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a. Please state your name and business address with PacifiCorp dba Rocky

Mountain Power (the'rCompanyt').

A. My name is Brian S. Dicl¡nan and my business address is 201 South Main, Suite

2300, Salt Lake City, Utâh, 841 I l.

Qualifications

a. lVhat Ís your currênt pasition at the Company and what is your employrnent

history?

A. I am currently employed as the manager of revenue requironent for the Company.

I have been employed by the Company since 2003 including positions in'revenue

requirement and regglator-y affairs. Prior to joining the Company, I was employqd

as air analyst for Duke Energy Trading and Marketing.

a. What are your responsÍbílities as manager of revenue requirements?

A. My primary responsibilities include the calculatioo .and reporting of the

Companyts regulated eamings or revenue requirement, application of the inter-

jurisdictional cost allocation methodology, and the explanation of those

oalculations to regUlators ib the jurÍsdictions in which the Company operatqs.

a. What is your educational background?

A. I ¡eceived a Master of Business ¡\dministration from the University of Utahwjth

an emphasis in finasce and a Bachelor of Scie-nce degree.in accounting Ê,oiu Utah

State University. I completed the Utility Management Certificate Program at

Willamette Univenity and I have also attended various educational, professional

and clecüic industry-related seminars,
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a. Ilave you festified in previ'ous regulatory proceedings?

A. Yes. I have filcd te.stimony- in procgedìngs before the Idaho Public Utiliti-eE

Commíssion, the Wyoming Public Service Commission, and the Uøh Public

Service Cornmission.

Purpose of Testimony

0. \\tat isth.e.purposeofyour'directtestimony?

A. My direct testirnony addresses the calculation of the Wyoming-allocated revenue

reguirement arld reverrùe increase fcquesfed in this oaÊe. In support of'this request

my testimony inoludes the following;

. Calculation of, the $97.9 ;million dolla¡ overall revenue inc¡ease requted

fqr the Compa¡y to reoover its 'Wyoni4g revpnue requireme,llt gf 5664,7

million.

. Support' for the'test pe,riÌrit in rhis e¿sg consisting of the 12 ,months ending

pecember 3'1, 20I l, and the retrated trea -ent of tatc hæp on a[ averagq

hasis.

r d discusslon of the ?:Aß Protocol ínter-juristlictional allocation

methoclology utilized to compute the reguested price increase and,,the

procedurq ttiat ïS Cü$eüUy ongoing before the Wyomjng hiblíc S-þ¡vjce

Commíssion ("th" Commissionz) addressing inter-jr:risdictional

allqcations,

o StrpBon for.the ongoing accoudting for property and liability insuia¡ice

expense and charges from MidAmerican Energy Holdings Company

("MEI-IC') for admirrîsüative sçîv,iÇes, two ifems addressed in MEI{C
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merger cornmituents.that arç set to expire during the test period. I also

describe. the Company's ûeahent of,revenue from the sale of renewâble

energy credits ('RECs'),.

. Expl¿rnation of thc procgss used by'tbe Company to prepare the Wyoming

rezults of operations for the test period and a tletailed explanation of the

nounalizing adjusûrüarls :i'loluded i¡ the case.

In addition to suplort for the.Compan¡frs revenue requirement I discuss a number

of items that have bçç,p.raised inprevious cases ând axplaih theii'treatinent in this

case or provide follow.up information as direoted by the Commission. My

testimonJ is accompanied by va¡ious supporting exhibits including ths

QemFanyts proposed test period results, as well as the historical results of

opeiationsfortheperiodendingJute,3-0,2010_.

RevenueRequírement

a. tVhat is the reve¡ue increase:ugces$ary to achieve tho reqqested retur¡ on

equity (í'ROED) in this:câse?

4,. Utilizing:Dr. Sanuel C. Hadawayrs¡ecomme,nded,ROE of lQ.S perg,entprodrroes

an overall V/yoaing:re-venug.requheqenJ of $66'4,7 nitiion. Vy'hsn compared to

retail revenue at present rates an overall l€venue ,increase of 597.9 million is

needed for the Compaoy to achievé its .recommended retn¡r. Withsut a rate

increase, Rocþ Mountain Power will e'anr an overall¡etum on ratê,base'(*ROR")

of 5.0 ,percent in \Myomihg' dirring the têSt,period, This returí is fa¡ less than the

P4ge 3 - Direcl Testirirony of Brian S, Dick¡nan
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and is less than the 8.36 percent ROR requested in tbis case.

'Wyomingts jurisdictional revenue reguíierrent is determined.based on the

2010 ?rotocol allocation methodology which.is currentþ beinrg considereô before

the Commission as I will ex¡lain further on ia m¡ testimony. ExTtibit

RMP-(BSD.l) prõvides a zummary of the Compan¡r¡s Wyoming-allocated

results of operations for the test period, and details supporting the revenue

¡equirementby'FERC,accctuntar.e provided inExhiijtBMP (BSD-2).

