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WUTC Data Request 6

Regarding Exhibit No. RTL-1T 8:5-21, 9:2-3:

(a) Please provide the current jurisdictional allocation of Rolling Hills by capacity
(MW) and cost (8$). If either number has varied over the past five years, please
provide the past five years of historical jurisdictional allocations.

(b) Please explain the current accounting treatment of generation (rate base and
O&M costs) associated with the unassigned share of Rolling Hills. For
example, has the generation associated with the unassigned share of Rolling
Hills been historically assigned to PacifiCorp customers and, if so, how has
that been done? Or, has that generation been marketed by PacifiCorp for the
benefit of its shareholders?

(c) According to Oregon Commission order No. 08-548, “The finding that the
Company failed to prove the prudence of its Rolling Hills project acquisition
in this case applies only to the Company’s right to recover the costs of these
projects in this RAC.” It appears that the Oregon Commission considered that
PacifiCorp might be able to conduct a future competitive bidding process and
develop evidence that its procurement was prudent. Please explain the
following:

1. Did PacifiCorp request cost recovery for Rolling Hills in any subsequent
Oregon proceeding?

2. Ifnot, please explain why it did not.

3. Ifso, please provide citations to the applicable proceeding(s) and a
summary of the results.

(d) Was the prudence of the Rolling Hills project challenged in any other
jurisdiction? If so, please summarize the outcome and provide appropriate
citations.

(e) Please identify the WUTC decision that authorized PacifiCorp to include
Rolling Hills costs to Washington (status quo).

(f) Please provide the annual capacity factor of Rolling Hills since it was placed
in service.

(g) Please explain any non-weather related changes in the annual capacity factor
of Rolling Hills, including both short-term changes (e.g., significant
unplanned outage) and longer-term trends (e.g., plant degradation).
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(h) Please provide an explanation of the accounting for the costs of repowering
the Rolling Hills wind generation plant in 2019.

(1) Please provide any cost-benefit or economic analyses prepared to support the
repowering of the Rolling Hills wind generation plant in 2019.

(j) For the next anticipated repowering of the Rolling Hills wind generation plant,
which staff understands may be planned for 2029, please provide the best
available budget, the budget maturity (e.g., Class 5), and any available cost-
benefit or economic analyses.

(k) For the next anticipated repowering of the Rolling Hills wind generation plant,
please provide the proposed cost allocation treatment under the status quo and
the proposed assignment of costs to Washington customers.

(1) Please provide the proposed allocation of Rolling Hills costs by jurisdiction
for 2026 and identify whether any jurisdiction’s cost shares would vary based
on an allocation factor (e.g., SG) and, if so, provide an example of how that
would work, including any available forecast for the next five years.

Response to WUTC Data Request 6

(a) PacifiCorp objects to this request as unduly burdensome, vague, overly broad,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
information. Without waiving any objection, the Company responds as
follows:

It is unclear how Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
(WUTC) staff is defining “costs ($)”. However, the costs for each plant are
included in the Company’s Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
Form 1, which are publicly available on FERC’s eLibrary website at:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/search. Plant-specific costs for all steam
plants are on page 402. Forecasted costs are not available at this level.

PacifiCorp has not allocated the capacity of Rolling Hills. PacifiCorp has
balanced its system as a single system with costs being allocated under the
approved jurisdictional allocation methodology. The actual jurisdictional
allocation (system generation (SG)) share of Rolling Hills wind resource costs
to Washington customers over the past five years is as follows:

2024 2023 2022 2021 2020
SG percent 7.527% 7.666% 7.925% 8.021% 8.177%

(b) The unassigned share of the costs of Rolling Hills has not been allocated to
any state. Since PacifiCorp’s resources are dispatched as a single system,
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Rolling Hills has been dispatched to serve all of PacifiCorp’s customers.
(c) Please refer to the Company’s responses to subparts 1. through 3. below:

1. No. PacifiCorp has not requested cost recovery for the Rolling Hills wind
resource in any subsequent Oregon proceedings.

2. PacifiCorp objects to this data request as outside the scope of this
proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Without waiving any objection, PacifiCorp responds
as follows:

PacifiCorp complied with the Public Utility Commission of Oregon’s
(OPUC) order. The costs and benefits of the Rolling Hills wind resource is
not included in Oregon rates.

3. Not applicable. Please refer to the Company’s response to subpart (c) 1.
above.

(d) No. The prudence of the Rolling Hills wind project has not been challenged in
any other jurisdiction. General rates in each state where PacifiCorp serves
retail customers, except Oregon, reflect each state’s jurisdictionally allocated
share of costs and benefits associated with the Rolling Hills wind project.

(e) Rolling Hills wind generation costs were first approved to be reflected in
Washington rates through the adoption of the Washington Inter-Jurisdictional
Allocation Methodology (WIJAM) and the Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission (WUTC) approval of the 2020 Multi-State Inter-
Jurisdictional Cost Allocation Methodology (2020 Protocol), which is an
agreement among the six states comprising PacifiCorp’s service territory to
collaborate in an attempt to develop a more comprehensive cost allocation
methodology, in the Company’s 2019 general rate case (GRC), docket UE-
191024 through Final Order 09/07/12, with rates effective January 1, 2021.
The allocation methodology previously approved for ratemaking purposes in
Washington was the West Control Area Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation
Methodology (WCA), which stipulated that generation resources are to be
primarily assigned either to the east or the west. Correspondingly, only costs
associated with resources assigned to the west control area were allocated into
the calculation of Washington’s rates by the Control Area Generation West
(CAGW) allocation factor. With the adoption of WIJAM, however, non-
emitting generation resources were allowed to be included in the calculation
of Washington’s retail rates, allocated on a system generation (SG) allocation
factor. Since the Rolling Hills wind generation resource is in Wyoming, under
the WCA this resource was assigned to the east side of the system and was not
included as part of Washington rates. Under WIJAM, however, Rolling Hills
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was included as a non-emitting resource, and its costs have since been
included in the calculation of Washington’s retail rates in general rate cases,
allocated on a SG allocation factor basis.

(f) Please refer to Attachment WUTC 6-1.
(g) Please refer to Attachment WUTC 6-2.

(h) PacifiCorp objects to this request as unduly burdensome, vague, overly broad,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
information. Without waiving any objection, the Company responds as
follows:

Please refer to CONF Attachment WUTC 6-3, which is a workpaper from
Docket UE-191024 detailing the accounting for Rolling Hills.

(1) Please refer to CONF Attachment WUTC 6-4.

(j) PacifiCorp has no plans for repowering Rolling Hills and is unsure where
Staff identified that 2029 date.

(k) Please see the Company’s response to subpart j.

() If the Company’s proposal in this power costs only rate case (PCORC) is
approved, Washington will receive approximately 34.873 percent of the costs
and benefits of the Rolling Hills wind resource starting in 2026. Other
jurisdictions, except Oregon, will continue to receive a dynamic share of the
costs and benefits of the Rolling Hills wind resource (excluding the portion
already allocated to Washington), until such time a fixed SG allocation factor
for other jurisdictions can be implemented through jurisdictional allocation
methodology update filings to be made in each respective jurisdiction.

PREPARER: Counsel / Sherona Cheung

SPONSOR: To Be Determined





