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Q.       Please state your name and the party you represent. 1 

A.       My name is Andrea Coon. I represent the Division of Public Utilities 2 

(Division). 3 

 4 

Q. Have you previously filed testimony in this matter? 5 

A. Yes. I filed direct testimony on behalf of the Division on July 29, 2005 and 6 

rebuttal testimony on September 8, 2005. 7 

 8 

Q. What is the purpose of this surrebuttal testimony? 9 

A. The purpose of this surrrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal 10 

testimony filed by various intervening parties on September 8, 2005.  11 

 12 

Q. In what order will you respond to the interveners? 13 

A. The Division will first address Wasatch Wind witness Collins, followed by 14 

UAE witness Henry, US Magnesium witness Swenson, and then address a 15 

few comments regarding the position taken by Committee witness Hayet.  16 

 17 

 18 

Wasatch Wind 19 

 20 
Q. First, in Wasatch Wind witness’ Dr. Collins testimony, he refers to a data 21 

response in which the Division listed five scenarios that were run by the 22 

Division. Did the Division make a correction to this data response? 23 

A. Yes, due to a miscommunication among Division personnel, I believed that 24 

the information requested by Dr. Collins had been deleted when the Division 25 

“rebooted” GRID the first time. The response reflected what I believed to be 26 

true at that time. Last week, I discovered that a backup disk existed and can 27 

list off the scenarios that were run. The Division made 6 runs prior to the first 28 

“crash” of the GRID due to inadequate memory. These runs were: Pre-29 

Dispatched 2005-2014, Pre-Dispatched 2015-2025, Standard Mode 2005-30 

2014, Standard Mode 2015-2025, Standard Mode with Normalized Hydro 31 



2005-2014, Standard Mode with Normalized Hydro 2015-2025, Type I-II 32 

2005-2014, and Type I-II with Normalized Hydro 2005-2014. In addition, the 33 

Division ran a scenario meant to look at a 5 MW resource, but the GRID did 34 

not finish the run, as it had a hard drive failure and had to be returned to 35 

PacifiCorp for repairs.  36 

 37 

Q. In Dr. Collins testimony, he states that because the Division has made 38 

only five runs of the GRID model for this case, they have insufficient 39 

evidence to support its use. Does the Division agree with this assertion? 40 

A. Absolutely not. The Division is a little surprised that Dr. Collins would make 41 

such an assertion for several reasons.  First, Dr. Collins apparently believes 42 

that the Division operates in a vacuum. Otherwise, why would we disregard 43 

the work on vetting the model done by other parties in this case as well as in 44 

earlier dockets during which previous iterations of this model were used? 45 

There were technical conferences and data requests that led to an exchange of 46 

information between the parties in this docket. The Division possesses runs 47 

requested or made by PacifiCorp, the Division, the Committee, the Wind 48 

Projects, and Spring Canyon and has examined each of these runs. Each of the 49 

major parties has an analyst doing work on the GRID. The Division sees no 50 

reason to disregard the work being done by such analysts as Mr. Hayet of the 51 

Committee or Mr. Swenson from US Magnesium and the Wind Projects. 52 

Particularly given the time constraints that the Division and other parties were 53 

facing in order to file testimony by the due date, it would have been a poor use 54 

of time for the Division to undertake to redo the work being done by these 55 

other parties.   56 

Second, it is unclear to the Division what method was used to reach a 57 

statistically significant number of 30. The Division is just not sure what the 58 

point would have been. Although I myself am not a statistician, I consulted 59 

colleagues within the Division who are more expert in the field of statistics as 60 

to what the purpose of running 30 runs would have been. It was the opinion of 61 

these experts that the reason to run 30 runs would have been to build a 62 



distribution. It was also their considered opinion that the time to have been 63 

running a statistical analysis was when the model equations were being 64 

developed, not when testing the model for logical consistency. The Division 65 

looks at this model as an optimization model. As such, the model is meant to 66 

minimize power costs subject to the system constraints as shown in the model. 67 

Optimization, by its very nature, is a mathematical problem, not a statistical 68 