Does this case consider all componelts of the Company's revenue

requirement, includÍng net poìver costs?

Yes: The overall revenue increase,requested in this:cas€ etrcompassesr all.revenue

requiÍenerit -compÔneäß. The Cornpany curreqtlJ i€cgvers, its net power:oosts

CIIPC") tbrough the Schedule 9+ I'IPC Power Cost Adþtnent Mechani

C:PCAI{") taritr. A.'patl of this DockeÇ the Cornpany is proposing t-o re$et the

basE NPC at the level included in the test period iî this case. Page 1 of Exhihit

RIæ_(BSD-I) shows the bfe¿kout of total. revenue.,reguiremçnt into the.NPC

and non-\fPC copponents. Certain non-MÇ components of the test period

rgvpnue: ¡çquiremgnt arc :impacÍed by l{PC-relatÞd itqrrs, zuch as rene\ü:able

energy tax credits, and these items are all syachronized 'ùuith' the 'test period NPC'

IThe stipulatíori in Docket No. 20000.352i8R-09 wan'approved by the Commission on July29'.201!. lrat
settfement specified an allowedletum pn:râtc basp'of 8.33% but did not ih"clude, a Eqqcjql¡'.98.^Tho
Commission last autho¡ized a specific ROË of I0.25Yo.in the settlpment of Docket No.20000-277-ER'07,
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Test Period

a. What test period did the Company use to determine revenue requirement in

this case?

A. The Company used the pro for.ma results of operations for the,periocl of tiine

beginning January 7,20L1, and ending December 31,2011. The testperiod was

developed using historical data for the twelve months ended June 2010 as a base.

As I will discuss in greater detail'firther in my testimony, rate base is included

using the averirge balance over the test period.

a. \ilhy did the Company choose the year ending December 31, 2011, as the test

perìod?

A. The Company's primary objective ín detêrmifing a test period. is to develop

normalizecl rqsults of operations based,on a periqd of time that \¡/ill bestreflectthe

condítions during which the new ¡ates Will be in effect. Beyond satisfying this

fi¡ndamental ratemaking prinoiple, the Conpany also considers the statutory

constraints of,the jurisdiction, issues addressed inprevious regulatory procee¿lings

and collabor¿tion with intervenors in those cáseso the currerit regulatory

eilvironmenl, and the need for transparency with customers and regulatoæ. The

Company's proposed test period in this case balances the need for adequate

recovery of pruçlqnt costs with these other considerations.

a. What business factors influenced thc Company's choicc of test period in this

case?

A. Two main drivers are causing the neeð for a revenue increase in this case: capital

investr-nent and:Iret power costs. As a regulated Utility we mr¡st continue to incur

Page 5 - Direct Testimony of Brian S. Dicknran
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these increased costs to meet our customers' growing demand for electricity and

to improve service reliability.

Rocþ Morurtain Power is building new generation facilities, irnproving

the efñciency aud reducing the environmental footprínt of existing generating

plants, increasing the capacity of its tansmission- system, and building new

distribution lines and substations- New facilities are significantly more expensive

than simila¡ facilities curently included in rates. The ,test period iocludes over

$1.4 billion more electrio plant in service (total Company) than the previous case,

even after considering rate baso'averaging in this case, The Company will place

over $1.2 billion (toal Company) into electric plant in service during calendar

yær 20ll alone. On a V/yoming=allocated basis, total rate base in this case is ovêr

$140 million bigher than the previous case. Costs for signíñcant new facilitíes

reflected for ths first time in this rate,case inolude thc Dunlap I wind generating

plant in Wyoming, the Populus to Ben Lomond 345.kilovolt transmission line

between Idaho and Utahi æd pollution coubol facilities at the Naughton power

plant in trVyomrlg. As explained by Company witness Mr. Gregory N. Duvall,

total Company net power costs are expected to rise ûom the $:1.003 billion set in

the previorts ralc casê settleryent Io 8l-177 billion in'thç test period,

Does the Company rely on actual costs the development of its future test

period?

Yes- Development Of a future test period begius with actual costs and then

incluclcs oertain pro forma adjustmørts to reflect future conditions. But regardless

of the chosen test period, establishing new rates inevitably involves a certain

Page'6 -Direct Testimony of Brian $. Dickman
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amount of informed projections of the firture. With the tlynamic nature of the

world in general and the electric industry in particular, it is unlikely that a stricfly

historical test period will result in a revenue reguirement that will allow the

Company a fair opportunity to eam its authorized rate of retum.

a. Is the development of the test period Ín this case consistent w¡tù that of test

periods in previous,Company fitings in \üyoming?

