.  And when you're at



          12      Page 24, Line 4, through 26, Line 12.



          13          You explain that EDAM benefits in the 2026 NPC



          14      forecast are incremental to the current



          15      business-as-usual WEIM benefits, but the WEIM



          16      benefits have not been adjusted downwards.



          17          Since the initial filing in this docket, is there



          18      new information or calculations that account for the



          19      EDAM benefits that are also currently embedded in the



          20      WEIM benefits?



          21                        THE WITNESS:  No.  The study that



          22      we use was taken from Brattle, Brattle study, and to



          23      my knowledge, they haven't updated that study.  And



          24      the quantification of what those cannibalization



          25      benefits, I believe the word I used was, is something
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           1      Brattle could do if you paid them enough.



           2                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.



           3      Thank you.  Thanks very much.  Nothing further from



           4      me.  Thanks, Your Honor.



           5                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe



           6      that concludes the questions for you, Mr. Mitchell.



           7      You can be excused at this point in time.



           8                               (Witness excused.)



           9



          10                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I'll just say, as



          11      somebody who grew up in south central Wyoming, I can



          12      tell you the forecast for tomorrow is probably the



          13      wind is going to blow.  Save everyone a little time.



          14          Do you want to take a brief recess?



          15          Okay.  Let's go ahead and take a ten-minute



          16      break.  We'll give it 12 and return here at 3:35.



          17          At this point in time, we're off the record.



          18      Thank you.



          19                               (Pause in proceedings from



          20                                3:23 p.m. to 3:35 p.m.)



          21



          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  It is now



          23      3:35 p.m.  Let's go ahead and proceed to our next



          24      witness, who will be Michael Wilding.



          25          And you are there, Mr. Wilding.  Thank you.
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           1          If you could please raise your right hand, I'll



           2      swear you in.



           3          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you



           4      give today will be the truth, the whole truth, and



           5      nothing but the truth?



           6                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



           7



           8      MICHAEL G. WILDING,        having been first duly sworn



           9                                 by Administrative Law Judge



          10                                 Thompson, was examined and



          11                                 testified as follows:



          12



          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          14          You may proceed, Counsel.



          15



          16                        DIRECT EXAMINATION



          17      BY MR. McVEE:



          18  Q   Witness Wilding, can you state and spell your name



          19      for the record, please.



          20  A   Yes.  My name is Michael G. Wilding.  M-i-c-h-a-e-l



          21      G. W-i-l-d-i-n-g.



          22  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by PacifiCorp?



          23  A   I am the vice president of energy supply management.



          24  Q   And did you cause to be filed testimony and exhibits



          25      in this proceeding?
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           1  A   Yes, I did.



           2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions in that



           3      testimony today, would you give the same responses?



           4  A   Yes, I would.



           5                        MR. McVEE:  Thank you.



           6          The witness is available for cross.



           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           8          And just to confirm:  Staff has no cross for this



           9      witness; is that correct?



          10                        MS. STRAUSS:  Correct, Your Honor.



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



          12          Public counsel, you can go ahead and proceed when



          13      you're ready.



          14



          15                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



          16      BY MR. SYKES:



          17  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Wilding.



          18  A   Good afternoon.



          19  Q   I have one question I want to follow up on the



          20      testimony of Mr. Link.



          21          Do you recall that I asked him about whether



          22      Chehalis would have to dispatch down in 2030 to make



          23      sure that it's only serving 20 percent of retail



          24      load?



          25  A   Yes, I do recall that.
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           1  Q   Okay.  We agree that fossil fuels can only serve 20



           2      percent of retail load in Washington beginning in



           3      2030.



           4          Do we agree?



           5  A   Yes, beginning in 2030, any emitting resources have



           6      to be offset with a REC purchase to comply with CETA.



           7  Q   Okay.  Has PacifiCorp done any analysis of what --



           8      let me ask that question a different way.



           9          Generation over 20 percent of -- from emitting



          10      resources would be subject -- would have to be offset



          11      by a REC or potentially subject to a CCA allowance



          12      cost, correct?



          13  A   My understanding of CETA is that, in 2030, Washington



          14      load has to be served by 80 percent renewable



          15      energy -- that means it has to be accompanied by



          16      the -- that generation that's serving Washington load



          17      has to be accompanied by renewable attribute, most



          18      likely a REC or something else that is allowed under



          19      the Washington law.  And the remaining, up to the



          20      remaining 20 percent of Washington retail load can be



          21      covered by a unbundled environmental attribute as --



          22      such as a REC.  That does not limit the Chehalis



          23      generation that is -- that compliance obligation is



          24      tied to the load.



          25  Q   Thank you.  That answers my question.
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           1          In your rebuttal testimony, MGW-5CT, Page 2 --



           2  A   Yes.  I'm there.



           3  Q   -- starting at Line 7:  Is public counsel's proposal



           4      workable from a systems operation standpoint?



           5          Answer:  No.  Allocating such a large share of



           6      renewables to a state without any dispatchable



           7      generation is infeasible from a systems operation --



           8                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Can you slow



           9      down.  I'm sorry.



          10                        MR. SYKES:  I'll read that again.



          11                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Both for the



          12      court reporter and for all of us to understand.



          13      Thank you.



          14                        MR. SYKES:  Sorry.  I tend to speak



          15      fast.  I apologize.



          16  Q   (By Mr. Sykes)  No.  Allocating such a large share or



          17      renewables to a state without any dispatchable



          18      generation is infeasible from a system operations



          19      standpoint.



          20          So this has come up a few times in this



          21      proceeding, but can we agree that PacifiCorp



          22      dispatches as a system?



          23  A   Yes, that's correct.



          24  Q   And currently Washington gets power from resources



          25      that it doesn't pay for, and other states get --
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           1      other states might get power from sources that they



           2      don't pay for?



           3  A   What do you mean when you say "get power"?



           4  Q   Okay.  So the system dispatches power, but what we're



           5      talking about here today, the 2026 protocol, that's a



           6      cost allocation scheme, correct?



           7  A   Yes, that's correct.



           8  Q   Okay.  So in your rebuttal testimony, when you



           9      testify that public counsel's proposal is infeasible



          10      from a systems operation standpoint and would ignore



          11      systems reliability requirements, I guess, what data



          12      in your filing -- where in the filing does the



          13      company analyze the reliability implications of other



          14      potential allocation options?



          15  A   Well, specifically I'm referring to public counsel's



          16      proposal that we reduce Washington allocation of all



          17      coal- and natural gas-fired plants to zero and



          18      allocate an additional 42 percent of all



          19      PacifiCorp-owned wind generation for roughly a total



          20      of 40 percent.



          21          That's specifically what I'm proposing there.



          22      And, you know, I don't need to run an analysis to



          23      know that that is an unreliable -- it's -- one, is



          24      not resource adequate.  There's not enough generation



          25      to serve load.  And then from just a reliability
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           1      standard and being able to comply with the



           2      reliability standards that we have to as a balancing



           3      authority area and a load-serving entity, that's also



           4      not workable.



           5          You need that dispatchable generation to firm up



           6      that load to integrate that -- or to firm up the wind



           7      in that generation to integrate it onto the system.



           8      You need something that's dispatchable that can turn



           9      on when contingency reserves -- I mean, in January



          10      2024, I think we've all seen the report that shows we



          11      only had an average of eight megawatts of wind each



          12      hour during those ice storms.  You need -- I mean,



          13      you need something dispatchable and reliable in those



          14      circumstances.



          15          So did I run a model based on your proposal?  No.



          16      Do I know that that's an unworkable allocation



          17      methodology?  Yes.  And is it appropriate for



          18      Washington to lean on the rest of the system and the



          19      customers in our other five states that are paying



          20      for those resources that allow us to reliably serve



          21      load?  Again, no.



          22          And that's what this proposal from public counsel



          23      essentially says, is that PacifiCorp dispatches as a



          24      system, but we're not going to pay for the



          25      reliability that the system brings and that those
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           1      resources bring.



           2  Q   Chehalis provides reliability to the entire system,



           3      correct?



           4  A   Yeah.  And it's a -- yes, it does.  And it's a



           5      gas-fired resource, which, under public counsel's



           6      proposal, would not be allocated to Washington.



           7      Hence, my statement that, in my view, public



           8      counsel's proposal that I'm responding to right here



           9      is not feasible and is not appropriate, because that



          10      would leave costs.  And under the costs that



          11      Washington customers are not paying for and under the



          12      cost-causation principles, that just doesn't work.



          13  Q   Okay.  So under the 2026 protocol, Chehalis will



          14      continue to provide a reliability benefit to the



          15      entire system, although Washington will be paying for



          16      all of the non-NPC costs, correct?



          17  A   Yes.  And other resources, just like we have today.



          18      All of our resources provide a reliability benefit to



          19      the system, and our thermal and our dispatchable



          20      resources provide that benefit to the system through



          21      contingency reserves obligations where we can -- if



          22      something happens, we have that backup generation



          23      that's there, ready to go.



          24          Through regulation, following our wind and solar,



          25      our intermittent generation, kind of firming that up,
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           1      following load, firming that up.  They also provide



           2      frequency response.



           3          So all of our thermal generation provides that



           4      type of reliability benefits to the system.  The way



           5      that we have chosen in the 2026 protocol to kind of



           6      slice the pie or divvy that up is by having the



           7      Chehalis plant allocated to -- to Washington so it



           8      shares in those reliability costs that the thermal



           9      resources provide.



          10          And that kind of is twofold.  It follows the



          11      principles of cost causation, but it also complies



          12      with CETA, where coal has to be out of rates by 2026,



          13      by the end of 2025.



          14  Q   Okay.  So you actually answered my question as part



          15      of a longer answer.



          16          So Utah is currently allocated about 45 percent



          17      of Chehalis; is that right?



          18  A   That's right.



          19  Q   And Utah receives the benefit of Chehalis from a



          20      reliability standpoint, correct?



          21  A   Yes.  That's right.



          22  Q   Okay.  Utah will still be receiving that benefit of



          23      Chehalis?



          24  A   As part of the system?



          25  Q   As part of the system.  Not cost allocation.
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           1  A   Yes.  The whole system benefits from the whole



           2      system.  And, again, I mean, the alternative would be



           3      for Washington to participate in the system as a



           4      whole.  Because of CETA and other circumstances,



           5      that's really not possible.  So what we have in front



           6      of you today is the 2026 protocol with Chehalis being



           7      allocated, under our proposal, to Washington.



           8  Q   But the cost of Chehalis?



           9  A   Yes.  Absolutely.



          10  Q   You mentioned resource adequacy a moment ago.



          11          When referring to resource adequacy, is the



          12      company referring to the WRAP definition of resource



          13      adequacy?



          14  A   Not necessarily.  Resource adequacy -- and I think I



          15      have in my testimony, my direct testimony --



          16  Q   You know what?  Let me --



          17  A   -- on Page 3 --



          18  Q   Let me actually rephrase the question, because I



          19      think I have a more direct question for you.



          20  A   Okay.



          21  Q   Okay.  I'm going to refer to a confidential figure.



          22      But in my copy right here, it's redacted, so I don't



          23      really need to look at the figure.  I just need to



          24      look at the -- the way the figure's described.  So



          25      this is MGW-5CT, Page 5.
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           1  A   Yep.



           2  Q   So Confidential Figure 3.  Again, don't look at the



           3      figure.  I want to ask a question about the



           4      description of the table.



           5  A   Okay.



           6  Q   Comparison of WRAP positions of public counsel's



           7      recommendation in Washington 2026 protocol.



           8          Did I read that summary of the table correctly at



           9      the figure?



          10  A   Yes.



          11  Q   Okay.  I don't have a question about the figure.



          12      What I have is -- so using -- so when you compare the



          13      WRAP positions of public counsel's recommendation and



          14      the Washington 2026 protocol, you're looking at the



          15      WRAP, the WRAP way of looking at resource adequacy?



          16  A   Resource adequacy essentially means -- and, again,



          17      I'll refer you to my direct testimony where I provide



          18      kind of a description of what resource adequacy is.



          19          I think a better framing of your question is that



          20      we use the metrics from WRAP, meaning some of the



          21      metrics from WRAP as far as planning reserve margins



          22      and qualifying capacity contributions to determine



          23      the resource adequacy position of our proposal versus



          24      public counsel's proposal.



          25  Q   Under the WRAP metrics, resource adequacy is a -- is
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           1      determined according to the balancing authority --



           2      correct? -- not individual states?



