Inthe Matter Of:

InRE: RMP- Approval of Resource Decision to Repower Wind Facilities

HEARING, DOCKET NO. 17-035-39
May 04, 2018
Job Number: 434926-A

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com


http://www.litigationservices.com

© 00 N oo o s~ w N P

[EEN
o

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

BEFORE THE PUBLI C SERVI CE COWMM SSI ON OF UTAH

Vol untary Request of Rocky Muntain Docket
Power for Approval of Resource
Deci sion to Repower Wnd Facilities

No. 17-035-39

HEARI NG PROCEEDI NGS

TAKEN AT: Ut ah Public Service Comm ssion
4t h Fl oor
160 East 300 South
Salt Lake City, Utah

DATE: Thur sday, My 4th, 2018
Tl ME: 9:00 a. m

REPORTER: Mary R Honi gman, R P.R
JOB NO. : 434926- A



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N oo o b~ w DN PP

=
o

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

APPEARANCES

COW SSI ONER CHAI R
Thad LeVar

COW SSI ONERS:
David d ark
Jordan White

FOR ROCKY MOUNTAI N PONER:

Kat heri ne A. MDowel |

MCDOWELL RACKNER d BSQON, PC

419 Sout hwest 11th Avenue, Suite 400
Portl and, Oregon 97205

(503) 595-3924

kat heri ne@mrg-1 aw. com

Adam Lowney

MCDOVWELL RACKNER d BSON, PC

419 Sout hwest 11th Avenue, Suite 400
Portl and, Oregon 97205

(503) 595-3926

adamar g- | aw. com

Yvonne R Hogl e (appearing tel ephonically)
ROCKY MOUNTAI N POVER

1407 West North Tenple, Suite 320

Salt Lake GCty, UT 84116

(801) 220-4050

Yvonne. hogl e@aci fi corp. com

FOR THE DI VI SI ON OF PUBLI C UTI LI Tl ES:
Patricia E. Schm d

Justin Jetter

160 East 300 South, Fifth Fl oor

Salt Lake City, U ah 84114

(801) 366-0335

pschm d@gut ah. gov

j j etter @gut ah. gov

FOR THE OFFI CE OF CONSUMER SERVI CES:
Robert Mbore

St even Snarr

160 East 300 South, Fifth Floor

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

(801) 366-0158

r noor e@it ah. gov

st even. snarr @gut ah. gov

Page 2

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG~ DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 -

05/ 04/ 2018

© 00 N o 0o b~ w N P

=
o

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

FOR THE UTAH ASSOCI ATI ON OF ENERGY USERS:

Philip J. Russell

HATCH, JAMES & DODGE, P.C.
10 West Broadway, Suite 400
Salt Lake City, U ah 84101
(801) 363-6363

prussel | @) dl aw. com

FOR | NTERWEST ENERGY ALLI ANCE:

Li sa Tor nben Hi ckey

TORMOEN HI CKEY, LLC

14 North Sierra Madre

Col orado Springs, Col orado 80903
(719) 302-2142

| i sahi ckey@ew awgr oup. com

Mtch M Longson

MANNI NG CURTI S BRADSHAW & BEDNAR, PLLC

136 East South Tenple, Suite 1300

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
(801) 363-5678
m ongson@rc2b. com

Page 3

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG~ DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 -

05/ 04/ 2018

Page 4
1 | NDEX OF EXAM NATI ON
2  WTNESS: PACGE
3 DANI EL PEACO
Cross- Exam nation by M5. MCDOWELL 8
4 Redi rect Exam nation by M5. SCHM D 49
Exam nati on by COVM SSI ONER CLARK 52
5
CHARLES E. PETERSON
6 Di rect Exam nation by MS. SCHM D 55
Cross- Exam nati on by MR RUSSELL 62
7 Exam nation by COW SSI ONER WHI TE 63
Exam nation by COW SSI ONER CLARK 66
8 Exam nation by COW SSI ONER LEVAR 69
Redi rect Exam nation by Ms. SCHM D 70
9 Cross- Exam nation by Ms. MCDOWELL 71
10 RCKT. LINK
Direct Exam nation by M5. MCDOWELL 75
11 Cross- Exam nation by Ms. SCHM D 78
Exam nation by COWM SSI ONER CLARK 80
12 Exami nation by COW SSI ONER WHI TE 81
13  CHERYL MJURRAY
Di rect Exam nation by MR SNARR 82
14 Exam nation by COW SSI ONER WHI TE 87
15 DONNA RAMAS
Di rect Exam nation by MR MOORE 88
16 Cross- Exam nation by MR LOMEY 93
17  PHI LI P HAYET
Direct Exam nation by MR SNARR 108
18 Cross- Exam nation by MR LOMEY 121
Exami nation by COW SSI ONER WHI TE 151
19 Exam nation by COW SSI ONER LEVAR 145, 156
Exam nation by COW SSI ONER CLARK 159
20
KEVIN C. H GG NS
21 Direct Exam nation by MR RUSSELL 162
Cross- Exam nation by MR LOMEY 175
22 Redi rect Exam nation by MR RUSSELL 192
Exam nation by COW SSI ONER WHI TE 195
23 Exam nati on by COW SSI ONER LEVAR 197
Exam nation by COWM SSI ONER CLARK 200
24
25

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

Page 5
1 g
2 EXHI BI TS
3 ROCKY MOUNTAI N POVER:
4 EXH BI T NO. DESCRI PTI ON PAGE
5 RVP CROSS NO 4 Confi dential Peaco 48
Wor kpaper s
6
RVMP CROSS NOS. 7,8 Direct Revenue Requirenent 106
7 Testi nony of Donna Ranas
8 RMP CROSS NO. 9 Kevin Hi ggi ns May 2017 191
Testi nony before the Public
9 Uility Conmm ssion of Oregon
10 RVP CROSS NO. 10 Kevin Higgins Surrebuttal 191
Testi nony, Docket
11 No. 15-035-53
12 RVP CROSS NO. 13 Kevi n Hi ggi ns August 2016 191
Testinony, Public Uility
13 Conmmi ssi on of Oregon
14 DI VI SI ON OF PUBLI C UTI LI TI ES:
15 DPU CROSS NOS. 4-D, Peterson April 2, 2018 56
4- SR, 4- RESP Test i nony
16
17 OFFI CE OF CONSUMER SERVI CES:
18 oCs 1D, 1S Mangel son, Murray 84
Mangel son, Testi nony
19 1 RESP Murray
20 OCS NCS. 2.1-2.7D, Philip Hayet Testinony 111
2-S, 2-RESP,
21 1- 2 Rebutt al
22 UTAH ASSCCI ATI ON OF ENERGY USERS:
23 UAE NO 1.0 Paul C enments Direct 164
Testi nony
24
25
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