one. Therefore, the Division rejects this criticism as unfounded and 69 

immaterial. Dr. Powell discusses this issue in more detail in his surrebuttal 70 

testimony.   71 

Third, I am not sure why Dr. Collins would expect the Division to 72 

ignore several years of use of the GRID model. To the best of the Division’s 73 

knowledge, GRID has been used in several dockets over the past 4 years, 74 

including two rate cases and the MSP process (in which multi year scenarios 75 

were run). During the last rate case, for example, the same Division analysts 76 

working on this case ran nearly three-dozen scenarios. A Division analyst and 77 

an outside consultant did similar work for the rate case proceeding. These runs 78 

are all in addition to the runs for MSP, the rate cases, and this docket made by 79 

other parties. Ignoring previous knowledge or experience would have been 80 

irrational.  81 

 82 

Q. Dr. Collins states that the Division’s goal of looking for logical consistency 83 

is hampered by a lack of a “null hypothesis or apriori criteria.” Does the 84 

Division agree with this assessment? 85 

A. Absolutely not. What the Division was testing for was a logical outcome 86 

given the inputs.  It is not difficult to look for a logical outcome given some 87 

change in assumptions. For example, if one was to change the output at the 88 

hydro facilities owned or operated by PacifiCorp, power costs would either 89 

increase or decrease based upon the manner in which hydro output changes. If 90 

you assume an adverse federal decision and permanently decrease the capacity 91 

of a hydro facility, it is logical to expect power costs to increase. This is 92 

logical because the Company’s hydro facilities are low-cost facilities. 93 



Decreasing the capacity available from such a facility would lead to greater 94 

use of thermal resources, which generally carry greater costs. The manner in 95 

which the thermal facilities were affected would depend upon how much 96 

transmission was available to transfer thermal power from east to west. It 97 

would also depend on market prices, whether the power could be purchased 98 

on the market for less or more than the cost of wheeling power. Looking for 99 

logical consistency would entail examining the manner in which the system is 100 

dispatched given the new constraints. It would be logical to see increasing 101 

power costs with higher levels of market purchases from either COB or Mid-C 102 

as well as increased thermal generation and higher wheeling costs. If 103 

something other than the changes that are expected occurs, then the analyst 104 

would need to determine whether the results made sense. This is a very non-105 

specific example, but I hope that it demonstrates that knowing the internal 106 

equations is not a necessary condition for determining logical consistency.  107 

The Division believes that determining logical consistency of this complex 108 

model is best accomplished by using knowledge of the system and some good 109 

old-fashioned intuition rather than dissecting the equations.  110 

 111 

Q. Another of Dr. Collins’ complaints is that the Division has not run a wind 112 

scenario. Is this accurate? 113 

A. Yes. The Division did, however, request from PacifiCorp a run for a 50 MW wind 114 

resource. It was provided on June 20, 2005 as DPU informal 3 and detailed in response to 115 

CCS 12.1 on August 11, 2005. The run was for a 50 MW wind resource in the eastern 116 

control area using the attributes from PacifiCorp’s Foote Creek facility. So, although the 117 

Division did not perform the run, due to some computer problems, the run was performed 118 

and the information was available for the various parties to examine. In addition, the 119 

Division has also received 2 additional wind runs from PacifiCorp. The first is an 120 

additional 50 MW run, the second is a 99 MW run, both using the attributes of 121 