           3  A   No, that's not correct.  Under WRAP, the obligation



           4      lies with the load-serving entity -- so that would be



           5      PacifiCorp -- not the balancing authority area, which



           6      would be PacifiCorp West's or PacifiCorp East's



           7      balancing authority area, which includes more load



           8      and transmission customers than just PacifiCorp load.



           9          But it is done at the load-serving entity level,



          10      not at the state level.  But, again, a view of the



          11      state level is helpful to ensure -- as we're moving



          12      this direction to a fixed portfolio, that state-level



          13      view is helpful to ensure that no one state is



          14      inappropriately leaning on the rest of the system and



          15      receiving benefits that, you know, they are not



          16      included in the rates.  And so we've done that



          17      actually for all of the states as we've gone through



          18      this -- this method.



          19  Q   Okay.  And as part of this proposal, PacifiCorp is



          20      not proposing making Washington its own balancing



          21      authority area.  It'll just remain part of the whole



          22      Pac system?



          23  A   Yes, that's correct.



          24                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  No further



          25      questions.  Thank you.
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           2          AWEC.



           3                        MR. PEPPLE:  AWEC can waive its



           4      cross for this witness.  Thank you.



           5                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Any



           6      redirect from the company?



           7                        MR. McVEE:  Yes, Your Honor.



           8



           9                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION



          10      BY MR. McVEE:



          11  Q   Witness Wilding, does Washington benefit from



          12      PacifiCorp's Gadsby, Lake Side, and Currant Creek



          13      resources?



          14  A   Yes, they do.  All those reasons that I just kind of



          15      walk through.  The reliability, the ancillary



          16      services that those resources provide to the system,



          17      the system inertia that those, you know, big



          18      resources provide to the system.  The integration of



          19      renewables.



          20          All of those things -- I mean, the Gadsby units,



          21      almost downtown Salt Lake City are -- are black-start



          22      units, meaning if we had a complete outage of the



          23      grid, those are the first ones that we turn on to get



          24      started again.



          25          Hopefully that never happens.  But those -- I
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           1      mean, that's just kind of an idea of the benefits



           2      that all the thermal resources provide to the



           3      entirety of our system.



           4  Q   And does -- to the best of your knowledge, does



           5      Washington pay for the cost of those resources?



           6  A   No, they do not.



           7  Q   And then public counsel had some questions about



           8      comparison to their -- their witness's alternative.



           9          Under the Washington 2026 protocol, does the



          10      Washington-specific resource portfolio -- and,



          11      specifically, a hundred percent allocation of a gas



          12      generation resource -- allow options for operations



          13      through the clean energy transition?



          14  A   Yes.  Absolutely.  I think that's one of the main



          15      benefits that we receive from this 2026 protocol, and



          16      being able to move that thermal generation, it's --



          17      Chehalis is a combined-cycle natural gas plant,



          18      meaning it has two combustion turbines and a steam



          19      turbine.



          20          And with kind of the shared -- either, you know,



          21      shared ownership or the shared participation in that



          22      resource, you really can't dispatch a combined cycle



          23      differently for different states or owners or, you



          24      know, whatever that situation might be.



          25          And so what this allows us to do is, as we move





                                                                     258

�







           1      forward, as, you know, it provides that foundation



           2      for the planning that we talked about earlier, it



           3      also allows us to introduce, you know, operational



           4      changes as we deem necessary and gives us that



           5      freedom to look at this from a Washington lens



           6      instead of a system lens for -- for Chehalis.



           7                        MR. McVEE:  No further questions.



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           9          Questions from the bench.



          10                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I can start.



          11          Mr. Wilding, you heard the discussion earlier



          12      with witness Mitchell about transmission congestion



          13      and particularly its impact on the Rolling Hills wind



          14      facility.



          15                        THE WITNESS:  Right.



          16                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  You were referenced



          17      as somebody who may give us some insights into what



          18      other strategies PacifiCorp has considered or might



          19      help address that persisting congestion in that area.



          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  Absolutely.



          21      So I think one thing I'll just note is -- I think is



          22      the end of 2023, kind of last quarter of 2023,



          23      subject to check -- I might have my dates wrong -- we



          24      energized the Gateway South line, which goes from



          25      eastern Wyoming down to Mona basically, Salt Lake
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           1      City area.  That alleviated a lot of congestion that



           2      we see in real time and in the eastern Wyoming.  And



           3      that's -- I think that was talked a little bit about



           4      earlier today with Mr. Link.



           5          And we also -- not only did that alleviate the



           6      existing congestion, it also enabled us to add



           7      1500 -- about 1500 megawatts of new wind as well.  So



           8      new wind coming out of Wyoming because of that --



           9      that line, plus more of the existing wind coming out



          10      of Wyoming because of that existing line.



          11          As far as other strategies that we have to



          12      address that congestion, we do have two dynamic line



          13      ratings in place on our 230 kV system in the Wyoming



          14      area that, you know, allows for us to manage the



          15      congestion better.  That's on the transmission side



          16      of the business.



          17          Also we -- you know, FERC 881 requires ambient



          18      line ratings for ambient changes in seasonal and



          19      ambient temperatures.  BPA and the California ISO



          20      both asked for an extension there.  We are kind of



          21      ready to go, but we have -- they operate certain



          22      lines, and so we need our joint owners and line



          23      operators to be ready to go there.  So that's kind of



          24      forthcoming in -- in the near future.



          25          And then as far as just operationally, you know,
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           1      one thing that we've done is, you know, we've updated



           2      our -- our model -- not -- I want to be careful.  Not



           3      the model that Ramon uses to forecast net power



           4      costs, but our models that were used to update our



           5      system and do our day-ahead schedules and we do our



           6      trading and our optimization round.



           7          We've -- continuously updating those to kind of



           8      model that congestion better so we can manage it



           9      better.  We're in constant communication with our



          10      grid operations team to make sure we're setting those



          11      system operating limits effectively that -- so we can



          12      manage that congestion.  So just kind of general



          13      communication, you know, awareness of what's going



          14      on.



          15          We've got alarms on -- on our generation dispatch



          16      screens and our generation dispatch operator that, if



          17      a wind plant is, you know, curtailed for more than



          18      one five-minute interval, that they can see that and



          19      so that they are aware that, you know, as soon as



          20      they can redispatch the system to alleviate that



          21      curtailment, that they do it.



          22          So just kind of lots of things, lots of different



          23      methods that we have, trying to do a little bit of



          24      everything to try to address it.



          25                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But all of those
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           1      things --



           2                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- are designed to



           4      reduce curtailments of the wind --



           5                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



           6                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- on the system.



           7                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And I'll say



           8      the other thing that we also have there is we have a



           9      intertie in Wyoming, kind of near our DJ facility,



          10      where we can make off-system sells as well.  It's



          11      kind of an illiquid point but an intertie



          12      nonetheless.  So also when we have excess wind



          13      generation, one of the things we'll do is try to make



          14      off-system sells in eastern Wyoming.  Like I said,



          15      it's illiquid, so it's hit-and-miss.  But that's one



          16      thing that we'll try and do.



          17          And then also just from a company-wide



          18      standpoint, you know, new load would help in Wyoming



          19      and kind of directing new load there and



          20      interconnections.  But, you know, all that's kind of



          21      longer-term stuff that may or may not happen.



          22                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Would retirement of



          23      fossil facilities in Wyoming also benefit the



          24      transmission system?



          25                        THE WITNESS:  Not -- not
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           1      necessarily.  Because you need that -- those fossil



           2      systems to integrate the wind and to firm up the



           3      wind.  I mentioned that we do have an intertie there



           4      in eastern Wyoming, and those -- those fossil fuels



           5      help to manage that intertie and that connection



           6      with -- which will -- which is WAPA right now, and it



           7      will be RTOS in the future to kind of push back on



           8      those flows so we don't get unscheduled flows onto



           9      our system, but -- so the -- the thermal generation



          10      in there, you know, just retiring it and -- would



          11      not -- not fix the problem.



          12                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So it would -- if



          13      I'm understanding correctly, it may free up line



          14      capacity, thermal capacity, but not necessarily



          15      inertial benefits of the system.



          16                        THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.



          17                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.



          18                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          19                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  It sounds like that



          20      intertie is the opposite of infinite liquidity,



          21      but...



          22                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          23                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  We had a quick



          24      discussion on PTCs, the preferential curtailments.



          25          Is your understanding that the preferential
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           1      curtailments at Rolling Hills are initial -- first



           2      curtailments are those that are not subject to PTCs;



           3      i.e., those that have not been repowered?



           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And maybe just



           5      a clarification there.  So we're talking about owned



           6      wind facilities --



           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Yeah.



           8                        THE WITNESS:  -- as well.  Also in



           9      the stack of curtailments is non-owned wind



          10      facilities.  But as far as PTCs are concerned,



          11      there's 16 turbines at Rolling Hills that were not



          12      able to be repowered.  However, the -- that wind



          13      plant is circuited as such that, you know, those 16



          14      wind turbines are not isolated to a single circuit



          15      or -- you know, they're all mixed together, because



          16      that's the way it was built before we envisioned



          17      repowering and -- and knowing that we would not be



          18      able to repower all the -- the turbines there.



          19          And so that curtailment is not -- we can't



          20      curtail, like, the 16 turbines that were not



          21      repowered.  It's the whole.  It's the whole plant,



          22      right?



          23                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  So they're not



          24      metered at the -- at the turbine.  They're metered at



          25      a interconnection point?
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           1                        THE WITNESS:  Right.  Yes.



           2                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Okay.  Want to talk



           3      really quickly about WRAP.  You discuss it in your



           4      testimony, and perhaps this is the perils of time, is



           5      that WRAP is a evolving situation right now.



           6                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



           7                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I recognize you are



           8      using the methodology of WRAP to provide a definition



           9      of resource adequacy.



          10          What is the current status of WRAP in Pac's



          11      participation in WRAP?



          12                        THE WITNESS:  All -- so WRAP right



          13      now is -- all participants must make a decision



          14      whether to become a financially binding participant



          15      in WRAP by October 31st, 2025, so just a couple



          16      weeks.  What that means as a financially binding



          17      participant is that you -- maybe I'll take a step



          18      back.



          19          The first financially binding season is winter of



          20      '27 and '28, so that starts in November of 2027.  So



          21      that's why the October 31st deadline is a two-year



          22      exit notice or you have to give two years' notice of



          23      your withdrawal from the program.  So that's where



          24      the -- the line is drawn right now, is October 31st.



          25          Becoming a financially binding participant means
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           1      that you would have to comply and show that you meet



           2      the WRAP planning standards, you know, approximately



           3      seven months before that November time frame of 2027



           4      and meet all of the administrative burden of WRAP as



           5      well for all the resources to count.



           6          WRAP is a work in progress.  It has been a work



           7      in progress for six years now.  WRAP is contemplating



           8      significant changes.  It's contemplating changing the



           9      footprint in which it calculates the planning reserve



          10      margin from a kind of northwest-southwest footprint



          11      with very limited transmission connectivity between



          12      the two to a EDAM and Markets+ footprint with an



          13      unknown amount of sharing between those two programs.



          14      A lot of questions and a lot of uncertainty is in



          15      that as well.



          16          The other thing that WRAP is contemplating is



          17      trying to -- trying to fix the volatility of the PRMs



          18      and also a potentially deferral of the deficiency



          19      charges.



          20          When PacifiCorp looks at WRAP and looks at what's



          21      in front of us right now, we have an improved tariff.



          22      We have these -- this uncertainty in this unknown of



          23      where WRAP is going.  The program that we have today



          24      undervalues our transmission system, quite frankly,



          25      as, you know, between our east and west transfer --
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           1      or east and west systems, we have 1600 megawatts of



           2      transfers.



           3          In WRAP, between the southwest region and the



           4      northwest region, which PacifiCorp is -- kind of



           5      straddles both, it only models 500 megawatts of



           6      transmission, so about a third for the whole system



           7      compared to what we have for our system.



           8          Additionally, you know, we have some other



           9      concerns, including some -- WRAP has essentially



          10      created a new market product that would need to be --



          11      to -- need to show compliance with WRAP in the near



          12      term.  So if you're not resource long or resource



          13      adequate with the resources that you have on your



          14      system right now and, like PacifiCorp, you kind of



          15      have to go and fill in the gaps in the near-term



          16      market, WRAP has created a new standard, a new



          17      product that it has to -- that you have to buy or



          18      meet to show compliance.