Page 6
PROCEEDI NGS

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  We're back this
nmorning in Public Service Conm ssion Docket No.
17-035-39, the Voluntary Request of Rocky Mountain
Power for the Approval of Resource Decision to
Repower Wnd Facilities. M recollection is we had
M . Daniel Peaco on the stand and everyone except
Ms. McDowel | had declined cross-exam nati on, and we
were about to start cross-exam nation from Rocky
Mountain Power. |Is ny recollection correct on that?
No one el se had an interest in cross-exam ning
M . Peaco?

Okay. We'll bring M. Peaco back to
the stand. You're still under oath from yesterday,
and we'll start with Ms. McDowel|l's questi ons.

M5. MCDOWELL: Wiile M. Peaco is
getting settled, | just want to |l et everyone know
that | have distributed a cross-exan nation exhibit,
Rocky Mountain Power Cross-Exhibit 4, and | believe
the witness has that and | believe the Conm ssion
was provi ded copies of that.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  And then |' 1|
just clarify that it's on yellow paper. | assune --
are all the nunbers confidential or just the shaded

ones?
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MS. MCDOWELL: Just the shaded ones.

Just to clarify, because | think it may help sort
out the confidentiality issues. Project costs -- on
an individual basis, the project cost nunbers are
confidential, so the overall project cost isn't
confidential, but it's broken down into the

i ndi vi dual project costs, and that's what
confidential here. The cells that are shaded, |
don't intend to -- | think | can navigate through
this without actually asking confidential questions,
but if, you know, if my questions elicit a response
that is confidential, naybe we can take it from

t here.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  And just to
clarify, | think what you just said neans that the
mul ti-col ored shading on the far right is not
confidential ?

M5. MCDOWELL: That's correct. You
know, | stand corrected. Even though they're not
shaded, they are confidential because |I understand
that, as I'mthinking about it now, you could
actually back into those nunbers --

COMM SSI ONER LEVAR:  So all the
mul ti col ored shaded nunbers are al so?

M5. MCDOANELL: That's correct. So |
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1 will try to ask questions at a high level --

2 al though it may be inpossible to navigate through

3 this wi thout sone cl osed session, so we'll just see
4 how t hat goes.

5 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you.

6 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

7 BY M5. MCDOWELL:

8 Q Good norning, M. Peaco.

9 A Good norni ng.
10 Q So at the end of day the yesterday,
11 Ms. Hi ckey asked about your recommendation that the
12 Conpany nake a new voluntary resource filing scaling
13 back the scope of the project. Do you recall that
14 guesti on?
15 A | do.
16 Q And are you aware that the tineline for a
17 vol untary approval filing in front of this
18 Conmmi ssion is six nonths, 180 days?
19 A I"'mnot. I'Il take your representation of
20 that. |'mnot real famliar with the requirenents.
21 Q So your recommendation didn't take into
22 account the anmount of time that it would take the
23 Conmm ssion to actually process that additiona
24 request ?
25 A Wl |, the recommendation is based on the
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1 fact that we don't have -- in our opinion, we do$ﬁge °

2 have a record here to nake an affirmati ve deci sion

3 and so if there was one desire, then it would

4 requi re new i nformati on.

5 Q So inthis case, we're in the ninth nonth

6 of the filing, does that sound right, filed in June?

7 A Yes, at | east.

8 Q So woul dn't the delay associated with a

9 new filing potentially cause risks associated with

10 the qualification for the PTCs with these projects?

11 A To ny understanding, there's still sone

12 float in the schedule, but | invited the Conpany to

13 file that in their last responsive testinony but

14 didn't, so | don't really see that it's on us. W

15 asked you to file that so we could hear that

16 downsi ze filing today, and that didn't occur.

17 Q Vell, | would -- | noticed an

18 I nconsi stency between your testinony and

19 Dr. Zenger's testinony where she expressed concerns

20 about the projects even being one day |ate and

21 losing eligibility for PTCs. Your recomrendation

22 woul d add at |east another six nonths in the

23 schedule, so wouldn't that actually add to the risks

24 that Dr. Zenger expressed concern about?

25 A Vell, it would, but ny understanding is
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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T . — Page 10
that the critical path is not such that there isn't

nore time to consider this, but the alternative is
to deny the projects outright, so | think you' d have
to make that choice.

Q Sol'd like to turn to your testinony
at -- it's in your supplenental response testinony,
| ines 376 through 378.

A 370 --

Q It's page 22, and basically the Q begins
on line 374 and it goes to 378. Do you have that?

A Yes.

Q So there are -- the question asks whet her
you' ve done any analysis to test the econom cs of
the repowering projects in light of the problens
with the Conpany's anal ysis, and there you say,
"Yes, | have. |[|'ve calculated a set of benefit cost
metrics for each of the repowering projects using
different estimtes of the energy benefits. The
benefit cost netrics are summarized in Table 4." Do
you see that?

A | do.

Q So |'ve handed you, or cause to be
di stributed to you in advance of the hearing, RW
Cross-Exhibit 4. Do you recognize this as the work

paper that underlies your table 4?

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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A Yes.

Q So that everybody is on the sane page
here, when you calculate a benefit-to-cost ratio --
just so everybody understands it, a benefit-to-cost
ratio higher than 1.0 indicates that the benefits
are -- exceed the costs on a particular project; is
that correct?

A Correct.

Q And just so everybody understands your
net hodol ogy, I'd like to go through it. Instead of
usi ng the Conpany's nodeling, the | RP nodeling, you
used the Conpany's Palo Verde prices -- the price
curve for the Palo Verde market -- for the entire
study period through 2050; is that correct?

A Vell, there are two colums of nunbers
that are the Conpany's nunbers, and then the | ast
four colums as you descri be.

