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I. INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Callahan Moriyasu, and my business address is 800 Fifth Avenue,
Suite 2000, Seattle, Washington 98104.

Are you the same Callahan Moriyasu who previously filed testimony in this
proceeding?

Yes. I filed testimony before the Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission (Commission) on behalf of the Public Counsel Unit of the
Washington State Office of the Attorney General (Public Counsel) previously in
this proceeding. My direct response testimony was filed on August 20, 2025, and
was designated as Exhibit CM-1T.

On whose behalf are you testifying?

I am testifying on behalf of the Public Counsel.

What exhibits are you sponsoring in this testimony?

I am sponsoring Exhibit CM-7, which is an update to Exhibit CM-2 from my
response testimony. I am filing an update in accordance with Order 01 in Docket
UE-250474 as of September 11, 2025, UTC Open Meeting. Under Order 01,
PacifiCorp’s 2024 Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism will not go into residential
rates until February 1, 2026.

What is the purpose of your cross-answering testimony?

My cross-answering testimony addresses the response testimony of the Alliance
of Western Energy Consumers (AWEC) and Washington Utilities and

Transportation Commission Staff (Staff). Public Counsel maintains that the
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solution provided by Dr. Robert Earle is the best method to balance the need to
serve PacifiCorp’s Washington customers while working towards compliance
with upcoming deadlines in the Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA).
However, I provide here additional testimony on the merits of AWEC’s and
Staff’s respective positions on delaying full review of the Company’s proposal for
including impacts not directly related to Net Power Costs (NPC) in rates.

II. STAFF & AWEC’S PROPOSALS ON THE TREATMENT OF
NON-NPC COSTS

Please describe Staff’s position on addressing non-NPC costs in this
proceeding.

Staff Witness, John D. Wilson’s recommendation is to “reject PacifiCorp’s
request to approve non-NPC adjustments in this PCORC, and instead authorize
PacifiCorp to accumulate those costs, subject to limitations against double-
recovery, for recovery in the next rate case.”!

Please describe AWEC’s position on addressing non-NPC costs in this
proceeding.

AWEC Witness, Bradley G. Mullins recommends that the Commission “evaluate
PacifiCorp’s proposed changes to interjurisdictional allocation in this docket,” but
that it should “postpone full and final approval of the new allocation framework
to PacifiCorp’s next general rate case.”?

What are the similarities between Staff’s and AWEC’s proposed treatment

of non-NPC costs?

! Direct Test. of John D. Wilson, Exh. IDW-1T at 5:12-15.
2 Direct Test. of Bradley G. Mullins, Exh. BGM-1CT at 5:2-6.
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Both Staff’s and AWEC’s proposed treatments of non-NPC costs postpone a full
and final prudency review of PacifiCorp’s interjurisdictional allocation
methodology, the so-called 2026 Protocol, until the Company’s next general rate
case.

What is your position on the postponement of a full review of the 2026
Protocol?

I believe that postponing full review of the 2026 Protocol is appropriate. Although
Public Counsel offered a valid counterproposal in our expert’s testimony, Public
Counsel recognizes that there would be a benefit to postponing a full review of all
potential interjurisdictional cost allocation methods until a later date. This would
allow the issue of interjurisdictional cost allocation methodology to receive
consideration in a full-length, rather than shortened, proceeding. It would also
allow the Company time to produce a more complete analysis and develop the
record in support of their proposal in accordance with their burden of proof.
Finally, postponing full review of the interjurisdictional cost allocation
methodology to a general rate case would allow all parties to engage in a broader
analysis of the effects of the protocol on all aspects of the revenue requirement
and inputs into rates.

What is the primary difference between Staff’s and AWEC’s proposed
treatment of non-NPC costs?

The primary difference between Staff’s and AWEC’s proposals is in the timing of
the inclusion of non-NPC costs in rates and any associated interest accrual as a

result of that timing.
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Please explain the impact on ratepayers of this difference in timing.

Under Staff’s proposal, ratepayers benefit now from delaying the inclusion of
non-NPC costs in rates. Additionally, delaying non-NPC costs aligns the costs
ultimately included in rates with the amount collected, removing the need to true-
up any over- or under-collection. However, ratepayers will pay more at the end of
the day because non-NPC costs will accrue interest while they are deferred.

On the other hand, AWEC’s proposal means that ratepayers will bear the
burden now of non-NPC costs. Given the magnitude of the rate increase and
simultaneous filings by the Company, the affordability impact on ratepayers
should be appropriately recognized. There is also the possibility of over- or under-
collection, which will have to be trued up. However, AWEC’s proposal will likely
result in a lower payment from ratepayers at the end of the day because the non-
NPC costs will not accrue interest.

What is the potential magnitude of the interest payment for non-NPC costs in
this proceeding?

Based on non-NPC costs of $21.2 million® and PacifiCorp’s weighted average
cost of debt of 2.54 percent,* the magnitude of the interest could be
approximately$538,480 annually.

Do you support Staff or AWEC’s proposal for the treatment of non-NPC

costs?

3 Direct Test. of Sherona L. Cheung, Exh. SLC-1T at 3:5.
4 Cheung Workpaper, SLC-WP-Adjustment8interestTrueUpx-4-1-25 at tab 8-2, cell C7.
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If the Commission declines to approve Public Counsel’s proposal and instead
adopts a version of PacifiCorp’s 2026 Protocol with conditions, then I would
support AWEC’s proposal to provisionally include non-NPC costs in rates subject
to a full prudency review in the next general rate case over Staff’s proposal to
defer non-NPC costs. Although there is risk inherent in both proposals, I believe
that in this case, the interest savings represented in AWEC’s proposal outweigh
the issue of the time value of money in the case. AWEC’s proposal also aligns
more closely with the principle of intergenerational equity of rates.

Does that conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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