          19          One of the things there is that WRAP does not --



          20      there's not a market monitor to make sure -- it's



          21      an illi- -- well, first, I'll say it's an illiquid



          22      market.  Those market products are not readily



          23      available.  There's not a market monitor out there to



          24      make sure that the buyers are not getting



          25      price-gouged or that market power is not being
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           1      exercised on the limited amount of, you know, those



           2      products that are out there, available.



           3          And then, you know, for other reasons as well, we



           4      have decided and we, you know, sent a letter last



           5      week to the board, asking them for another year and



           6      a -- a year extension on the October 31st date to be



           7      able to push that decision out to be able to work



           8      through some of these issues that we are seeing.



           9      Unfortunately, I think they're bound by their tariff.



          10      I don't know if, you know, there is an option for



          11      that, but we do see the value in WRAP.



          12          So it's, like, regardless of what the board comes



          13      back with and what the Western Power Pool comes back



          14      with, we will continue to engage with WRAP.  We're in



          15      it for the next two years.  We believe resource



          16      adequacy is important.  It's a huge issue facing the



          17      region in the west right now.  So we'll continue to



          18      engage and continue to work to make sure that we can



          19      arrive at a good solution and a solution that



          20      provides benefits for our customers.



          21          Because I think, you know, resource adequacy can



          22      solve a lot of issues, including reliability and



          23      resource adequacy obviously providing that standard,



          24      but as you are able to partner with your neighbors



          25      and kind of pool resources together, it can also help





                                                                     268

�







           1      with affordability.  And that's really something that



           2      we'll be looking in for whatever path we choose going



           3      forward.



           4          But that's where we are right now.  Probably not



           5      a satisfactory answer, very satisfying, because a lot



           6      of moving pieces, and we'll take up to the deadline,



           7      and we're kind of waiting for the power pool to



           8      respond to us.  But it is important.  We will



           9      continue work on it regardless of what they say



          10      and -- and try to do what's best for our customers.



          11                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  It's satisfying



          12      because it's this current status.



          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          14                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  But given all that



          15      uncertainty, you use the WRAP methodology as a part



          16      of your testimony in this case.



          17                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Given all that



          19      uncertainty, would you change that strategy and the



          20      way you think about the 2026 protocol from a resource



          21      adequacy perspective?



          22                        THE WITNESS:  No.  'Cause the



          23      principles are still sound, right?  The -- planning



          24      to the peak load, you know, the single highest hour



          25      of load within the month, a planning reserve margin
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           1      on top of that to account for, you know, partially



           2      for contingency reserves and then, you know,



           3      essentially uncertainty, like is your wind going to



           4      perform as expected, is your solar going to perform



           5      as expected, are your thermal resources going to



           6      perform as expected, is load going to be higher than



           7      expected, all of those things.



           8          So the principles are still sound.  They -- they



           9      determine that PRM, that planning reserve margin,



          10      based on a one-in-ten-year loss of load event study.



          11      That's a sound principle.  I think it's pretty



          12      standard across the industry.  And then the



          13      qualifying capacity contribution of the resources, I



          14      think that is also a good metric to use as well.



          15          So right now, that's the best information that we



          16      have, the modeling has been done by WRAP.  I mean,



          17      and please don't take, you know, PacifiCorp's



          18      concerns with WRAP being kind of an unfinished



          19      product and the uncertainty there as -- like, this is



          20      still important.  There's still a lot of value in



          21      WRAP, and WRAP is providing good value.  You know,



          22      whether that's the exact path we take is to be



          23      determined.  But is providing good value and will



          24      continue to provide good value and is providing a



          25      good foundation for resource adequacy going forward.
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           1                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  And that is not the



           2      path you take.  It's effectively status quo of the



           3      way PacifiCorp procures or thinks about resource



           4      adequacy today; is that correct?



           5                        THE WITNESS:  Yes, we'll continue



           6      to -- yes.  And we'll continue to use -- if it's not



           7      the path we take, we'll continue to use those metrics



           8      as long as they're the best that we have available.



           9      If we come up with an alternative, we'll have those



          10      metrics.  But that alternative will kind of be based



          11      in those same sound principles of planning for your



          12      peak load, you know, your highest need, plus a



          13      planning reserve margin or, you know, a cushion to



          14      account for all the uncertainty.  Making sure that



          15      you're accounting for your resources correctly, that



          16      what they're going to contribute during those peak



          17      times.  So, yes, short answer.  Yeah.



          18                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Very good.  That's



          19      all I have.  Thank you.



          20                        THE WITNESS:  Thanks.



          21                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Afternoon.



          22                        THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.



          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Right.  So



          24      this may or may not make sense, but given the



          25      afternoon, we'll give it a try.
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           1          So you were discussing the 2026 protocol about



           2      Chehalis and the hundred percent allocation of that



           3      gas unit and the benefits that that hundred percent



           4      allocation provides the company in terms of meeting



           5      its CETA requirements.



           6          As I understood what you were saying, right now



           7      it is operated as a system unit, and it's dispatched



           8      based on the system direction.  So if it's a hundred



           9      percent allocated to Washington, I think some of the



          10      discussion we've had today, a hundred percent of the



          11      cost allocated to Washington, but it would no longer



          12      be a system-dispatched unit or could be tweaked to



          13      dispatch based on washing- -- I'm trying to figure



          14      out --



          15                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



          16                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- again, if



          17      this is a system unit that provides benefits to



          18      other -- to the rest of the system or are you going



          19      to be operating it and dispatching it with more of a



          20      view toward meeting Washington CETA so that it may



          21      not provide those same system benefits to other parts



          22      of the system?



          23          Do you understand what I'm asking?



          24                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          25                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What this
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           1      means in terms of is it just hundred percent cost



           2      allocated, or will it change how it operates as a



           3      system resource.



           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I think I



           5      understand what you're saying.  I think, first, just



           6      to kind of clarify, PacifiCorp's system is, like,



           7      intertwined and integrated.  Everyone's connected to



           8      everyone.  And, you know, very difficult and pretty



           9      hard to -- would be pretty hard to unwind it and just



          10      operate for Washington on its own.



          11          That being said, the 2026 protocol in the future



          12      and having Chehalis, you know, physically located



          13      within the state of Washington and then 100 percent



          14      cost allocated to Washington does allow us some more



          15      freedom to potentially in the future bring



          16      Washington's energy policies into how we would



          17      dispatch that -- that resource, right?  So it allows



          18      us the option -- it gives us options, I think, more



          19      than anything.



          20          And obviously that depends on a lot of things at



          21      any given moment, whether what the rest of the



          22      system's doing, what's on the -- you know, how the



          23      rest of the system is performing.  But I think it



          24      gives us options.



          25          So, for example, if -- fast-forward to 2030.  If
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           1      we are -- you know, we're in this -- this phase of



           2      CETA compliance where 20 percent of our retail load



           3      has to be offset by RECs and the 80 percent has to be



           4      served by renewable energy that has an environmental



           5      attribute accompanied to it, you know, we know how



           6      much load of -- Washington load can be served by



           7      Chehalis or other emitting resources, and it gives us



           8      something to optimize around that.



           9          You know, just like we optimize limited-use



          10      resources today, whether that's water behind a dam or



          11      even, you know, the last couple of years we had coal



          12      supply issues with fires in coal mines in Utah.  And,



          13      you know, it's a limited -- a limited-use resource,



          14      and there's a lot of moving pieces, but I think what



          15      it does is it gives us optionality.



          16                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  Okay.



          17      Similar to, you know, as you said, constraints in



          18      other parts of the system, like the wind constraints



          19      that we were talking about.



          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          21                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I



          22      guess -- and this probably would have been a question



          23      for Ramon Mitchell, but I will ask you.



          24                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.



          25                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So at what





                                                                     274

�







           1      point in the future -- as you're thinking about



           2      operating units based on specific limitations for



           3      that facility, including the policy, the statutory



           4      limitations for fossil units in Washington, at what



           5      point does that then -- you talked about you work on



           6      the actual operations and updating the models for



           7      dispatch purposes.



           8          At what point do the actual operations require a



           9      change in the forecast?



          10                        THE WITNESS:  So --



          11                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  When -- if



          12      it's --



          13                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



          14                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  --



          15      sufficiently different --



          16                        THE WITNESS:  Mm-hmm.



          17                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- and it's



          18      going to always result in a change and you know that



          19      that's how the system is run, at what point do you



          20      need to change the forecast?



          21                        THE WITNESS:  My struggle is kind



          22      of finding that point, right?  But --



          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  This is



          24      purely hypothetical --



          25                        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.
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           1                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  -- at this



           2      point.



           3                        THE WITNESS:  What I can tell you



           4      is, you know, Ramon and I sit pretty close to each



           5      other.  Or Mr. Mitchell.  We've worked together on



           6      teams before.  At one point we were both analysts in



           7      that net power cost group together.



           8          But all that aside, regardless of who's in our



           9      positions, it's super important that we're constantly



          10      communicating with each other and that he knows what



          11      we're doing operationally, that we -- you know, as we



          12      have changes, as we have updates to the system,



          13      that -- that we talk to him and we bring those in.



          14          You know, as far as kind of at what point in



          15      materiality obviously -- yeah, I think materiality



          16      probably plays a role in it, like, timing of cases,



          17      all of those things.  And that's really Ramo- -- or



          18      Mr. Mitchell's expertise, and he would be the one to



          19      kind of make that decision.



          20          But, you know, constantly, like, I'm always



          21      saying, like, when my team is updating me, whatever



          22      it is.  Hey, we're going to do this differently or



          23      there's a tariff increase on, you know, BPA rates or



          24      a gas pipeline or a decrease on -- you know, hey,



          25      have you let Mr. Mitchell know?  Have you -- have you
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           1      talked to his team about it?  Do they know about it?



           2      And we're always constantly making sure that line of



           3      communication is open and that he has access to all



           4      the information that I have access to.



           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And so



           6      potentially after each state has considered the '26



           7      protocol proposal and you have decisions in all the



           8      states, that gives you a different perspective or



           9      maybe then after the Phase 2, then you have a



          10      different assessment of what's actually happening,



          11      how the system is operating, and then you can



          12      reassess that?



          13                        THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.



          14                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.



          15                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



          16                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.



          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  I believe



          18      that concludes all of the questions for you.  You may



          19      be excused from the witness stand.  Thank you.



          20                               (Witness excused.)



          21



          22                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Our next witness



          23      is witness Ghosh.



          24          Okay.  And when you're ready, if you could raise



          25      your right hand, I'll swear you in.
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           1          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you



           2      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,



           3      and nothing but the truth?



           4                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



           5



           6      ROHINI GHOSH,              having been first duly sworn



           7                                 by Administrative Law Judge



           8                                 Thompson, was examined and



           9                                 testified as follows:



          10



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          12                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  If you can



          13      use your mike, that will be helpful.



          14                        THE WITNESS:  Sorry.



          15                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  That's okay.



          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And, Counsel,



          17      whenever you're ready, you may proceed.



          18



          19                        DIRECT EXAMINATION



          20      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:



          21  Q   Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.



          22          Can you please state and spell your name for the



          23      record.



          24  A   Yes.  My name is Rohini Ghosh.  R-o-h-i-n-i



          25      G-h-o-s-h.
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           1  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?



           2  A   I am the director of clean energy planning at



           3      PacifiCorp.



           4  Q   Have you caused to be filed direct and rebuttal



           5      testimony and exhibits in this proceeding?



           6  A   Yes.



           7  Q   And do you have any changes or corrections?



           8  A   No.



           9  Q   If I were to ask you the same questions contained in



          10      that testimony today or those testimonies today,



          11      would your answers remain the same?



          12  A   Yes, they would.



          13                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you.



          14          And the witness is available for cross.



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          16          And it looks like, public counsel, you've



          17      indicated cross for this witness.  You can go ahead



          18      and proceed when you're ready.



          19                        MR. SYKES:  Thank you.



          20



          21                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



          22      BY MR. SYKES:



          23  Q   Good afternoon, Dr. Ghosh.



          24  A   Good afternoon.



          25  Q   On April 16th of this year, the company submitted an
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           1      updated forecast for no-cost allowances to the -- let



           2      me start my video -- forecast for no-cost allowances



           3      to the -- to the UTC.



           4          Are you aware of that?



           5  A   Yes.



           6  Q   Okay.  The forecast was approved by the Commission,



           7      showing an increase in megawatt hours serving



           8      Washington retail load from natural gas plants under



           9      the 2026 protocol as compared to the WIJAM.