Q And basically you did this, according to
your testinony, to avoid the issues that you believe
are associated wth the IRP nodels; is that correct?

A The I RP nodel s and the alternative that
M. Link offered in his testinony.

Q So just, again, to understand what you've
done here, in your colums P through Q where you

say a hundred percent PV and then have both the

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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1 medi um and | ow case, is what you' ve done, basically,
2 is take the Conpany's nedium Pal o Verde price curve
3 and its low Palo Verde price curve and reprice the
4 i ncrenental energy using those curves?

5 A That's correct.

6 Q And t hen your --

7 A Al'l of the entire energy fromthe project.
8 Q And then -- so it would be the increnental
9 energy up until 2037 and then the entire energy
10 out put between 2037 and 20507?
11 A That's correct.
12 Q So using those -- just to nake sure we
13 understand the way this chart flows -- then in the
14 70 percent case, you' ve basically, again, taken the
15 Conpany's medium and | ow price curves and then
16 reduced them by 30 percent; is that right?
17 A The Conpany offered nedi um and | ow
18 Pal o Verde price scripts at 70 percent. M. Link
19 descri bed and offered Palo Verde price scripts for
20 nmedi um and | ow as case assunptions, and then he used
21 a 130 percent of those values and 70 percent of
22 those values in his testinony. So the 70 percent
23 val ue here are the nmedium and | ow Pal o Verde price
24 70 percent versions that M. Link refers to in his
25 testinony.

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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1 Q So just referring to Colum P, this is

2 your benefit-to-cost ratio using the hundred percent
3 of the PV pricing under the Conpany's nedi um priced
4 forecast. Are you with ne on that col um?

5 A Yes.

6 Q So every colum is higher than 1.0,

7 correct?

8 A Correct.

9 Q And the Conpany's nediumcase is in
10 Colum N, correct?
11 A Correct.
12 Q And conparing your results in Colum P to
13 the results in Colum N, doesn't it show that your
14 results produce higher benefit-to-cost ratios than
15 the Conmpany's nedi uni mediumresults for every single
16 proj ect ?
17 A The assunption that using the Pal o Verde
18 medi unf medi um at a hundred percent does produce that
19 result. It's sinply a denonstration of what that
20 set of assunptions produces. Correct.
21 Q And woul d you accept, subject to check,
22 that a sinple average of the Conpany's
23 benefit-to-cost ratios using the nediumcase is 1.29
24 and yours is 1.42?
25 A Si npl e average is not appropriate for

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

) Page 14
these calculations. |'ll accept your math, but |

reject the concept that a sinple average has any
nmeani ng. You would need to do a wei ghted average to
have any neani ng.

Q So if you're right that the SO and PaR
nodel s are flawed, at least in this instance, the
fl aws have understated the benefits of repowering in
t he nmedi um case?

A No, that's not correct.

Q Wel |, your benefit-cost ratios are higher
than the Conpany's, correct?

A That's not ny recommended case.

Q Wth respect to the nedium case, which is
nmy question, in the nmedium case, don't the PaR and
SO nodel s understate the benefits as conpared to
your cal cul ati ons?

A My cal cul ation of the cost benefit using
M. Link's assunptions of Palo Verde and 100 percent
medi unf medi um does produce a higher result than the
Conpany's nodel ing analysis, correct. | don't
accept the representation that it's anything other
than the calculation of that result when you
associate that with -- that's not a nunber that |
woul d recommend t he Comm ssion put any weight on in

terms of decision making, if that's where you're

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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1 going, so | just want to nmake that distinction.

2 Q You know, your counsel can ask you

3 guestions on redirect, but I'mjust asking you sone
4 speci fic questions about your analysis that you' ve
5 provided in this case which you said was designed to
6 assess the benefits of this project.

7 A Correct.

8 Q So if you could refer to Colum Q these
9 are your results for the | ow gas, zero CO2 scenari o,
10 correct?
11 A At 100 percent Palo Verde, correct.
12 Q At 100 percent Palo Verde. So under that
13 colum, every project except Leaning Juni per shows
14 net benefits in your study, correct?
15 A Correct.
16 Q And if you conpare those results, again,
17 to the Conpany's results in Colum O vyour
18 nmet hodol ogy produced hi gher benefit-cost ratios for
19 8 of the 12 projects, correct?
20 A | haven't counted those. There are sone
21 that are higher, sone that are | ower.
22 Q If you can accept, subject to check, you
23 produced | ower benefits only for Genrock |, Seven
24 Mle H Il I, Leaning Juniper, and Goodnoe Hi |l s.
25 A |"msorry. Those four again?

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

1 Q denrock I, Seven Mle H Il |, Leani ngPage o
2 Juni per, and Goodnoe Hills.

3 A That's correct.

4 Q So now, I'mgoing to ask you about your

5 Colums R and S. In those cases, | think we have

6 al ready been through this, that you basically took,
7 again, the nediumand | ow price curves that the

8 Conpany provi ded, and then you di scounted them by

9 anot her 30 percent?

10 A Correct.

11 Q And you did this even though you' d al ready
12 run a low forecast in Colunm Q correct?

13 A ['d run the -- M. Link's | ow hundred

14 percent Palo Verde prices in Colum Q

15 Q So isn't the effect of reducing the medi um
16 Pal o Verde curve by 30 percent to basically turn

17 that into the low case? |If you |ook at the

18 benefit-cost rati os between your 100 percent

19 Pal o Verde | ow curve and 70 percent Pal o Verde

20 medi um aren't those results virtually the sanme?

21 A They're very cl ose, yes.

22 Q So you basically have two | ow curves then?
23 A I'"'mnot follow ng that question.

24 Q Well, you have -- Qis the Iow curve at a
25 hundred percent Palo Verde, and Columm R is the

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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medi um case at 70 percent Palo Verde, and they're

essentially equival ent cases, |ow gas cases?

A No. That's not true.

Q Well, they produce essentially the sane
results, don't they?

A Ri ght, but your representation of the
cases are what |'m objecting to.

Q So then if you go over to one nore colum,
Colum S, there you take the | ow benefit case -- so
you basically take the | ow Pal o Verde curve and you
reduce it another 30 percent. That's what that case
does, right?

A Ri ght.