PacifiCorp’s Foote Creek facility. 122 

Q. Dr. Collins seemed to claim that because PacifiCorp is the only utility in 123 

the country to use GRID, there aren’t any consulting firms that are “up 124 



to speed on the workings” of the model. Does the Division have any 125 

evidence to indicate that this is incorrect? 126 

A. Yes. The Division knows of at least five consultants or firms that would need 127 

very little training in order to “come up to speed” on using GRID. Two of 128 

these consulting firms have this docket to thank for their experience with the 129 

model. The Division and the Committee have both used consulting firms 130 

either in this docket or in past dockets during which GRID has been used. In 131 

addition, although I have not conducted a statistically significant survey, I 132 

know that at least some parties in PacifiCorp’s other large jurisdictions have 133 

used consultants in past rate cases using GRID as well. So while the Division 134 

will admit that the field of consultants that are “up to speed” on GRID is 135 

limited, we also believe that if a Utah QF wants a consultant that has some 136 

experience with the model there are two Utah based firms that could provide 137 

one.  138 

 139 

Q. Dr. Collins has determined that PacifiCorp should pay for the cost of 140 

training QF developers to use the GRID. Does the Division agree with this 141 

determination? 142 

A. Not entirely. While the Division would agree to having regularly scheduled 143 

training sessions on the GRID, say semi-annually, we believe that the 144 

developers should pay some nominal fee to defray the costs of this training 145 

that would otherwise be picked up, in the end, by ratepayers. A nominal fee 146 

would also insure that only serious developers would either attend or hire a 147 

consultant to attend the training.  148 

 149 

Q. Dr. Collins outlined why he disagrees with your agreement with 150 

PacifiCorp’s suggested adjustments. Would you care to respond to his 151 

criticisms? 152 

A. Yes. Dr. Collins may have not appreciated that my testimony was mainly 153 

concerned with thermal generation. Note that I deferred an issue to Dr. 154 

Abdulle that would have been a direct link to wind generation and also didn’t 155 



address wind capacity payments, green tags, or really anything else having to 156 

do only with wind generation. To evaluate properly Utah’s needs and means 157 

to meet those needs, it is necessary to consider thermal generation as well as 158 

wind generation.  Even if all 1400 MW of wind energy contained in the IRP 159 

are obtained in PacifiCorp’s system, thermal energy is still going to provide 160 

the majority of energy in the near future, especially in Utah. Therefore, in 161 

general, I left most of the renewable questions to Dr. Abdulle.  As to Dr. 162 

Collins’ disagreement with the proposed adjustments, I still believe that in 163 

order to make avoided costs as accurate as possible, the actual operating 164 

characteristics of the QF should be accounted for. This is reason that the 165 

Division sees for the proposed adjustments and we therefore stand by our 166 

original recommendation.  167 

 168 

Q. Dr. Collins states that non-firm transmission should be modeled because 169 

without it the coal plants are backed down at night. Has the Division 170 

examined whether or not the coal plants are actually running all out 171 

except when down for maintenance? 172 

A. We have. As I showed in rebuttal, the coal plants are not running all out in all 173 

hours. There appears to be a curve that follows the loads. This naturally means 174 

that in peak months, the plants run more and in shoulder months the plants run 175 

less. During shoulder months some plants may run full out, but this is usually 176 

because some other plant is down for maintenance. The Division would not be 177 

opposed to examining some reasonable compromise on non-firm 178 

transmission, but Dr. Collins, to the best of our knowledge, has not proposed 179 

one.   Dr Collins has never provided the Division with any sort of evidence to 180 

show that just because there is non-firm transmission available means that 181 

there is a ready market or buyer for power, during these hours of availability, 182 

on the other end.  183 

 184 

Q. Dr. Collins states that ignoring “non-firm transmission for off-system 185 

sales would lower avoided costs.” What would including non-firm 186 



transmission for off-system sales over a 20-year period during which 187 

neither the transmission nor the buyer might actually be available do to 188 

avoided costs? 189 

A. It would raise them; meaning that ratepayers would be responsible for paying 190 

higher avoided costs for 20 years or more depending on the contract. As the 191 

Division stated in rebuttal testimony, we exercise caution because our 192 

recommendations, if accepted by the Commission, can have an extremely 193 

long-term effect on the ratepayers and economic well being of Utah in 194 

general.  Additionally, to date, the Division has not seen any data to suggest 195 