          10          I'm going to reread that question, because I got



          11      lost reading it.



          12          Actually, you know what?  I'm just going to show



          13      you an exhibit.



          14          Can you turn to RG-6X.



          15  A   Yes.  Is this the staff memo?



          16  Q   This is the staff memo.



          17  A   Got it.



          18  Q   I'm looking at Page 2 of 4.



          19  A   Yes.



          20  Q   So this is showing that, compared to the WIJAM,



          21      there's an increase in megawatt-hours serving



          22      Washington retail load from natural gas plants as



          23      compared to the WIJAM.



          24  A   Yes.



          25  Q   Okay.  It shows a decrease of megawatt-hours served
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           1      by non-emitting plants; is that correct?



           2  A   Yes.



           3  Q   Okay.  So on October 1st, so just last week, Ecology



           4      granted the company approximately 90 percent of its



           5      requested no-cost allowances?



           6  A   That is correct.



           7  Q   Okay.  And no-cost allowances are allocated based on



           8      a forecast of retail loads served?



           9  A   That is my understanding.



          10  Q   Okay.  And for -- and the company would have to



          11      purchase allowances for in-state emissions that don't



          12      serve retail load?



          13  A   Yes.  That is correct.  Just restating so that I'm



          14      making sure I'm answering the right question:  Yes,



          15      PacifiCorp, as a covered entity, under the CCA, is



          16      responsible for having allowances for any in-state



          17      generation in the state of Washington that's emitting



          18      regardless of who it serves, but we are entitled to



          19      no-cost allowances for all of the generation that



          20      serve Washington customers.



          21  Q   Yeah.  Serves retail customers?



          22  A   Retail customers, yes.



          23  Q   October 1st, 2026, so next year, Ecology has to adopt



          24      an allocation schedule for the CCA second compliance



          25      period, which begins January 1st, 2027.
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           1          Are you aware of that?



           2  A   Yes.



           3  Q   Okay.  Has the 2026 protocol made any



           4      consideration -- let me ask it this way.



           5          The 2026 protocol is silent as to what happens at



           6      the beginning of the next CCA compliance period with



           7      respect to CCA allowances?



           8  A   I can't speak to what the 2026 protocol does or



           9      doesn't contemplate as far as results beyond the test



          10      year of 2026, which is the basis of my analysis.  But



          11      as company witness Steward and Link have previously



          12      stated today, there is, you know, going to be a



          13      Phase 2, and the next protocol presumably will come



          14      into place before 2030, but I probably would think



          15      that the 2026 protocol would still be in place if



          16      you're talking about 2027.



          17  Q   Okay.  So as projected emissions cap reduces over



          18      time, Ecology's going to issue fewer and fewer



          19      allowances each year?



          20  A   That is my understanding.  Though, to my knowledge,



          21      there is no currently set schedule for when Ecology



          22      will lower its distribution of no-cost allowances.



          23      So we don't, to my knowledge -- and this could also



          24      go to company witness Wilding.  We don't actually



          25      know at what point and to what magnitude Ecology will
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           1      stop issuing no-cost allowances in line with what



           2      covered entities are asking for.  We're projecting



           3      based on their forecasted retail sales.



           4  Q   I want to switch gears to the -- to CETA for a



           5      moment.



           6          So you -- you oversee the development of the



           7      company's CEAP?



           8  A   That is correct.



           9  Q   And that includes the 2025 CEAP that's just been



          10      filed?



          11  A   Yes.



          12  Q   All right.  I'd like to turn to your testimony for a



          13      moment.  RG-1T, Page 6, Table 1.



          14  A   In my direct, yes.



          15  Q   In your direct.



          16  A   Yes.  I'm there.



          17  Q   So this is the increase in CETA -- in CETA -- let me



          18      ask my question.  Stumble over myself here.



          19          This is the 2026 protocol's purported increase



          20      and not -- in CETA-compliant energy?



          21  A   That is correct.



          22  Q   Okay.  Were you involved in the 2023 biennial CEIP



          23      update?



          24  A   Yes, I was.



          25  Q   Are you aware that that update was rejected?
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           1  A   Yes, I am.



           2  Q   Okay.  Did you read the order rejecting the update by



           3      chance?



           4  A   Yes, I did.  It has been several months.



           5  Q   Okay.



           6  A   But I did read it.



           7  Q   PacifiCorp's biennial update poses serious questions



           8      regarding the company's ability and intent to comply



           9      with CETA and raises questions new about the



          10      company's modeling and resource acquisition strategy.



          11          Does that sound right, subject to check?



          12  A   Subject to check, yes.



          13  Q   Okay.  So the parties have -- so the parties to that



          14      proceeding heavily discussed the company's 2026 to



          15      2030 targets.



          16          Do you recall that -- that discussion?



          17  A   Yes.



          18  Q   Okay.  The 2026 target under -- in the -- the 2026



          19      target, for example, in the 2023 biennial update was



          20      40 percent?



          21  A   I honestly don't recall off the top of my head, but



          22      that sounds accurate.



          23  Q   Okay.  And that was under the WIJAM?



          24  A   Yes.



          25  Q   Okay.  The 2025 CEIP under the WIJAM reduced the 2026
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           1      target to 34 percent?



           2  A   Yes, that is correct.



           3  Q   Okay.  And the target set under the 2026 protocol for



           4      2026 is 37 percent?



           5  A   Is that according to the sensitivity in the CEIP?



           6  Q   Based on whatever was most recently filed.



           7  A   Yes.  I, again, don't recall off the top of my head,



           8      but it was a little bit higher under the proposed



           9      Washington 2026 protocol.



          10  Q   Okay.  And if the Commission were -- wanted to find



          11      out what the biennial or what the interim targets are



          12      in the CEIP under either the WIJAM or the 2026



          13      protocol, they could go look at those documents?



          14  A   That is correct.  In the 2025 CEIP -- and I will



          15      clarify -- we ran just one sensitivity of the



          16      preferred portfolio allocated to Washington, so we



          17      took that selection of resources, of new resource



          18      additions, and we redispatched it under the



          19      allocations proposed in the Washington 2026 protocol.



          20      So we did not reoptimize, and I want to kind of



          21      highlight that.  Because I do think that if we were



          22      to reoptimize fully with the difference in the



          23      resource allocations, I do think the selections would



          24      look a little bit different.



          25          We just did not have the time, quite frankly.
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           1      But at least you can see what would happen if we



           2      stayed on the path that we have set out in the CEIP,



           3      and then the Commission were to accept and adopt the



           4      2026 protocol, you can kind of see the immediate



           5      impacts on our near-term interim targets, which is to



           6      increase them in line with what I filed in my direct



           7      testimony here.



           8  Q   Okay.  So, and I apologize.  I don't actually have



           9      the CEIP in front of me, and I don't want to just



          10      give you a quiz, so if you don't know, that's fine.



          11          2026 target is 37 percent.  2027 target is 37



          12      percent.  2028 target is 50 percent.



          13          Does that sound about right?



          14  A   Sounds about right.  I know we get to about 70



          15      something in 2029.



          16  Q   Okay.



          17  A   And what was filed in the final CEIP on October 1st.



          18  Q   Okay.  2029, 74 percent.  2030 --



          19  A   That's correct.



          20  Q   -- 110, correct?



          21  A   Yes, that sounds correct.



          22  Q   Okay.  So about a -- I'm very bad at math -- 36



          23      percent jump there at the end?



          24  A   That sounds correct.



          25  Q   Okay.  When it comes to CETA compliance, your
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           1      testimony is really only limited to CETA's interim



           2      target for 2026?



           3  A   Absolutely.  Because for the sake of consistency in



           4      this case, I was only able to do the analysis on



           5      basically the data that's in company witness



           6      Mitchell's testimony, so I used the 2026 -- the



           7      current year 2026 net power cost results.



           8          If I had wanted to look at years beyond 2026, I



           9      would have had to have used, you know, results from



          10      the IRP or CEIP models, and it would have just caused



          11      confusion.  So, and for that reason alone, the



          12      analysis and my testimony here is limited to one



          13      year.



          14                        MR. SYKES:  Okay.  That's all I



          15      have.  Thank you, Your Honor.



          16                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          18                        MR. SYKES:  Thank you, Dr. Ghosh.



          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any redirect from



          20      the company?



          21                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Yes.  Can you



          22      give me just one second?  I need to confer.



          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Yeah.  Go ahead.



          24                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you.



          25          No further questions, Your Honor.
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



           2          Any questions from the bench?



           3                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  I have one, because



           4      I've read the sentence a hundred times, and I want to



           5      make sure I've got it right or it is right.



           6          Dr. Ghosh, in your direct testimony, at Page 7.



           7                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.



           8                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  Line 15.



           9                        THE WITNESS:  15.



          10                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  The sentence



          11      starts, "Fixed cost allocation factors in the 2026



          12      protocol."



          13          If you keep reading that sentence, you get to,



          14      "It reduces one degree of certainty."



          15          Should that be "uncertainty"?



          16                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  That is a great



          17      find that apparently none of us found.  Yes, the



          18      statement was intended to say that we are reducing



          19      one degree of uncertainty, which is inherent in



          20      long-term planning.



          21                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  We'll make sure



          22      that gets corrected on the record and my sanity --



          23                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you for that



          24      question.



          25                        CHAIR RYBARIK:  -- is restored.
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           1      Thank you.



           2                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything further?



           3          Okay.  I believe that concludes questions for



           4      you, Dr. Ghosh.  You may be excused.



           5                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



           6                               (Witness excused.)



           7



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  All right.  I



           9      believe our next witness is Andre Lipinski.



          10                        THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Good afternoon.



          12          And when you're ready -- go ahead and pour



          13      yourself a glass of water, but when you're ready,



          14      I'll ask that you raise your right hand, and I'll



          15      swear you in.



          16                        THE WITNESS:  Sure thing.



          17                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          18          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you



          19      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,



          20      and nothing but the truth?



          21                        THE WITNESS:  I do.



          22      ////



          23      ////



          24      ////



          25      ////
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           1      ANDRE T. LIPINSKI,         having been first duly sworn



           2                                 by Administrative Law Judge



           3                                 Thompson, was examined and



           4                                 testified as follows:



           5



           6                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



           7      You may be seated.



           8          And, Counsel, you may proceed.



           9                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Thank you, Your



          10      Honor.



          11



          12                        DIRECT EXAMINATION



          13      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:



          14  Q   Mr. Lipinski, can you please state and spell your



          15      name for the record.



          16  A   My name is Andre T. Lipinski.  It's A-n-d-r-e T.



          17      L-i-p-i-n-s-k-i.



          18  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?



          19  A   I am a pricing and cost service specialist, and I



          20      specialize in Washington pricing matters.



          21  Q   Have you caused to be filed direct testimony and



          22      exhibits in this proceeding?



          23  A   I have.



          24  Q   And do you have any changes or corrections to that



          25      testimony or exhibits?
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           1  A   I do not.



           2  Q   And if I were to ask you the same questions contained



           3      in that testimony today, would your answers remain



           4      the same?



           5  A   My answers would be the same.



           6          I should note that we have had a significant



           7      decrease in -- in the revenue increase that we've



           8      requested in rebuttal.  It's down from 7.9 percent to



           9      2.8 percent.



          10  Q   Thank you.



          11  A   And that number is in my testimony.



          12                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Wonderful.  Thank



          13      you.



          14          The witness is available for cross.



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          16          Just to confirm:  Staff and public counsel do not



          17      have any cross for this witness; is that correct?



          18                        MS. STRAUSS:  Correct, Your Honor.



          19                        MR. SYKES:  That is correct.



          20                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



          21          AWEC, you may proceed with cross.



          22                        MR. PEPPLE:  Thank you, Your Honor.



          23      ////



          24      ////



          25      ////
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           1                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



           2      BY MR. PEPPLE:



           3  Q   Good afternoon, Mr. Lipinski.



           4  A   Good afternoon, Mr. Pepple.



           5  Q   I am going to try to short-circuit my questioning a



           6      little bit.  And I would just direct you to Cross



           7      Exhibit ATL-10X, which is a spread- -- it's a PDF of



           8      a spreadsheet that's titled "Schedule 48T-DF Rate



           9      Increase," if you've got that.



          10  A   I have it here.



          11  Q   Have you been able to review this exhibit?



          12  A   I have taken a look at it, yes.



          13  Q   So, basically, I mean, my question boils down to:  Is



          14      there anything in this exhibit that you disagree with



          15      in terms of the numbers or the calculations and the



          16      percentage increase that was calculated here?