Q So it's really a lowlow case, correct?
You're taking the | ow curve and then you're reducing
it a step further; is that correct?

A We're taking M. Link's | ow Pal o Verde
prices and reduci ng those and taking the 70 percent
val ue of those and running those in that case,
correct.

Q And just to be clear, you did not test any
of this using the high Palo Verde curve, correct?

A Correct.

Q Wi ch you coul d have done, you had those

nunbers.

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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1 A There was no reason to. rage 28
2 Q Because you just want to | ook at the

3 medi um | ow and | ow | ow case here?

4 A No. In other places in ny testinony, |

5 did -- | tested the Palo Verde prices agai nst

6 M. Link's natural gas prices and found that all of
7 the Pal o Verde prices tracked well above what

8 natural gas prices would produce for values in

9 Paci fi Corp's system And that's the basis upon
10 which | concluded that the results in Colum R and S
11 nost closely align wwth what M. Link has assuned
12 for natural gas price forecasts in the nmedi um and
13 | ow cases. And so ny -- based on that analysis, ny
14 conclusion is Colum R nost closely aligns with
15 M. Link's natural gas price assunptions in the
16 nmedi um case, and Columm S nost closely aligns with
17 hi s assunptions for natural gas prices in the | ow
18 case.
19 Q Now, isn't it true that M. Link used that
20 70 percent scenario only in the out years, beginning
21 in 20177
22 A That' s ny under st andi ng.
23 Q And isn't it also true that when you test
24 the inplied heat rate -- which | think is the
25 anal ysis you're tal king about -- in those out years,
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1 the heat rate is nmuch nore aligned with the nunbers
2 that you say are appropriate?

3 A I"'msorry. Wat are you referring to?

4 Q So you tested the heat rate in the

5 near-termright, |ike 20227

6 A Yeah, 1'd have to | ook at the nunbers.

7 Q But it was within the period of tine that
8 t he Conpany uses, basically, avail able market data
9 to set its curve, right?
10 A | don't have -- I'd have to | ook at the
11 nunbers to see what you're referring to.
12 Q But do you recall that your test for the
13 heat rate was in the near-term not out in 20377

14 A | don't recall exactly how far we went out
15 with that.

16 Q So | wanted to ask you to turn to -- |

17 guess | want to back up and ask you about the

18 reasonabl eness of discounting the Conpany's price
19 curves, the low price curve, by an additional
20 30 percent, and specifically wanted to ask you about
21 DPU s Cross-Exhibit 1 fromyesterday, which is the
22 order and stipulation fromthe | daho Conmm ssion
23 approving this proposal. Do you have that?
24 A | do not have that.
25 Q I only have one copy.
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Page 20
M5. SCHM D: Could we go off the

record for just one nonent?

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Certainly.
W'l be in brief recess.

(A brief recess was taken.)
BY MS. MCDOWELL

Q So, M. Peaco, you have been handed DPU
Cross-Exhibit 1. Do you see that?

A | have that.

Q Can you please turn to the back part of
that exhibit? The order approving the stipulation
is attached, and 1'd like you to turn to what is the
page that's | abel ed page 4 of that order.

A | have that.

Q And I'Il represent to you that the order
was i ssued on Decenber 28, 2017, approving the
repowering project in |daho.

A The cover letter has a Novenber 24 date.
I's that sonething different?

Q So just so there's no confusion, the
exhibit has -- as the Division presented it -- has
the stipulation in the first group of pages, and
that was presented to the Comm ssion on Novenber 24,
2017. And then the order approving the stipulation
Is the back part of the exhibit, and that's what |
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. ) Page 21
have questions about. The first page of that order

is page 1 and indicates the date of Decenber 28,
2017.

A | have that.

Q So you if you could, turn to page 4 of
that order. And there in the second ful
par agraph -- the second paragraph, down fromthe
top, the Comm ssion is explaining why the -- in
part, why it accepted the recommendati on of staff to
approve the stipulation, and it specifically refers
to the staff, Idaho staff's position on forward
price curves. And | just wanted to read that
| anguage to you and then ask you a question about
it. The paragraph states, "The staff al so descri bed
natural gas price risk if natural gas prices are
| ess than the Conpany assunes, then the project's
net benefits will also be I ess than estimated.
Wil e the inpact of |ower gas prices could be |arge,
Staff believes the natural gas price risk is | ow
Staff conpared the Conpany's natural gas price
forecasts with those of the U S. Energy Information
Adm nistration (EIA), and found that the Conpany's
forecasts are consistently [ ower than the EIA s.
Staff thus believed that the Conpany's forecasts are

conservative, and explained that if actual gas
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1 prices are closer to EIA's forecasts, there mﬁllpiﬂf “
2 nore benefits than the Conpany has estinated."” So

3 wi th that | anguage, doesn't the Conmm ssion's order

4 citing Staff's position on the reasonabl eness of the
5 Conpany's gas forecast underm ne your position that
6 t hese forecasts should be reduced by an additi onal

7 30 percent to determ ne cost-benefit ratios in this
8 case?

9 A No.
10 Q Your anal ysis, as you indicated, does not
11 i nclude a high case, correct?
12 A But that wasn't the purpose of ny

13 anal ysi s.

14 Q So you start with a conservative anal ysis
15 that does not reflect -- which reflects conservative
16 price curves based on, at |east, the |Idaho

17 Comm ssion's order, and then you reduce that | ow

18 forecast by an additional 30 percent?

19 A No. That's not right. \What | explained
20 to you was that | conpared the 70 percent Pal o Verde
21 to the Conpany's own | ow gas price forecast, that
22 70 percent that | was aligning up with the Conpany's
23 natural gas price forecast. |'mnot offering
24 sonething different than that. |'m saying the
25 70 percent Palo Verde script is consistent with the
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1 Conpany's own | ow natural gas price wwth a

2 reasonabl e system heat rate.

3 Q But you take the Conpany's | ow natural gas

4 forecast and you reduce it by 30 percent in your

5 Col um S.

6 A No, that's not correct.

7 M5. SCHM D: Pardon ne, M. Peaco,

8 could you speak a little nore loudly and a little

9 nore directly into the m crophone?