how non-firm transmission could be taken into account. 196 

 197 

Q. Dr. Collins states that although there are some wind resources listed in 198 

the model, “to my knowledge they are not included in the dispatch.” 199 

Would you care to respond? 200 

A. Well, the Division is unsure of why Dr. Collins would have wind resources 201 

put into a dispatch stack, since “wind resources by their very nature are not 202 

dispatchable.”1 I believe that what Dr. Collins is trying to say is that wind 203 

resources are not properly included in the model. This is true of the IRP wind 204 

resources, which PacifiCorp has indicated will be modified, but there are wind 205 

resources contained within GRID, although I believe that Dr. Collins has been 206 

unable to find them since he stated that it was his understanding that there are 207 

no wind resources contained within the model.2  According to a conversation 208 

that the Division had with Dr. Collins on September 7th, he has been unable to 209 

run any scenarios on his own. It would also appear that he has been unable to 210 

examine the basic inputs of the model. The Division wonders why Dr. Collins 211 

would dismiss a model on which he has not performed an examination or 212 

analysis.   213 

 214 

                                                 
1 Wasatch Wind response to DPU1.19WW. 

2 Wasatch Wind response to DPU 1.14WW. 



UAE 215 

 216 

Q. In his testimony, UAE witness Hutch Henry states that the GRID 217 

computer “cannot be connected to a printer, a computer network or the 218 

internet.” Has the Division found this to be a problem? 219 

A. Well, yes and no. Due to the memory problems and then the drive failure that 220 

we have experienced, it may have made things easier to put the model on a 221 

network. But I also understand that the reason PacifiCorp has requested that 222 

the GRID not be connected to a network, a network printer, or the Internet is 223 

due to licensing concerns over Oracle and other software contained within 224 

GRID. The Division was able to email PacifiCorp data from the GRID by 225 

means of a removable USB drive. Granted it did add some time to the process, 226 

but my computer expert estimated the time addition to be in the range of 3-5 227 

minutes per email.  228 

 229 

Q. Mr. Henry states that no person outside of the company has had the 230 

“time to do a complete and satisfactory validation of the model.” Does the 231 

Division agree with this statement? 232 

A. No. Although I do understand that UAE and other parties are treating this as a 233 

brand new model, this model is not new. It has been validated by use in rate 234 

cases in every state, except California, within PacifiCorp’s service territory. 235 

Between the Division and the Committee, during the last rate case alone, this 236 

model was run dozens of times. These runs were done changing dozens of 237 

different inputs, sometimes one at a time to show individual input effects, 238 

sometimes changing several at a time to show cumulative effects. This is not a 239 

new model. It is a model that has been benchmarked. The details of the 240 

benchmarks were outlined in PacifiCorp’s response to DPU 5.4PC. The most 241 

recent benchmark, in fact, was against the Henwood model used in the IRP. 242 

The results of this study were presented to parties during a technical 243 

conference on June 24, 2005.  244 



GRID is a model whose inputs have been dissected, even if not all in the 245 

most recent process. The Division is not claiming to have examined every 246 

input in this iteration of the model. The time limitations as well as the memory 247 

problems and our recent drive failure associated with this iteration simply 248 

didn’t allow for it. We have been, however, following the efforts of other 249 

parties in this area and are generally aware of the outcomes. Although the 250 

Division would have liked to be able to run more scenarios, the fact remains 251 

that the inputs that have been the focus of UAE and other intervening parties 252 

largely have to do with the price that comes out of the model, not the 253 

methodology. It would be the Division’s expectation that the inputs would be 254 

examined carefully on a regular basis just as they are for rate case 255 

proceedings, perhaps in conjunction with the semi-annual training. But the 256 

Division does not agree that this model has not been validated. The Division 257 

does, however, agree that if this model is selected for long-term use in 258 

determining avoided costs that the intricacies of the model must continue to be 259 