          17  A   I don't disagree with the math.  I would note,



          18      though, that we should qualify this as base plus



          19      Schedule 97.  There are different ways you can



          20      calculate a percentage increase.  You could calculate



          21      it based on just base rates.  You could calculate it



          22      based on base plus certain rider schedules, which is



          23      what it looks like you've done in this case or you



          24      have prepared in this case.  You could calculate it



          25      as base plus all rider schedules or net of all rider
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           1      schedules, and you look at different percentages with



           2      each of those calculations.



           3          I'll note that if you remove the Schedule 97,



           4      $16 million here, this percentage will decrease



           5      substantially.



           6  Q   Okay.  Yeah, all fair enough.



           7          Yes, it is -- you would agree that this applies



           8      only to general rate case increases and Schedule 97



           9      increases.  There may have been other rate



          10      adjustments between 2020 and now that PacifiCorp has



          11      implemented that are not reflected in here.  I think



          12      that's what you were saying.



          13  A   I would agree with that.



          14          I'll also note that the title of these four left



          15      columns say 2020, but I've noticed that the tariff



          16      sheets that you use to support them became effective



          17      Jan 1, 2021.  That's just a small technicality.



          18  Q   Okay.  Yeah.



          19          And, I guess, would you agree that, to the extent



          20      there were other rate adjustments between the



          21      beginning of 2021 and today that are not reflected in



          22      here, these at least capture the major rate



          23      adjustment?



          24          Are there any you're aware of that would be as



          25      significant as either Schedule 97 or what was
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           1      implemented through a general rate case?



           2  A   I would say that Schedule 97 going from zero to 3.007



           3      cents is a significant increase, but I should note



           4      that we're expecting Schedule 97 to go down over



           5      2026.  As deferral year costs from 2022 -- the 2022



           6      deferral year and 2023 deferral year, as those



           7      amortization periods end, we're expecting decreases



           8      in Schedule 97, so...



           9  Q   It is also true, though, that 2024 will go into



          10      effect, right?



          11  A   True.  But it will not go back up to this three cents



          12      level.



          13  Q   Do you know what it will be?



          14  A   Probably around 2.5, 2.4 cents, somewhere in there.



          15      I don't have the exact number with me.



          16                        MR. PEPPLE:  Okay.  Fair enough.



          17          Okay.  Those are all my questions.  Thanks.



          18                        THE WITNESS:  Sure.



          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          20          Any redirect from the company?



          21                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  Yes, Your Honor.



          22      One second, please.



          23      ////



          24      ////



          25      ////
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           1                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION



           2      BY MS. ELLIS-BURKE:



           3  Q   Thank you, Mr. Lipinski.



           4          Can you explain, please, what costs are recovered



           5      under Schedule 97?



           6  A   Schedule 97 recovers deferred net power costs.



           7                        MS. ELLIS-BURKE:  That's all the



           8      questions I have.  Thank you.



           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Any questions from



          10      the bench?



          11          Okay.  I believe that concludes the questions for



          12      you, Mr. Lipinski.  You may be excused.



          13                               (Witness excused.)



          14



          15                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I believe the



          16      cross estimates for the next witness are about 50



          17      minutes, which will put us at about 5:30 if we get



          18      done on time.



          19          Do the parties have any problem with going a



          20      little bit over 5:00?



          21          I'll go ahead and start with the company.



          22                        MR. KUMAR:  I think we'd like to



          23      finish our case, and I think that we'd probably



          24      prefer to go to a little over 5:00 in order to



          25      accommodate our last witness.
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           1                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Staff?



           2                        MS. STRAUSS:  Staff's fine going



           3      over.



           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Public counsel?



           5                        MR. SYKES:  Yeah, public counsel is



           6      fine going over and intends to waive cross of this



           7      witness anyway, so it'll save us some time.



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  AWEC?



           9                        MR. PEPPLE:  No objection.



          10                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy



          11      Project?



          12                        MR. ZAKAI:  No concern.  Thank you.



          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And our court



          14      reporter, Mr. Botelho.



          15                        THE REPORTER:  Good.



          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Are you okay?



          17                        THE REPORTER:  Yeah.



          18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  All right.



          19      We just want to make sure everyone's okay.  Let's go



          20      ahead and proceed with the next witness.



          21          Okay.  And when you're ready, I'll ask you to



          22      raise your right hand.



          23          Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you



          24      will give today will be the truth, the whole truth,



          25      and nothing but the truth?
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           1                        THE WITNESS:  I do.



           2



           3      SHERONA L. CHEUNG,         having been first duly sworn



           4                                 by Administrative Law Judge



           5                                 Thompson, was examined and



           6                                 testified as follows:



           7



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



           9          Counsel, you may proceed.



          10                        MR. KUMAR:  Thank you.



          11



          12                        DIRECT EXAMINATION



          13      BY MR. KUMAR:



          14  Q   Ms. Cheung, could you please state and spell your



          15      name for the record.



          16  A   Yes.  My name is Sherona Cheung.  That's



          17      S-h-e-r-o-n-a C-h-e-u-n-g.



          18  Q   And in what capacity are you employed by the company?



          19  A   I am a manager of revenue requirements with



          20      PacifiCorp.



          21  Q   And have you caused to be filed prefiled direct and



          22      rebuttal testimony and accompanying exhibits in this



          23      proceeding?



          24  A   I have.



          25  Q   Do you have any changes or corrections to those
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           1      exhibits?



           2  A   I do not.



           3  Q   If I were to ask you those same questions today,



           4      would you give the same answers?



           5  A   I would.



           6                        MR. KUMAR:  Your Honor, this



           7      witness is available for cross-examination.



           8                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you very



           9      much.



          10          And we will go ahead and begin with staff



          11      whenever you're ready.



          12



          13                        CROSS-EXAMINATION



          14      BY MS. STRAUSS:



          15  Q   Good afternoon.  Evening --



          16  A   Good afternoon.



          17  Q   -- from another perspective.



          18          So looking at your rebuttal testimony, which



          19      would be SLC-6T, at Page 4.  And let me know, and I



          20      can give you the line number.



          21  A   Sure thing.



          22          I am on Page 4.



          23  Q   And then Lines 11 through 15.



          24          You state there that, ever since Washington



          25      adopted a different allocation methodology, the West
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           1      Control Area Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation



           2      Methodology, or WCA, in 2006, the allocation of costs



           3      across PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions typically has



           4      not added up to a hundred percent cost recovery for



           5      PacifiCorp.



           6          Is that correct?



           7  A   Yes.



           8  Q   To your knowledge, were these costs over-collected or



           9      under-collected under the WCA?



          10  A   Under the WCA, some costs are over, and some costs



          11      are under.  Under the WCA, specific generation



          12      resources are allocated into Washington rates at 22



          13      percent, but correspondingly there's also a fairly



          14      big portion of that portfolio that's being allocated



          15      at 0 percent.  And so there's some ups, some downs.



          16      It's not uniform across the board.



          17  Q   Does PacifiCorp know specifically for which resources



          18      they are over-collecting or under-collecting?



          19  A   So I would first like to make a distinction between



          20      overcollection and over-allocation.



          21          Over-allocation, as we discuss in my testimony



          22      that you refer to here, is a result of the paradigm



          23      that PacifiCorp currently allocates costs across its



          24      six jurisdictions using two different allocation



          25      methodologies.  As a result of that, like we were
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           1      just talking about, some resources are allocated



           2      across the system at a higher percentage than 100



           3      percent, but some are less than that.  So to that



           4      extent -- I'm sorry.  What was the question again?



           5  Q   So the question was:  Does PacifiCorp know for each



           6      individual --



           7  A   Oh.



           8  Q   -- resource if it's over-collecting or



           9      under-collecting?



          10  A   So the short answer is, therefore, no.  Because --



          11      well, I take that back.  So we know that under the



          12      WCA, only two coal facilities are allocating into



          13      Washington.  That's Jim Bridger and Colstrip 4.  So



          14      we do know the allocation percentages that are



          15      attributable to each generation resource, so we know



          16      the allocation side of that equation, but I would



          17      caution that does not naturally lead to an



          18      overcollection of costs.



          19  Q   But PacifiCorp does know how much is allocating for



          20      every resource to each jurisdiction, correct?



          21  A   In each rate case, there is an approved allocation



          22      percentage used to establish rates in each state.



          23      So, yes, we would.



          24  Q   And then you also know how much you're collecting per



          25      those allocations?
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           1  A   We know how much we're collecting for revenues as a



           2      whole.  So as you may know, revenue requirement in



           3      rate cases are established as a whole on a totality



           4      level.  That revenues that we get approved to



           5      collect, that is not -- there's -- that -- that is an



           6      annual total amount that recovers our costs, our



           7      prudently incurred costs, and also provides the



           8      authorized level of return on investments that's



           9      approved by the Commission.



          10          So we don't have that level of detail granular



          11      enough to identify any specific revenue stream that



          12      is associated with any specific generation resource.



          13      So while we know overall the revenue collection that



          14      we have in any actual period, we wouldn't be able to



          15      trace that back down to a generation resource level



          16      detail.



          17  Q   So you would not be able to look at a resource, at



          18      how much it's -- how much is allocated per that



          19      resource, and you would not be able to tell how much



          20      money is being collected based on how much of that



          21      resource is allocated to a state?



          22  A   We would not be able to do that with the level of



          23      detail that's in the -- in a rate case.



          24  Q   But could you do it outside of a rate case?  Do you



          25      have that data?
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           1  A   Outside of a rate case, it wouldn't reflect any



           2      recovery.  The only time that we establish recovery



           3      amounts is in a rate case.



           4  Q   Okay.  Moving on.  Same page, but Lines 15 to 18.



           5          You state that, This dynamic continue to exist



           6      under the current approved WIJAM, though the WIJAM



           7      made progress towards resolving the issue with



           8      implementation of a system allocation of transmission



           9      costs and non-emitting generation costs.



          10          Is that correct?



          11  A   Yes.



          12  Q   Do you know that since -- do you know, since the



          13      start of the WIJAM, during how many years you have



          14      allocation of costs exceeding a hundred percent?



          15          So for how many resources have the allocations



          16      been over a hundred percent?



          17  A   So I'd like to clarify, though, that in Washington



          18      rates, Washington customers have never paid more than



          19      the authorized level of allocation for each



          20      generation resource.  So for Bridger and Colstrip, it



          21      would be about 22 percent.  Under WIJAM, all



          22      non-emitting renewable resources are allocated on an



          23      SG basis, which is approximately 8 percent.  And then



          24      beyond that, some of the plants that were mentioned



          25      today -- like Hunter, Huntington, Currant Creek --
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           1      those are not being allocated or paid for in



           2      Washington at all.  So to that extent, there is no



           3      over-recovery in Washington rates for any plants.



           4  Q   My question is a little bit -- little bit different.



           5          So for the resources that PacifiCorp does



           6      allocate across its six states 'cause it's a system,



           7      does PacifiCorp know for each resource what the



           8      percentage allocation is?  So for each resource, does



           9      it know X percent is allocated to this state, X



          10      percent is allocated to that state, so theoretically



          11      you can add up all those percentages and understand



          12      the total percentage for each resource?



          13  A   We could identify the allocation percentage, but it



          14      would be incorrect to assume that adding them across



          15      should equal a hundred percent.  Primarily because of



          16      that divergent allocation methodology, it shouldn't



          17      be expected to add up to 100 percent.



          18          Each of the percentages that's presented in front



          19      of each state's Commission for ratemaking purposes,



          20      that is the approved allocation percentage that is



          21      allowed to be recovered in rates.  So it may be a



          22      hundred percent.  It may be a hundred ten percent.



          23      But at the end of the day, the aggregate of those



          24      approved allocation percentages, that is the level of



          25      recovery that the company is authorized to recover.





                                                                     303

�







           1  Q   Okay.  Well, let's jump ahead a little bit, then.



           2          So looking at Table 2 in your testimony.  I'm



           3      going to pull it up as well so I make sure I'm



           4      looking at the right thing.



           5                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What page



           6      are you looking at again?



           7                        MS. STRAUSS:  Table 2.  I am



           8      grabbing the page number.  Just give me a quick



           9      second.



          10                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Thank you.



          11                        MS. STRAUSS:  It disappeared.  One



          12      second.



          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Page 12 at



          14      the bottom?