10 THE W TNESS:  Sure.

11 A That is not correct.

12 BY M5. MCDOWELL:

13 Q Well, then, howis it that you have a

14 medi um case and a | ow case? You've used the

15 Conpany' s medi um Pal o Verde curve and its |ow Pal o

16 Ver de curve.

17 A You' re conparing the Palo Verde price

18 curve with the Conpany's natural gas price forecast,

19 and they're two different things.

20 Q So you basically reduced the nmedi um

21 forecast and the | ow forecast, each by 30 percent,

22 correct?

23 A Pal o Verde forecast.

24 Q So even after taking that | ow forecast --

25 the I ow Palo Verde price curve -- and reduci ng that
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. . . Page 24
by 30 percent, isn't it true that even in that case,

only two projects show a benefit-cost ratio of |ess

than 17

A Yes.

Q So in total, you perforned either -- |
don't know if you want to call it two studies or

four studies, but produced 48 results, correct?
Your columms P, Q R, and S had 48 results, correct?

A Yes.

Q And of those 48, only five returned
results show ng that repowering does not provide net
benefits, correct?

A Yes.

Q So in your testinony, you indicated that
RVP shoul d be -- or the Conpany should be required
to denonstrate benefits to custoners under the | ow
gas, zero CO2 scenario. Do you recall that
testi nony?

A | do.

Q Well, doesn't table 4 show that even under
your own analysis, the repowering project neets the
standard for every facility but Leaning Juniper?

A If you ignore all the risks that are
I nherent in those projects, yes. But ny testinony

goes on to explain that these nunbers do not address

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

o . . . Page 25
all the remai ning outstanding risks associated wt
t hose.
Q So | wanted to ask you about applying a

sinpl e average to cal cul ate risk-wei ghted benefits,
like the Division's expert, M. Evans did in the SCR

case. Were you here yesterday when we di scussed the

SCR case?
A | was.
Q So do you agree that a sinple average for

the Leani ng Juni per plant under a hundred percent PV
case shows that you would produce a benefit-cost
ratio of greater than 1.07?

A I"msorry. A sinple average of what?

Q O the Leaning Juniper results for the
medi um -- for the hundred percent Pal o Verde case
produces a benefit cost ratio greater than 1.0? So
it's basically your Colum P and Colum Q under
cell 127

A So is your question, if you average the
four nunmbers --

Q The two nunbers in the hundred percent
case. This is awkward because I'mtrying not to say
t he nunbers since they're confidential.

A But we've got rows and colum here, and I

want to nake sure --
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Q So basically it's 12, which is the Leaning

Juni per row, and colums P and Q

A Aver agi ng just those two?

Q A sinple average of those two produces a
benefit-cost ratio of greater than one 1.0, correct?

A Slightly.

Q So you indicate that this table
illustrates the problens with the SO nodel, but
doesn't it ultimately validate the results of the SO
nodel, at |east in the nmedi um hundred percent Palo
Ver de case?

A Wll, | think we're tal ki ng about two
different issues. The issue that | was pointing to
was the fact that, as you pointed out in talking
about the results in Colum Q they're not unifornmy
different. And what we found was, one of the things
about the method that we did would -- at | east
you' re neasuring consistently each project against
the same netric, whereas in the Conpany's results,
we' ve pointed repeatedly to the notion that there's
a lot of anomalous results. And what this points to
is that the relative sequence of projects changes
when you go fromthe Conpany's nethod to ours. And
that confirns to ne that System Optim zer and PaR

results are producing different results because
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1 there are sonme nunerical issues within the nodels

2 that don't produce consistent results across the

3 project, and that was the issue | was referring to.

4 You' re asking about the bottomline benefit-cost

5 rati o conparisons, and that's a different issue.

6 Q Wl |, when you have two different nodels,

7 you've run two different nodels, you would -- the

8 results of those two nodels could be different on,

9 you know, a detailed basis, correct? But if the two
10 nodel s end up directionally show ng the sane thing,
11 don't those nodels validate one another?

12 A It doesn't validate the nodels, it happens

13 to be they cone out to have simlar results in sone

14 aggregate sense. But what | was focusing on in the

15 testinony that you asked ne about was the fact that

16 the rank order of the projects is materially

17 di fferent between those results and our results,

18 whi ch suggest to ne that there were sone differences

19 in going fromproject to project that we've --

20 I ssues that we've identified in our testinony that

21 mean that you have sone results that are anonmal ous

22 com ng out for sonme projects so that there's -- in

23 sone cases, maybe, the PaR System OQptim zer results

24 wer e producing higher or |ower values than they

25 would if you used -- basically, priced all the
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1 energy at sone constant price, as we have done here.
2 Q So in your summary yesterday, you said a
3 50/ 50 proposition was not acceptable, and a doll ar
4 benefit was not enough. Do you recall that?

5 A Correct.

6 Q So don't your results in Colum P and Q

7 show that this is anything but a 50/50 proposition?

8 A No.

9 Q When all of your benefit-cost ratios in
10 Columm P are positive and positive by a significant
11 margi n, doesn't this showthat this is nore than a
12 doll ar of benefit for custoners?

13 A The inplicit assunption in your question
14 Is, you're ignoring the litany of risk issues that
15 remain for custoners that have not been factored
16 into those nunbers. And one of those is a | ow gas
17 price risk, which points nme to, at the | ow end,
18 there's a probability that even ignoring the risks
19 that sone of the these projects are under water and
20 they don't even produce a dollar benefit.
21 Q So when you indicate that there is
22 di sparity of results anong the individual projects,
23 isn't that sonething you woul d expect, given the
24 different size and configuration of the projects?
25 A Well, no. | would expect there to be
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proportionality, but |I would expect, based upon what

| understand about the System OQptim zer nodel, is
using that nodel to neasure -- it's nodeling only
the first 17 years. There's small, increnental
energy differential in the nodel, there's no

i ncrenental capacity, yet the nodel m ght change 500
megawatt conbi ned cycle unit by a year or two as a
result of that change. |It's a very nonlinear result
and, at least, a very anomal ous result, which we've
poi nted out before. And that's what | believe is
happeni ng here, and then that builds into the
extrapol ati on nethodology. And | think this is not
the right tool to evaluate these kinds of projects.

Q So under your alternative tool, you have
not taken into account the proportionality or other
project-specific attributes that you acknow edged
m ght differ project to project, correct?

A l'msorry?