A. Yes. The dwelopmeut of this case is generally consistent with how the Company

has prepared prior cases in 'Wyoming, including the 2008 and,2009 general rate

cases (Docket Nos, 20000-333-ER-08 and 20000-352-ER-09). Variatiops ûom

previous cases include the timÍng of the forecasted test period and rate base

trcahenL The forecasted periocl in this case extends approximatgly 13 months

beyond the date of filing and 18 months beyond the historical baseperíod, In this

case, rate,base is qalculated using average bqlances over the test period,2 whereas

end-oÊperiod balances were used in thc previous two cases. The test pøriod

av€rage of rate base for calendar year 201'1 places the poìnt estimate of rate base

at Jiue 2011.

a. When will a rate change becomc effectivein this proceeding?

A. The Compauy is requosting. that new ¡ates bgco¡rte effective Septcmber ?2,2011,

ten months after the Company's application. It is important to notë that the rate

inÇrease will take effect ¿lmost nine months after the beginning of the.tq$ peiioÌl-

2 lilectric pìant in servicc a¡id accumulated depreciation,are,reflected on a l3 tnonth average, otherrate base

componcnts are on a bqginning/eniling average,basis.

PageT -Direct.Testimony of BrianS. Dickman
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Q. Is a future test period necessary to represent the conditions when nely rates

from this câse are in effect?

A. Yes. A¡ envirorunent of,rapitlly increasiug costs emphasizes the need for rates to

be set based on .a test period that looks into the firhre to adequately reflect

conditions expected dwing the rate effective period. Only a firhue tpst period can

sufEcíently câptire the rate-malci¡g impacts of growing customer load, the capital

invesünent required ,to serve i! and the operation and mainte,nance C'O&M')

costs require.d to maintain system safet¡¡ and reliability. If the rates in this case

r¡¡ere set based upon outdated historieal investment levels and costs, the Company

woulcl have no chânce of being coinpensâted properly for the service provided to

custorteß and would not have a ¡easonable opportunity to eam the ¡etum

authorized,by the Commission. Eveq wíth the for. ecast being relied on in this case

(with a point estirnate of rate base at June 2011) the Company will continue to

experience lgg tr qapital additions cgntinue gt the current pace bçcaus9 the

midpoint ofthe rate effective perioa is M¿rch ZOLZ.

If rates are set on purely historical çosts they would not reflect the reality

of steadiþ rncreasìng revenue requirernenl and would not adequately ref,ect the

Compan¡/os cost qf serving çustomers during the.,¡ate effective period, Prices paid

by conzumers should. be set at a level that rnatches cont€,@poraneously the cost to

provide service. A rate base, rate of,return regulated.utility like Rocþ Morr¡tarì

Pówer must be given à :reasondble opportuniry to recover its cost of service, and I

believc thr¡t, similarto thg Co,mpany:s most r€cent general mte cases in V/yoming,

the Company',s curren.t circumstances arc a perfect example of the need for a

Page 8 - Direc( Testimony of Brian S. Dickman
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fi¡ture test period.

a. Does the Companyts case include investments placed in service after the date

new rates become effective?

A. Yes' Becawe the Company's proposed test period extends beyond the point at

which rates would normally become efüctiv:e in this,case (10 months beyond the

date of ñling, or September 22,201T), the projections of fr¡ture ca.pital additiops

ínclude investue,nt placed in serr¡ice afrer rates beco¡ne effective; The Company's

test period addresseg this issue.by inclucling rate base usibg average'balances. The

Commission clearly stated iß expec.tation that the Company utilize aVerage,rate

base with a forecast test perigd i¡ its final order concluding the QomFany's 2009

gêneral rate oase in Docket No. 20000*352.8R.09. As mentíoned previously,

using,average balances for the test period effectiveþ results irt a point,estimate for

rate base as of June 30, 20ll, o¡ tb¡ee no¡ths priar to:any raJe ohânge- Bu-1

because the test period and the ¡ate effective period are not perfectly aligned,

using average rate base:'also lre¿urs that as .the Cofnpany condnues to place new

invesEnentg into service after Se,ptember 22:,2011, rates will still not e,ntirely

reflectthe br¡e theq-cu¡rent cost ofproviding serrúce,

Ifistorical Results of Operations

a. Did thc Gompany provide the most'recently available historical results of

opcrations with its filing?

A. Yes. Consistent with tbe stip¡latign :and Commission ordor ap¡ro-ving the

settleme¡rt reached in the 2009 geueral rate case,in Docket 20000-352-ER-09, the

Company's frling in this gase inpludes'the hiqtqrical res¡rlts of operations for the
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