          15                        MS. STRAUSS:  Hold on one sec.



          16      Sorry.  My computer closed the document.



          17  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  Yes, okay.  Page 12.  Looking at



          18      this table, now, I understand from your testimony,



          19      when you look horizontally across the table, those



          20      were the cases that were presented before each



          21      Commission in each different state, correct?



          22  A   In the year 2020, those were the rate cases with



          23      rates effective in 2020, yes.



          24  Q   Okay.  And then looking at the diagonal down the



          25      middle, those were the approved allocations for each
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           1      state, correct?



           2  A   Can you clarify what you mean by "diagonal down



           3      the" --



           4  Q   So, like, starting in the top left corner, it says



           5      docket number.



           6  A   Yep.



           7  Q   Where California and then CA A.18, that whole number?



           8  A   Mm-hmm.



           9  Q   Where those two intersect, that's the California



          10      approved?



          11  A   Correct.



          12  Q   And then the same would be true for Idaho and the



          13      Idaho docket number?



          14  A   Yes.



          15  Q   And then so on and so forth --



          16  A   Yeah.



          17  Q   -- correct?



          18  A   Yes.



          19  Q   Now, if you add up all those numbers, the allocations



          20      approved for Chehalis, for example, is 114.84



          21      percent; is that correct?



          22  A   I haven't done the math, but I will take your word



          23      for it.  That number sounds familiar.



          24  Q   Okay.  So that is the percentage that was approved



          25      for collection by each state commission in total for
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           1      this --



           2  A   In totality.  Correct.



           3  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



           4          Let's see here.



           5          Now, I want to go back to same rebuttal



           6      testimony, Page 20 -- Page 4.  Sorry.



           7  A   Page 4.



           8  Q   Line 21.



           9  A   Line 21.  Okay.



          10  Q   The question there asked if the ratemaking process



          11      inherently leads to temporary periods of over- and



          12      under-recovery, and you responded, "Yes," correct?



          13  A   Yep.



          14  Q   Okay.  But later in your testimony, you say, In



          15      short, Washington's unique requirements and overall



          16      differences in timings of when GRCs are filed in each



          17      state lead to incongruent allocation factors at any



          18      given point in time.  This results in aggregate



          19      recovery of costs across the company's six-state



          20      system that will likely lead -- that will likely --



          21      that likely will differ from a hundred percent when



          22      evaluated at any single point in time.



          23          Is that correct?



          24  A   That is correct.



          25  Q   Okay.  How often do these temporary periods of over-
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           1      and under-recovery occur if at any given point in



           2      time recovery of costs differ than a hundred percent?



           3  A   So this is a persistent situation.  The way to look



           4      at it is, even if our jurisdictions all have the same



           5      allocation methodology, the issue is that the timing



           6      of rate cases differ, and they have to differ across



           7      states.  We cannot process six rate cases



           8      simultaneously at any given time.  It's a pretty big



           9      undertaking.



          10          And as a result of that, the timing of the rate



          11      cases would naturally reflect different assumptions.



          12      Because if we filed a rate case today, it would



          13      reflect maybe a test period forecast that is a year,



          14      18 months from today.  But next year, it might be 18



          15      months from that point in time.



          16          And so there's a rolling assumption period being



          17      rolled into each of the rate case.  And that -- that



          18      assumption affects the load forecast that is being



          19      used to calculate these allocation factors that we've



          20      been looking at.



          21          The underlying calcu- -- the underlying input for



          22      these generation resource allocators, they are



          23      essentially load inputs.  And so as time rolls



          24      forward, we would use the most recently available



          25      loads data.  And as a result of that, because the
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           1      timing of the cases, they aren't synchronized, those



           2      load factors would differ, but also to throw into



           3      sort of the mix the fact that rate-base assumptions



           4      do differ across states as well, and so the



           5      established revenue requirement out of each case



           6      would also be different.  Forecasted capital for



           7      investments for the different test period would also



           8      be different.



           9          The authorized rate of return, capital structure,



          10      all could differ across states.  And so because of



          11      all those variables being different, adding onto the



          12      timing and the two divergent allocation



          13      methodologies, it would be very, very rare if at all



          14      possible for at any given point in time if we took,



          15      like, a single calendar year for the approved



          16      allocation percentages to add up to 100.



          17  Q   So it's fair to say that it's not necessarily a



          18      temporary state, then.  The over- and under-recovery



          19      is pretty consistent given that these GRCs are



          20      happening on a rolling basis?



          21  A   So these differences in allocation factors, I would



          22      probably characterize them as, like, kind of, like,



          23      similar to regulatory lag.  It is kind of a given



          24      with the paradigm that we have to work with in



          25      ratemaking.  The important thing, though, is if you
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           1      look at across any given state where we make these



           2      calculations, in Table 2 that you pointed to, you add



           3      it across each of these states.



           4          When we present a case to any commission to



           5      establish rates, we do add up to 100 percent cost



           6      allocation and nothing more in that case.  In



           7      totality, we always present a system cost allocation



           8      that's 100 percent.  And, sure, that we have had two



           9      allocation factor -- sorry -- two allocation



          10      methodologies in the past, but that's precisely the



          11      thing that 2026 protocol is seeking to rectify, is to



          12      reunify the allocation of cost across our six states



          13      into one methodology.



          14  Q   Okay.  So just looking at Table 2 again, these cases,



          15      when they're presented to individual states, they all



          16      add up to a hundred percent.



          17  A   Yes.



          18  Q   But when you take all the states together, they



          19      exceed a hundred percent?



          20  A   Yes.  But, again, we're adding almost like apples to



          21      at least pears.  Because they are not reflecting the



          22      same underlying base period test period assumptions



          23      as we often do in rate -- we have to make those



          24      assumptions when we set rates.



          25  Q   Does the company track how often it under-recovers





                                                                     309

�







           1      from its revenue requirement?



           2  A   The company files results of operations in five of



           3      its six states.  The Commission basis report in



           4      Washington is -- it's our result of operations.  So



           5      through those results of operations, you would be



           6      able to track whether the company is over- or



           7      under-earning or on track.  But to the extent that



           8      you were referring to on a generation resource level,



           9      that's just not something that is trackable.



          10  Q   So the company does not track where it's under-



          11      recovering?



          12  A   We track overall only because revenue requirement is



          13      established as an annual level of cost recovery and



          14      rate of return.



          15  Q   But from let's say an accounting perspective, the



          16      company could not look at its recovery overall and



          17      say, We're under-recovering.  Where is this under-



          18      recovery happening?



          19  A   To some -- some pieces that have sufficient detail



          20      that inform our rate case, in our rate cases, those



          21      pieces could potentially be isolated, but not



          22      everything can be tracked that way.



          23  Q   Can plant be tracked that way?



          24  A   Cannot be.



          25  Q   Okay.  Now, you talked about this a little already.
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           1      But also at your rebuttal testimony on Page 5,



           2      Lines 15 to 17.



           3  A   15 to 17, you said?



           4  Q   Mm-hmm.



           5  A   Yeah.



           6  Q   You stated there that it's not reasonable that



           7      recovery should add up to a hundred percent due to



           8      the timing of GRCs and the fact that Washington



           9      currently uses a different allocation methodology



          10      than the rest of the system.



          11  A   Yes.



          12  Q   Is that correct?



          13  A   Yes.



          14  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp chooses the timing of its GRCs,



          15      correct?



          16  A   We manage the timing of our GRCs.  Correct.  But we



          17      don't -- we can't control regulatory lag.  We also



          18      don't dictate our allocation methodologies.  They are



          19      as -- as approved.



          20  Q   But you choose in which order you file the GRCs



          21      across the states?



          22  A   To an extent, yes.



          23  Q   And you choose whether you file a GRC or whether you



          24      file a PCORC?



          25  A   I'm not sure if we entirely get that choice.  That
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           1      might be a legal question.



           2  Q   Okay.  Well, we can reserve that, then --



           3  A   Okay.



           4  Q   -- for your counsel.



           5          I now want to look at Cross Exhibit SLC-96, which



           6      is -- and look at Paragraph --



           7  A   Did you say "96"?



           8  Q   I'm sorry.  9X.



           9  A   Okay.



          10  Q   We're getting towards the end of the day.  My



          11      caffeine has worn off.



          12  A   I get it.  It's a long day.  I was there too.



          13          9X.



          14  Q   Great.



          15          And then we're looking at Paragraph 56, which I



          16      believe is on Page...



          17  A   56.



          18  Q   It's on Page 23.



          19  A   23.  Yep.  I'm there.



          20  Q   Goes on to 24, but I don't think we're going to be --



          21      we might be going on 24.



          22          Now, the relevant provision, it says that



          23      PacifiCorp claimed it was entitled to full recovery



          24      of its prudently incurred costs systemwide and should



          25      not bear the risk that state decisions about cost
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           1      recovery will not in combination ensure this



           2      entitlement.  This Commission rejected that position,



           3      stating, in fact, the company created and accepted



           4      the risk that divergent allocation decisions among



           5      the states might result in under-recovery when it



           6      chose to merge 20 years ago.



           7          The Commission's order approving the merger, read



           8      together with the merger order of the Oregon



           9      Commission, makes clear that this risk existed, but



          10      the company was aware of it, and the company accepted



          11      that it alone would bear the risk.



          12          Is that true?



          13  A   That is what the words say on the page.



          14  Q   And, Ms. Cheung, you do not know, since the



          15      implementation of the WCA, how many -- in how many



          16      years PacifiCorp's costs have -- collection of costs



          17      have been exceeded a hundred percent; is that



          18      correct?



          19  A   I can't say for certain whether cost recovery have



          20      exceeded or have not been up to 100 percent.  But if



          21      we look at the overall earnings reflected in our



          22      Commission basis report, it would indicate that for



          23      most of -- most recent years at least, the ROE has



          24      not met our authorized level even.



          25  Q   And it's PacifiCorp's current position that the
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           1      current allocation methodology as implemented is not



           2      currently over-collecting costs?



           3  A   To the best of my knowledge, it is not creating an



           4      over-earning situation for the company.



           5  Q   And you only know about that overcollection based on



           6      the overall revenue requirement, not based on



           7      specific pieces that make up that revenue



           8      requirement, such as specific resources or plant or



           9      power costs, any of that?



          10  A   Yes, that's the most readily evidence that I can -- I



          11      can look at.



          12  Q   Okay.  PacifiCorp models how allocation factors



          13      across its jurisdiction impact total cost recovery;



          14      isn't that correct?



          15  A   Can you repeat that question.



          16  Q   So PacifiCorp models or does an accounting exercise



          17      about how allocations as approved by different



          18      commissions across its jurisdictions impact its cost



          19      recovery.



          20          Is that correct?



          21  A   I'm not sure that is being done on a proactive basis.



          22      I mean, when we propose an allocation methodology



          23      change, that certainly gets looked at, like we do



          24      here today, and we have presented the evidence in



          25      support of a change in allocation methodology.
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           1          But once an allocation methodology is approved,



           2      I'm not aware of any proactive ongoing evaluation to



           3      match that over- or under-earning aside from our



           4      annual results of operations.



           5  Q   So PacifiCorp, once it -- once you say it goes



           6      through a bunch of GRCs and a bunch of states,



           7      doesn't sit down and look at how all the results of



           8      those GRCs come together to impact overall company



           9      earnings?



          10  A   I don't do that analysis.



          11  Q   Do you know if that analysis exists?



          12  A   I'm not aware if that analysis exists.



          13  Q   In your rebuttal testimony, looking at Page 10,



          14      Lines 17 to 18.



          15  A   Are we finished with the 9X?



          16  Q   Yes.



          17  A   Okay.



          18  Q   Sorry.



          19                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  What page



          20      are we at?



          21                        MS. STRAUSS:  Page 10 of the



          22      rebuttal testimony, Lines 17 to 18.



          23                        THE WITNESS:  Rebuttal testimony.



          24      Page 9?



          25                        MS. STRAUSS:  10.
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           1                        THE WITNESS:  10.



           2                        MS. STRAUSS:  Mm-hmm.



           3                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.



           4                        MS. STRAUSS:  And then Lines 17 to



           5      18.



           6                        THE WITNESS:  Okay.



           7  Q   (By Ms. Strauss)  There you state, The approved



           8      allocation percentages should not be expected to sum



           9      to 100 percent?



          10  A   Yeah.



          11  Q   This gets back to what you were talking about



          12      earlier, correct?



          13  A   Yes.



          14  Q   Okay.  So based on the information -- well, hold on.



          15          My understanding is the 2026 protocol has been



          16      filed in Washington and has been filed in other



          17      states, correct?