Q Under your anal ysis here, you haven't
taken into account proportionality or different
project's attributes, correct?

A I'"'mnot sure | understand proportionality.

Q You said you would have to | ook at
proportionality, and you haven't taken that into

account here, have you?
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1 A I"mstill not understandi ng what you'rFe,?ge >
2 referring to.

3 Q So when | asked you the question of,

4 woul dn't you need to look at -- or wouldn't you

5 expect that, given the project's different

6 attributes, you would have different outcones on a
7 proj ect-by-project basis. You said, yes, you would
8 need to | ook at proportionality. Do you recal

9 t hat ?
10 A | don't.
11 Q That was what | recall | heard in your
12 answer. So would you agree that you need to take
13 I nto account proportionality anong the projects in
14 | ooking at the variability of benefit-cost ratios?
15 A Let me try this and see if it's what
16 you're after. Qur use of benefit-cost ratios was
17 i ntended to conpare the proportion of benefits to
18 costs, which hasn't been done el sewhere. |If that's
19 what you're referring to as proportionality, we've
20 done that.
21 Q Wul d you accept, subject to check, in
22 this case, since you have reviewed all of these
23 studi es, that the Conpany provided 135 different
24 studies wth respect to the repowering project in
25 Its nost recent set of testinony?
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1 A "' m not sure where the 135 cones fromPage >
2 Q So | can go through that with you. Do you
3 have M. Link's testinony with you?

4 A Wi ch testinony?

5 Q Suppl enental direct testinony, and |'m on
6 pages 13 through 14.

7 M5. SCHMD: |I'msorry. Ws that his
8 suppl enental direct?

9 M5. MCDOWELL: That's correct.
10 THE WTNESS: |'msorry. Which page?
11 M5. MCDOWELL: Pages 13 and 14 of the
12 suppl enent al direct.
13 BY M5. MCDOWELL:
14 Q So there, the Conpany provided
15 proj ect-by-project results using the SO and PaR
16 nodel s for both the nedium and | ow scenarios. Do
17 you see that?
18 A Wi ch table are you referring to?
19 Q So basically, there's two tables, one for
20 the nmedium and one for the ow gas. One is on page
21 13, one is on page 14. Do you see those?
22 A Yes. |I'mwth you.
23 Q So there's a total of 72 different studies
24 enbedded in those -- in those results. Do you see
25 that?
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Q

: . Page 32
Six runs for each of the 12 projects?

Right. So 72 different studies.
| see that.

Ckay. And then, if you go to M. Link's

testi nony on page 15 --

A

Q
proj ect
nom nal
for the
t hat ?

A
Q

Yes.

-- and there, he provides an overall
-- or basically on page 15, he provides the
revenue requirenment studies for each project

medi um and | ow gas scenarios. Do you see

For the 30-year project life? Yes.

So that's another 24 studies. Wuld you

accept that, subject to check?

A

Q
t hr ough,

24 runs. Yes, | will accept that.
O these 96 results that we just went

only one project showed net cost, and that

was in the | ow gas, zero CO2 scenario using the SR

and PaR
A

i n that
Q

nodel, correct?
On the 20-year analysis. And there's a --
project, it's zero in the 30-year

And t hen, the Conpany al so provided

anal ysis of all of the projects together using the

SO and PaR nodels for all nine price policy

scenarios; do you recall that?
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1 A | understand that, yes.

2 Q And so that was on page 20 and that, |'1|
3 represent to you, conprised 27 different studies.

4 A I would call themruns, but yes.

5 Q And then on page 22, the Conpany provi ded
6 t hat sane anal ysis through the 2050 period, which

7 was an additional nine studies?

8 A Yes.

9 Q And under all 36 of those studies,
10 repowering provided net benefits to custoners,
11 correct?
12 A Correct.
13 Q And then, the Conpany al so provided
14 sensitivities using narket prices to value the
15 energy benefits for the | onger-term economc
16 anal ysis. That was the discussion we had this
17 nor ni ng about the use of Palo Verde prices?
18 A Correct.
19 Q And there were three studies in that case.
20 Do you recall that?
21 A I wll accept that. | believe you're
22 right, but | don't have it in front of nme. |Is there
23 a page reference?
24 Q That's on page 26.
25 A kay. | see that.
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Q So | got to 135 by adding 72 -- the first

set of runs we tal ked about -- 24, 27, and 3, and
that got to 135 different studies in M. Link's
testinony. Do you accept that nunber?

A | would | abel themruns, but yes, | would
accept that.

Q And then you perforned an additional 48
studies -- you got an additional 48 results,
guess, if you want to call themresults -- so that
froma results standpoint, that brings us to a total
nunber of 183 studies that we have between your
analysis and M. Link's. Wuld you accept that?

A Wel |, runs again, but yes.

Q So how can you claimthere's not enough
information in this case to determ ne whet her
repowering is nost likely to reduce custoner costs
when there are now 183 study results, and the vast
maj ority of them show net benefits to custoners?

A All of M. Link's results suffer fromthe
problens that | critiqued in ny testinony, so |
consider themof no value. And in a nunber of the
cases |'ve done, |'ve shown to illustrate how
M. Link's assunptions would run through those, but
the only ones that | have really focused on are,

sort of, the last two colums in the exhibit we' ve
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been tal king about this norning. So there's a | ot

of runs there, but nost of them| would say to just
set aside and they're not worth considering, because
they have a nunber of problens which have been
identified in ny testinony and ot hers.

Q So the SO and PaR runs which are -- have
been conducted using the Conpany's | RP nodel s,
you' re discounting entirely?

A Correct.

Q So you understand that the statute that
the Conpany filed under the voluntary resource
approval statute requires consideration of short-
and | ong-termi npacts, correct?

A Correct.

Q And can you turn to your suppl enental
response testinony? And that's your testinony on
April 2nd, and can you turn to line 663, please?

A "' mthere.

Q And actually, | should have directed you
to 659, which is the Q and A where you respond to
the short- and long-terminpacts. And wth respect
to the short-terminpacts, you indicate that -- on
lines 662 to 663 -- that with respect to short-term
I npacts, the PTC benefits, if realized, would

mtigate nmuch of the costs in the first ten years.
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1 Do you see that?