examined. Every time changes are made to the assumptions, either the reason 260 

for the changes must be obvious, such as a new quarterly price forecast 261 

release, or PacifiCorp must be able to explain why the changes are being 262 

made.  263 

 264 

US Magnesium 265 

 266 

Q. In his rebuttal testimony for US Magnesium, its witness Roger Swenson 267 

discusses the idea that the GRID model cannot be optimizing correctly 268 

due to the addition of two base load units, one in 2009 and one in 2011. 269 

Does the Division agree with this position? 270 

A. No. As much as we would like to believe a base load resource in 2009 would 271 

alleviate power supply needs for some time to come, the 2004 IRP indicates 272 

that not only would a base load resource (a CCCT) be needed in 2009, it also 273 

added another base load resource in 2011. At this point, the Division has not 274 

been shown a reason to deviate from the IRP resources and timing. We are, 275 



however, eagerly awaiting an IRP update that may further address the possible 276 

timing of the IRP selected resources. At present, we have also not been 277 

convinced that changing the 2011 plant from a coal resource to a CCCT is 278 

reasonable.  279 

 280 

Committee 281 

 282 

Q. In his rebuttal testimony, Committee of Consumer Services witness Mr. 283 

Hayet lays out what could best be described as a compromise position on 284 

several issues. Has the Division reviewed these suggestions? 285 

A. We have. The Division believes that for the most part Mr. Hayet’s suggestions 286 

could be adopted as a reasonable compromise. The Division is still 287 

uncomfortable with the suggestion as presented for wind, for the reasons 288 

outlined in our rebuttal testimony dealing with price floors as well as issues 289 

that will be further addressed by Dr. Abdulle. The other area with which the 290 

Division has previously disagreed with Mr. Hayet is that the Division has 291 

indicated that it would be willing to consider a tolling arrangement as long as 292 

some hedge could be devised that would allow the prices being paid to the QF 293 

to simulate PacifiCorp’s avoided costs.  294 

 295 

Q. Has the Division given any more thought to what form a reasonable, 296 

transparent hedge for a tolling arrangement would look like? 297 

A. We have. Although our proposal is not completely “fleshed out,” the Division 298 

believes that it could be a reasonable method that would simulate PacifiCorp’s 299 

actual avoided gas costs. First, the tolling arrangement would only be good for 300 

the hours in which PacifiCorp would be dispatching the QF. Given 301 

PacifiCorp’s current load and resource mix, these hours could probably be 302 

defined as either on peak or High Load Hours. During the dispatch hours, the 303 

idea is to simulate or approximate the costs that PacifiCorp would actually be 304 

avoiding. The Division’s understanding of PacifiCorp’s gas procurement 305 

strategy is that around 80% of forecasted needs are purchased forward 24-36 306 



months. This means that only about 20% of gas costs are actually being 307 

purchased in a short-term market situation. In the last rate case, PacifiCorp did 308 

file a forecast test year, in which recovery of gas costs was based upon a blend 309 

of actual contract costs and market forecast ones. These costs, as presented in 310 

documentation for the rate case, would be a simulation or approximation of 311 

the actual gas costs that PacifiCorp would be avoiding if it obtained energy 312 

from a QF rather than producing it in one of its own gas plants. The Division 313 

believes that it would be reasonable to set the gas index rate to be paid to the 314 

QF to be equivalent to that which PacifiCorp is actually recovering in order to 315 

preserve ratepayer indifference. This index rate could be reset on a regular 316 

basis, either at the same time as a rate case or at predetermined intervals, 317 

during which PacifiCorp’s new contract prices and forward market prices 318 

could be blended. This method would promote transparency because 319 

interested interveners, again either in the context of a rate case or at whatever 320 

predetermined interval the Commission chose, can examine all of the 321 

contracts and the forward market price curve being used to determine the 322 

index price to be used for the next forward period. During the non-dispatch 323 

hours, the price would be set by means of a GRID run.  324 

 325 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 326 

A. Yes it does.  327 
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