          18  A   Yes.



          19  Q   Okay.  Based on the information that PacifiCorp used



          20      to make its filings for the 2026 protocol across



          21      those states, do you know what percentage recovery



          22      PacifiCorp expects if the 2026 protocol is approved?



          23  A   If 2026 protocol is approved, it should all add up to



          24      100 percent.



          25  Q   Okay.  And that's assuming every single state
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           1      approves the exact version that PacifiCorp filed?



           2  A   I mean, yes.  But there could also be agreed-upon



           3      modification, so...



           4  Q   But if each state's agreeing to different



           5      modifications, it's no longer 100 percent unless



           6      magically all those numbers work out?



           7  A   I mean, if any given state is determined to deviate



           8      from that, that 100 percent allocation, which I don't



           9      see a reason why that should be -- I mean, anything



          10      less than 100 percent cost recovery is just punitive.



          11      The company incurs prudent costs to serve customers,



          12      to provide reliable, safe service, and those costs



          13      should be 100 percent recoverable.  And the company's



          14      proposal is certainly to do just that, to recover 100



          15      percent of costs and -- and have the opportunity to



          16      earn the authorized level of return on investment.



          17  Q   So there's no possible situation that, if one



          18      jurisdiction or one state approves a slightly



          19      different version of the 2026 protocol, that that



          20      could result in over-recovery because of what the



          21      other states have approved?



          22  A   That's not my testimony.  I think hypothetically if a



          23      state insists on adopting a version that is different



          24      than everybody else, then the reality would result in



          25      them being potentially off from that 100 percent
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           1      allocation.  But what I'm saying is that shouldn't be



           2      the goal.



           3  Q   Yeah, I'm not saying that that's the goal.



           4          I'm asking about the likelihood that if a state



           5      deviates from the -- from the as-filed version of the



           6      2026 protocol, there is the chance that allocation



           7      could exceed a hundred percent?



           8  A   There is always the chance, but I can't speak to the



           9      likelihood.



          10  Q   Okay.  And there's always a chance, then, that cost



          11      recovery could exceed a hundred percent?



          12  A   It could also be under.



          13  Q   Absolutely.  Because where one exists, the other also



          14      exists.



          15  A   Right.



          16  Q   Okay.  Now, I'm assuming that PacifiCorp modeled the



          17      2026 protocol in terms of how that would work for



          18      allocations and cost recovery; is that correct?



          19  A   I'm not sure I understand the question.



          20  Q   Let me rephrase it.



          21          I'm assuming that, in proposing or in creating



          22      the 2026 protocol, PacifiCorp did modeling to



          23      understand how its costs would be recovered under



          24      that protocol if it is approved by the states?



          25  A   I think that's probably more of a strategy question.
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           1      I'm more responsible for the implementation of the



           2      2026 protocol as it's presented in this case.



           3  Q   Okay.  So you don't know the process that went into



           4      testing how the 2026 protocol would behave if



           5      implemented?



           6  A   I don't understand what you mean by "testing."



           7  Q   So modeling how the allocation under that protocol



           8      would result in cost recovery.



           9  A   So the way that it would impact Washington cost



          10      recovery is quantified in this case.  That is the



          11      non-net power cost rate change that is quantified in



          12      this -- in -- in my testimony.



          13  Q   Okay.  Can you point, then, to the analysis where the



          14      2026 protocol -- scratch that.  Never mind.



          15          I'm going to move on.



          16          Okay.  So you stated in your -- looking at your



          17      rebuttal testimony again, Page 12, starting at



          18      Line 17.



          19  A   12.  17.  Yep.



          20  Q   And this spans a couple pages.  I'm not going to make



          21      you read through the whole thing.  We're not going to



          22      read through the whole thing.



          23  A   I appreciate that.



          24  Q   But just -- you're familiar with this part of your



          25      testimony, correct?
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           1  A   I believe this is the part where we talk about --



           2      this is a point that I alluded to earlier, where



           3      over-allocation is not automatically to be equated to



           4      over-recovery.



           5  Q   Okay.  So in this section, you state that the only



           6      way to assess over- versus under-recovery is by



           7      taking the difference between the company's actual



           8      earnings and the company's approved level of



           9      earnings.



          10  A   Right.



          11  Q   Is that correct?  Okay.



          12          So that's looking at the system as a whole?



          13  A   No.  That could be -- that could be a Washington view



          14      specifically because we do file annual results of



          15      operations or Commission basis reports on a



          16      Washington allocated basis.



          17  Q   Okay.  But that's not -- that analysis is not based



          18      on individual components.  It is based on the revenue



          19      requirement as a whole for that state hypothetically?



          20  A   Yes.



          21  Q   Okay.  So essentially that means, as long as



          22      everything evens out in the end, the company is



          23      supposedly collecting a hundred percent?



          24  A   As long as the company's results show essentially --



          25      if actual earnings show that we are not only
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           1      recovering our costs but also earning our authorized



           2      return, that is when we're a hundred percent



           3      compensated.



           4  Q   Okay.  But, hypothetically, then that could mean you



           5      could be over-collecting on one generating resource,



           6      like Chehalis, and under-collecting on a different



           7      resource -- say Hermiston -- for one state, but in



           8      another state, you could be over-collecting on



           9      Hermiston and collecting just the right amount on



          10      Chehalis, and that results in an overcollection on



          11      Chehalis?



          12  A   So this earnings comparison, this has to be done, at



          13      least in my view, in my opinion, it needs to be done



          14      on a state-by-state basis.  Because, remember, it's



          15      not just about recovery of costs.  It's also the



          16      opportunity to earn an authorized level of return.



          17      And that level of return is different across the



          18      state.



          19          So whether -- weather the company is over-earning



          20      in each jurisdiction ought to be evaluated on a



          21      state-by-state basis.  And the evaluation that I'm --



          22      I've shown here is a state-by-state analysis for that



          23      reason.



          24  Q   So I understand that.



          25          So is it done on a state-by-state basis?  You
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           1      said, in your opinion, it should be.



           2          Is it done on a state- --



           3  A   So our --



           4  Q   -- by-state basis?



           5  A   -- annual results of operations are filed by state --



           6      for five of our six states.  So that's what I was



           7      able to point to in Table 3 of my rebuttal testimony,



           8      as the state ROE, and that's reported in each of



           9      those reporting periods.



          10  Q   Okay.  Thank you.



          11          Now, I assume if PacifiCorp is under-recovering,



          12      they would seek a rate increase from a Commission?



          13  A   Right.  So hypothetically if our results of



          14      operations for any given state shows that we are



          15      drastically under-earning, I would imagine they're --



          16      it's likely to expect a rate case on the horizon.



          17  Q   Okay.  And PacifiCorp looks at that from the



          18      perspective of the state in isolate?



          19  A   For the most part, yes.  Because rate recovery is a



          20      process that's done on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction



          21      basis.



          22  Q   Absolutely.  Understand.



          23          Does -- does PacifiCorp ever look across its



          24      system to determine if one state is over-recovering



          25      in an area that a different state is
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           1      under-recovering?



           2  A   To my knowledge, that's not analysis that's being



           3      done.



           4  Q   Okay.  I want to talk a little bit about the SG-F



           5      factor.



           6  A   Sure.



           7  Q   Now, you say in testimony that PacifiCorp used -- has



           8      used a 75 percent demand / 25 percent energy



           9      weighting for more that 30 years --



          10  A   Yes.



          11  Q   -- correct?  Okay.



          12          And that means that started roughly in the mid



          13      1980s, if my math is correct?



          14  A   So in the context of Washington's rate recovery



          15      paradigm and for cost allocation purposes for



          16      PacifiCorp, it was adopted as a 75 percent demand, 25



          17      percent energy weighting, since the adoption of WCA



          18      in 2006, and that was the first adopted -- officially



          19      adopted rate allocation methodology in Washington.



          20  Q   Okay.  So the 75 percent / 25 percent has been in



          21      Washington since 2006?



          22  A   Officially, yes.



          23  Q   Officially.



          24          And before that, it was something else?



          25  A   Before that, there was no official allocation
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           1      methodology since the merger in 1989.  It took 14



           2      some-odd years after that for a rate case order to



           3      specifically address allocation methodologies.  In



           4      that time -- in that gap time period, any reporting



           5      purposes sort of filings, those were done based on



           6      whatever the other system jurisdictions were using



           7      for the most part.  And that's just me reading



           8      history.  I obviously was not around at that time.



           9  Q   I understand.  I was not either.



          10          But you say the 75 percent / 25 percent was used



          11      by the company for 35 years prior if not officially



          12      in Washington State?



          13  A   Yes.  So the 75 percent / 25 demand energy, as I



          14      understand it, has always been the -- the classif- --



          15      the energ- -- the classification used in the



          16      allocation of production cost and transmission cost,



          17      I believe.



          18  Q   Okay.  And you would agree that the energy mix of



          19      today's power production is a bit different than when



          20      that started in the 1980s?



          21  A   I can't speak to that.  I am not an engineer.



          22  Q   Okay.  No worries.



          23          But you would agree that -- you would agree that



          24      today's energy mix and with Washington CETA



          25      compliance obligations in the near future, the energy
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           1      mix will necessarily need to start leaning away from



           2      thermal generation, correct?



           3  A   I think that's generally a true statement.  But,



           4      again, as a revenue requirement person, I'm more the



           5      money person.



           6  Q   I understand that.  These are things that are in your



           7      testimony, so I want to make sure I understand --



           8  A   I don't --



           9  Q   -- what you're saying.



          10  A   -- know that I testified to the leaning away from



          11      thermal --



          12  Q   Okay.



          13  A   -- resources necessarily.



          14  Q   Yeah, I mean, I'm talking more about the weighting of



          15      the demand and energy --



          16  A   Got it.



          17  Q   -- factor.



          18          And so you would agree, given that Washington



          19      CETA is going to require 80 percent renewable non-



          20      emitting starting in 2030, you would agree that



          21      indicates a shift in system benefits away from demand



          22      and towards energy?



          23  A   I don't know that I can speak to that.



          24  Q   Okay.



          25          Okay.  And the 75/25 percent that was reflected
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           1      in the WCA that we were just talking about, that was



           2      adopted in 2006.



           3          The only documentation the company offered in



           4      support of that split is a discussion paper filed in



           5      the 2005 docket, correct?



           6  A   I can't remember if it was 2005 or 2006, but the --



           7      there was a -- what do they call it?  It is a -- it



           8      was an exhibit in the '05 case, yes -- that was



           9      sponsored by Dave Taylor -- documenting that 75 --



          10      the analysis that was done to reaffirm essentially



          11      the 75/25 percent demand energy split, there -- the



          12      75/25 split was adopted in 2006.



          13          And as I was reading through the allocation



          14      methodology history, it appears that in 2013, there



          15      has been -- there had been proposals to switch away



          16      from the 75/25 classification at one point, but the



          17      Commission had rejected it.  And in that order -- I'm



          18      trying to recall off memory, so, you know, subject to



          19      check, I believe there was explicitly consideration



          20      to the fact that the 75 percent / 20 -- 75 percent



          21      demand / 25 percent energy split, that is something



          22      that is shared across the six states.



          23          And unless -- I think in the order, it said



          24      something along the lines of, unless there's a



          25      substantial record to justify a deviation, that that
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           1      consistency is -- is important.  And I think that's



           2      also my testimony in this, in this docket.  The



           3      consistency and harmonization across states as we're



           4      striving to a 100 percent cost allocation going



           5      forward, that's an important goal.



           6                        MS. STRAUSS:  Okay.  That's all the



           7      questions I have.



           8                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



           9                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          10          Any redirect from -- well, I'll just confirm with



          11      public counsel.  Any cross?



          12                        MR. SYKES:  Public counsel waives



          13      cross for this witness.



          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



          15          Any redirect from the company?



          16                        MR. KUMAR:  Yes, Your Honor.  Give



          17      me a -- if I may have a moment just to get my --



          18                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Yes.  Please go



          19      ahead and feel free to take a -- take a second.



          20                        MR. KUMAR:  Better organized.



          21



          22                       REDIRECT EXAMINATION



          23      BY MR. KUMAR:



          24  Q   Ms. Cheung, I believe you were asked a question about



          25      PacifiCorp controlling the timing of its general rate
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           1      cases.



           2  A   Yes, I was.



           3  Q   Does PacifiCorp control the timing of its general



           4      rate cases in California?