2 A Yes.

3 Q And on an NPV basis, which | think is what
4 you were di scussing in your supplenental -- let's

5 call that the Hearing Exhibit 1 that you produced

6 yest erday --

7 A Correct.

8 Q -- you were | ooking at production tax

9 credit value on a net present value basis, correct?
10 A Yes. | think the exhibit actually had
11 nom nal and present value, but we tal ked about
12 present val ue.
13 Q But your point was to show NPV -- the
14 Conpany had relied on nom nal nunbers, and you
15 wanted to show what the NPV of those nunbers was,
16 correct?
17 A Correct.
18 Q So -- and on an NPV basis, would you agree
19 that the PTCs are roughly -- provi de about
20 65 percent of the project costs?
21 A Yeah. [|'mnot sure that's a nunber that
22 can be made public, but yes.
23 Q | appreciate your sensitivity. | think
24 it's an issue around the overall. Project costs are
25 not confidential, it's only on a project-by-project
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1 basi s. rage S
2 A Dependi ng on what the nuneric denom nat or
3 is, it's approaching 70 percent of the total on a

4 net present val ue basis.

5 Q And then on |ine 666, you indicate that

6 the long-term benefit, much of the benefit -- |

7 guess here on |line 665 you say, "Mich of the benefit
8 Is derived fromthe years 20 to 30 of the projects,
9 thelife extension period." Do you see that?
10 A Yes.
11 Q And that's because that's when the
12 existing facilities are assunmed to be retired, based
13 on the expiration of their 30-year life?
14 A Correct.
15 Q And during years 20 to 30, that's when the
16 Conpany estimates an approxi mate 3,500 of gi gawatt
17 hours annually of increnental generation?
18 A "Il accept your nunber. | don't have it
19 in front of ne.
20 Q Do you understand that during those years,
21 repowering wll also provide a capacity benefit,
22 approxi mately equal to a thousand negawatts of w nd
23 resources?
24 A But that would not be the capacity.
25 That's the naneplate of the total installation, but
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1 that woul d not be the capacity benefit. rage S8
2 Q But it would provide a substantia

3 capacity --

4 A Well, that would be sone small fraction of
5 t he thousand --

6 Q -- off of the --

7 A | don't know the exact ratio, but it's

8 sonewhere in the 100 to 200 watt range of capacity.
9 Q So | wanted to ask you about your
10 testinony on -- your response testinony on |lines 584
11 to 586.
12 A Yes.
13 Q And there, you indicate -- with respect to
14 the PTC qualification risks -- you indicate that PTC
15 qualification risks that remain are largely within
16 the Conmpany's control to manage, but as in the prior
17 testinony, the Conpany is not agreeing to assune any
18 of the remaining risk. Wre you here yesterday when
19 M . Hoogeveen testified about the Conpany's
20 wi | i ngness to guarantee PTC qualification for al
21 risks within the Conpany's control ?
22 A Wthin the Conpany's control, yes.
23 Q And so here, you indicate that the risks
24 are largely within the Conpany's control to nmanage,
25 but the Conpany is not agreeing to assune those
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1 risks. Isn't it true that the Conpany has agreed to
2 assunme PTC qualification risk for all risks within

3 its control ?

4 A My statenent may not be as articul ate as

5 it should have been, but the distinction I was

6 trying to draw here is, there are certain risks that
7 the Conpany assunmes within its control. But one in
8 particul ar we tal ked about yesterday is the risk

9 that the production in the first ten years is not --
10 is clearly a risk that the Conpany is not willing to
11 take. And that was the risk remaining that | was --
12 one of the risks remaining that | was referring to
13 Is that the Conpany has clained it's outside of its
14 control and it's not willing to take.
15 Q But that's not a PTC qualification risk,
16 isit?
17 A No. That's what |I'msaying. | could have
18 said this better. |If you said, the PTC risks that
19 remain are largely within the Conpany's control to
20 manage. However, there are risks outside the
21 Conpany's control that they're not willing to take,
22 and the production risk is one of those. And so
23 that was ny intent here, and |I'msorry that was not
24 articulated as it should have been.
25 Q So thisis a-- | have a final line of
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. : . : . Page 40
guestioning that will involve sonme confidenti al

information. And it's just a short anount of
confidential information, so | don't know if it
makes sense for ne to finish up all ny questions and
then just have those questions at the very end and
just indicate to you when |I'm going to be asking
about confidential information.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  That woul d be
the nost efficient way to do it.
BY Ms. MCDOWELL.:

Q So | have a couple of questions before |
get into confidential information. |In your summary
yesterday, you indicated that the benefits of the
proj ect have declined fromthe Conpany's rebuttal
case in the fall to its supplenental filing in
February. Do you recall that?

A Yes.

Q And isn't it true that the declining
benefits is associated largely with the tax reform
changes and the reduction in the corporate incone
tax rate?

A That woul d be ny expectation. | don't
have a breakdown of all the changes between those,
but that would be ny expectation, that that would be

one inportant driver of the change.
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1 Q So can you turn to your direct testirnﬁ%ge -
2 this is your testinmony fromlast fall on

3 Sept enber 20, at pages 54 to 557

4 A ' mthere.

5 Q So just to -- before | ask you about that
6 specific testinony, | just want to provide a little
7 background. Yesterday, Conm ssioner C ark asked

8 M. Henstreet about the voltage of frequency support
9 equi pnent that's part of the repowering. Do you
10 recal |l those questions?
11 A | do.
12 Q Do you recall that M. Henstreet's
13 testinony was that this equipnment would help the
14 Conpany conply with FERC gui delines on inertial
15 response”?
16 A | recall that.
17 Q And just to sunmmarize what we're tal king
18 about, the particular equipnent is referred to as
19 the wind-free and wind inertia equi pnent. Do you
20 under stand that?
21 A Yes.
22 Q And |'ve conme to understand that the
23 wind-free equi pnment provides reactive power to the
24 grid, and the wind inertia equipnment provides
25 inertial response capability during under-frequency
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1 events. |Is that your understanding al so? rage a2
2 A It's been a while since |I've | ooked at

3 these, but 1'Il take your representation of that.

4 Q So in your direct testinony, you opposed
5 this equi pnent, claimng that the Conpany had not

6 shown a need for it, correct?