           5  A   No.  I believe in California, we're held to a



           6      three-year rate case cycle.  There is some ability to



           7      seek -- like, to postpone it, but generally we're on



           8      a three-year rate case cycle.



           9  Q   And for this PCORC, was the timing of this PCORC



          10      ordered by the Commission at the result of a request



          11      of another party in PacifiCorp's MYRP?



          12  A   Yes, I do believe this was a requirement for a PCORC



          13      to be filed by April 1st of this year.



          14  Q   And in the past, has the timing of PacifiCorp's, I



          15      believe last PCORC as well was determined as an



          16      outcome of a Commission proceeding as well?



          17  A   Yes, that's true.  So, generally speaking, the



          18      company would have some leeway to control some of



          19      that timing.  However, it is also not uncommon for



          20      those to be required or ordered out of rate case



          21      outcomes.



          22  Q   And are you generally familiar with new legislation



          23      that was passed in Oregon that requires the Oregon



          24      Commission to set a schedule for general rate



          25      proceedings?
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           1  A   Yes, I have started to hear about that, and I've



           2      started to learn about that.



           3  Q   So in Oregon, the timing of the company's rate cases



           4      may not be in the company's control as well?



           5  A   Going forward, that may be a new reality we have to



           6      contend with, yes.



           7  Q   Okay.  And is it the nature of dynamic allocation



           8      factors that are based on sort of those load-based



           9      factors, that as the timing changes and the timing is



          10      determined in different states, they will naturally



          11      have a certain minor level of difference?



          12  A   Yes.  I believe I spoke to that a little bit as we



          13      talked about the inputs that go into rate cases and



          14      the rolling timing of those.



          15  Q   I believe you spoke to this as well, so this is a



          16      little bit redundant.



          17          But is it the company's goal that the -- with the



          18      2026 protocol to eliminate the major systemic over-



          19      and under-allocation of resources that has occurred



          20      in the past since sort of the adoption of a separate



          21      Washington methodology?



          22  A   Yes, that is -- that is the goal.  From case to case,



          23      period to period, it is uncommon for allocation



          24      factors like the SG factor, even on a dynamic basis,



          25      to swing drastically.  Really, the bigger contributor
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           1      to why allocation factors don't add up to 100 percent



           2      is the use of two distinct allocation methodologies



           3      across our six states.



           4  Q   Staff counsel asked you a series of questions on, you



           5      know, sort of any sort of -- the existence of any



           6      sort of analysis on under- and over-recovery across



           7      the system on maybe an item-by-item basis.



           8          Would such an analysis be easy to do?



           9  A   No.  So the bigger -- the -- the revenue requirement



          10      in rate cases are established at a fairly high level



          11      of detail.  The input that we start with is



          12      generally -- at least for PacifiCorp it is -- for --



          13      it's a base period accounting record.  So at that



          14      level, we would still have fairly good detail.



          15      However, as you kind of roll the data forward into a



          16      forecast period or a test period, you start having to



          17      make adjustments -- regulatory adjustments, pro forma



          18      adjustments -- that's at a much higher level detail



          19      than, like, a generation plant-level detail, per se.



          20          So more often than not, it's simply broadly made



          21      at a FERC account-level detail, and that just doesn't



          22      allow us the ability to track every penny of the



          23      authorized revenue requirement back to a specific



          24      plant.



          25  Q   And so if you look at sort of an analysis based on
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           1      rate cases and the timing of those rate cases, it



           2      would also not take into account regulatory lag



           3      that's occurring as the company adds new capital



           4      additions between rate cases, correct?



           5  A   Yes, that's correct.



           6  Q   And at which time, if the company -- because of



           7      regulatory lag, the company earns zero on --



           8      generally on new capital additions?



           9  A   Yes, that's true.



          10  Q   Now, I apologize.  I lost my train of thought there.



          11          I believe staff counsel asked you a series of



          12      questions regarding, you know, a sort of analysis on



          13      overall under-recovery and over-recovery, and you



          14      turned to Table 3 in your testimony, correct?



          15  A   I do recall that, yeah.



          16  Q   Does Table 3 sort of depict the company's overall



          17      sort of earnings across five of its states and



          18      identify the company's sort of under-recovery in



          19      Washington in particular?



          20  A   Yes, it does.



          21  Q   Especially during the past, I believe, '22, '23, and



          22      '24?



          23  A   That's correct.



          24  Q   And so the company, in '22 and '23 and '24, hasn't



          25      really been at risk of over-recovery in Washington,
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           1      has it?



           2  A   On aggregate as a whole, the results would show that



           3      the -- the Washington rates that are being collected



           4      are not enough to cover all costs and give us the



           5      authorized level of investment that's approved in the



           6      last rate case, or the most recent rate case.



           7  Q   And generally with regards to the company's earnings,



           8      does Washington have an earnings test?



           9  A   Yes, it does.  Especially under the MYRP paradigm,



          10      there is -- there is absolutely an associated



          11      earnings test.



          12  Q   Could we briefly discuss the 75/25 sort of demand



          13      energy for the SG factor?



          14  A   Sure.



          15  Q   Have you estimated the impact of staff's proposal of



          16      moving away from a 75/25 to, I believe it's a 66 --



          17  A   I actually have done that in my rebuttal testimony.



          18      And based on -- this analysis was based on the direct



          19      filed analysis, of course.



          20          But on Page 23 to 24 of my testimony, we did



          21      estimate the revenue requirement impact in this -- in



          22      this case of adopting staff's proposal on the



          23      energy -- the demand energy classification.



          24          And the result of that is -- it showed that the



          25      non-net power cost revenue requirement would -- would
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           1      drop by about 1.8 million.  But as I was informed by



           2      company witness Mitchell, net power cost, itself,



           3      would actually go up by $2 million, so the net impact



           4      is about a wash.



           5  Q   And if the net impact is a wash, then would the



           6      principles of consistency and harmonization seem to



           7      drive a appropriate choice here?



           8  A   I would agree with that.  And I would also say that,



           9      in examining the -- the history of this issue, it



          10      seems to be consistent over time that that's



          11      something that we want to strive for.



          12                        MR. KUMAR:  I have no further



          13      questions at this time.



          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Thank you.



          15          Any questions from the bench?



          16                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Yes, please,



          17      Your Honor.  Thank you.



          18          So back to SG-F weighting.  I understand, you



          19      know, consistency.  But in your testimony that you've



          20      just referred to, you discuss, I think, 40 separate



          21      studies.  But you haven't done -- the company hasn't



          22      done a study since 2005; is that correct?



          23                        THE WITNESS:  I'm not aware of any.



          24                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Okay.  If



          25      not, why not?
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           1                        THE WITNESS:  You know, I don't



           2      know.  I think holding onto consistency -- I mean,



           3      consistency is -- is a good principle.  As far as



           4      cost allocation goes, no party has done any further



           5      analysis since.  And where we are already allocating



           6      on two separate allocation methodologies, I think



           7      maybe not trying to find further deviations might



           8      be -- might have been a reason why no one's thought



           9      to examine further.



          10                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  Do you think



          11      there might be underlying assumptions that have



          12      changed between now and 2025 that are relevant to the



          13      SG-F factor weighting?



          14                        THE WITNESS:  It is -- it is



          15      possible.  But I don't know that I've seen any



          16      analysis or evidence that would indicate that --



          17      like, that proves that just yet.



          18                        COMMISSIONER DOUMIT:  All right.



          19      All right.  Thank you.  Nothing -- nothing further



          20      from me.



          21                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Good



          22      afternoon, Ms. Cheung.



          23                        THE WITNESS:  Good afternoon.



          24                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I think



          25      you were here when I asked a question of witness
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           1      Link, and he graciously deferred it to you.  So now



           2      you get to answer this question.



           3                        THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.



           4                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  And this has



           5      to do with the Chehalis plant and the recovery or --



           6      yeah, the recovery of depreciation or remediation



           7      costs.



           8                        THE WITNESS:  Right.



           9                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  So I had



          10      asked witness Link whether the company would be -- in



          11      the deferral petitions it's filing in other states or



          12      plans to file in other states, whether the company



          13      would be asking for deferral of the depreciation /



          14      remediation costs of the Chehalis plant.



          15                        THE WITNESS:  So I guess I'll first



          16      point out that, to the extent that Chehalis plant is



          17      in all the states' rates right now, all those states



          18      are paying depreciation expense, which are built on



          19      depreciation rates that encompass some estimated



          20      level of decommissioning.  So all the states that are



          21      benefitting from the plant are paying some level of



          22      estimating decommissioning.



          23          And so if the approval comes through, that



          24      Chehalis becomes 100 percent a Washington resource,



          25      at that point the company's deferral for the net
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           1      impact of the 2026 protocol implementation across the



           2      states would reflect essentially a cessation of that



           3      depreciation expense continuing in the other states'



           4      rates.  So we would -- we would essentially stop



           5      collecting depreciation expense from them for that.



           6          And as far as Washington goes, to the extent that



           7      any decommissioning costs have already been paid,



           8      that would be tracked in Washington's rate base and



           9      provides a credit to Washington customers until such



          10      time the actual decommissioning costs become known



          11      and a sound cost-causation-based methodology can be



          12      developed to allocate those costs across the states.



          13                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So



          14      you do recognize that the purpose of collecting



          15      depreciation / remediation is to reflect the need to



          16      address winding down -- the cost of winding down a



          17      plant and the cost-causation elements of those who



          18      benefit from that plant over time should be



          19      contributing to that cost?



          20                        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And I heard



          21      Mr. Link say that.  I fully agree with that



          22      sentiment.



          23                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  So



          24      what would happen as you -- if I can just paraphrase



          25      what I just heard you say:  That under the 2026
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           1      protocol as is designed right now, the other states



           2      would no longer contribute depreciation costs related



           3      to the Chehalis plant, which includes the



           4      decommissioning and remediation costs?



           5                        THE WITNESS:  Right.  So when they



           6      stop taking service from it, essentially that would



           7      be when the depreciation expense that they pay in



           8      would stop.



           9                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  But at the



          10      point that the plant is out of service, there may be



          11      a question about whether there are additional



          12      depreciation and remediation costs that need to be



          13      recovered, and you're -- what I thought I heard you



          14      say is at that point there would be an assessment of



          15      whether other states are required to contribute to



          16      that cost.



          17                        THE WITNESS:  Right.  And so that's



          18      all going to be part of Phase 2 where --



          19                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.



          20                        THE WITNESS:  -- decommissioning



          21      cost allocation gets determined.



          22                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  Okay.  I



          23      think that answers my question.  I think I had



          24      another couple, so let me look at my notes here.



          25          I'll just say I agree with you that we also can't
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           1      handle multiple rate cases at the same time.  I



           2      sympathize with that sincerely.



           3          I think that was it.  So thank you for sticking



           4      with it today.



           5                        THE WITNESS:  Thank you, all, for



           6      having me.  Thank you, all, for staying late for me.



           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything further?



           8      Okay.



           9          At this point in time, I believe that concludes



          10      the questions for you, Ms. Cheung, so you may be



          11      excused.



          12                               (Witness excused.)



          13



          14                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Before we



          15      wrap up for the day, I think, Commissioners, are you



          16      still okay with taking witness Stokes first tomorrow,



          17      given that no other party has --



          18                        COMMISSIONER RENDAHL:  If that's



          19      her preference, yes, that's fine.



          20                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Okay.  We



          21      will go ahead and plan on starting with witness



          22      Stokes in the morning.



          23          And with that, I'd ask the parties:  Is there



          24      anything further before we wrap up for the day?



          25          I'll just go ahead and start with the company.
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           1                        MR. KUMAR:  I'd just like to



           2      confirm that we're starting at 9 a.m. tomorrow just



           3      like we did today.



           4                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  I can confirm



           5      9 a.m.



           6                        MR. KUMAR:  Okay.



           7                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Anything from



           8      staff?



           9                        MS. STRAUSS:  Staff had the same



          10      question, so --



          11                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.



          12                        MS. STRAUSS:  -- answered.



          13                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Public counsel?



          14                        MR. SYKES:  Nope, nothing further



          15      from me.



          16                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you.



          17          AWEC?



          18                        MR. PEPPLE:  Nothing else from me.



          19                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  And The Energy



          20      Project.



          21                        MR. ZAKAI:  Nothing further.



          22      Thanks.



          23                        JUDGE THOMPSON:  Okay.  Thank you



          24      very much.  We are off the record.



          25      ////
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           1                               (Proceedings adjourned at



           2                                5:32 p.m.)
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