7 A Correct.

8 Q And | wanted to ask you about surrebuttal
9 testinony on this sane point, and this is when |

10 w il be asking about sone confidential information.
11 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you. So
12 "Il take that as a notion to close the hearing to
13 the public. There's a section of Title 54 -- |

14 don't have the section nunber handy -- that gives
15 the Commi ssion the authority to do that upon a

16 finding that it is in the public interest to do so.
17 So I'lIl first ask all the parties if there's any
18 objection to a Comm ssion finding that would be in
19 the public interest to -- sorry, M. Burnett, you
20 m ght have to go sit in our |obby if we do this --
21 but if any party objects to that notion for the

22 Commi ssion to make a finding, that it would be in
23 the public interest to close the hearing for a

24 period of tinme -- and I'Il turn to ny coll eagues if
25 we need any deli beration.
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Page 43
COMM SSI ONER CLARK: |1'd support

what ever is necessary to flesh out this issue for
us.

COW SSI ONER VHI TE: | |ikew se
support.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: W th that, we
make a finding that it is in the public interest to
cl ose the hearing while this confidential materi al
Is discussed. W'I|| stop the stream ng tenporarily,
and then this material will be reflected only in the
confidential transcript, not the public one.

M5. MCDOWELL: Thank you very much.
| appreciate that acconmodati on.

(The follow ng testinony was deenmed confidential.)
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
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1 M5. MCDOWAELL: So I would like to

2 offer Cross-Exhibit 4, and with that, I'll conclude
3 My Ccross-exam nation.

4 COMW SSI ONER LEVAR: | f anyone

5 objects to the adm ssion into the record of RW

6 Cross-Exhibit 4, please indicate to ne. And |'m not
7 seei ng any objection, so that notion is granted.

8 Thank you.

9 (Confidential RWP Cross-Exhibit 4 admitted.)
10 COMWM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Any redirect,
11 M. Schm d?
12 M5. SCHM D: Yes, but may we have a
13 nonment and maybe go off the record for one second?
14 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Wul d a five or
15 ten-m nute break be appropriate?
16 M5. SCHM D: That woul d be very
17 appropriate. Thank you.
18 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Wiy don't we
19 just take a ten-m nute recess.
20 (A brief recess was taken.)
21 COMW SSI ONER LEVAR: W' re back on
22 the record, and we're with Ms. Schm d's redirect of
23 M . Peaco.
24
25
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Page 49
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. SCHM D

Q Thank you very nmuch. Good norning. You
were asked a series of questions about negative and
positive values. And you were asked questions about
the statute that applies to voluntary request for
resour ce decision review and things the Conm ssion
shoul d, or actually nust -- shall consider. Do you
recall that |ine of questions?

A | do.

Q Is it true that the Conm ssion has nmany
things that it nust take into consideration?

A That' s ny understandi ng, yes.

Q And is it true that those are (1) whether

it will nost likely result in the acquisition,
production, and delivery of utility services at the
| owest reasonable cost to the retail custoners of an
energy utility located in this state, (2) the
| ong-term and short-terminpacts, (3) risk,
(4) reliability, (5) financial inpacts on the energy
utility, and (6) other factors determ ned by the
Conm ssion to be rel evant?

A That's ny under st andi ng, yes.

Q And is it also your understandi ng that

these things, including 6, the other factors
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1 determned to be -- determ ned by the Cbnnissionpﬁ%s >
2 be relevant, are what the Conm ssion shall take into
3 consideration when it is determ ning whether or not
4 the requested resource is in the public interest?

5 A That's al so ny under st andi ng.

6 Q So we talked just a little bit about the

7 ot her factors, and you were al so asked -- or

8 actually, we tal ked a | ot about what net present

9 values nean and things like that. |Isn't it possible
10 that net present values may not reveal when costs
11 and benefits actually hit the systemand actually
12 I npact custoners?

13 A The net present val ue coll apses all of the
14 nom nal benefits and costs as they play out over

15 tinme into a single nunber of present value. So it
16 does not have any information about when those

17 benefits in costs occur, it just aggregates into one
18 nmetric over the life of the project.

19 Q And so the fact that those values are
20 aggregated, is it sonething that the Comm ssion, in
21 your opinion, should take into consideration as one
22 of those others factors?
23 A The net present value netric will not tel
24 you anyt hing about the timng of cost and benefits
25 and how it woul d inpact custoners over tine.
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1 Q Thank you. You were al so asked questions
2 addressing |l ong-term nmarket heat rates. Do you

3 recall that |ine of questioning?

4 A Yes.

5 Q I"d like you to turn, please, to your

6 response testinony on page 16, figure 1.

7 A ' mthere.

8 Q Could you tell us what you see in this

9 chart?
10 A This chart shows our analysis for the |ow
11 and the nedi um gas cases, the two cases that we
12 evaluated, and it shows that we tested the market
13 heat rates from 2017 to 2042.

14 Q Thank you. Turning now to what's been

15 entered into evidence as RWP Cross-Exhibit 4 and,

16 again, this chart and exhibit does contain

17 confidential information, so | will refer to things
18 by rows. Could you pl ease explain why colums P and
19 Q shoul d not be the basis for the Comm ssion's
20 deci sions, but R and S should be considered by the
21 Conm ssi on?
22 A The values in P and Q are based upon the
23 Conpany's two provided Palo Verde scripts that are
24 at a hundred percent of that price script. And we
25 tested it, the market heat rate -- which was part of
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the prior line of questioning about the market heat
rate test -- we tested those prices, and we found
that those price scripts were well in excess of the

Conpany's own natural gas price forecast for those
scenarios. And fromthat, we concluded that these
clearly overstated the market val ue of energy, and
so we believe that the nedium and | ow nunbers t hat
nost closely align with the Conpany's own nedi um and
| ow natural gas prices are the nunbers in colums R
and S.

M5. SCHM D:. Thank you. Those are
all ny redirect questions.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you. Any
recross, Ms. MDowel | ?

M5. MCDOWELL: No, thank you.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:
Comm ssi oner C ark, do you have any questions for
M . Peaco?
BY COW SSI ONER CLARK:

Q Yes. | want to start with the | ast
qguestions you had from Counsel, because | just want
to make this as clear as | can in ny own mnd what R
and S -- colums R and S are. | think what M. Link
did is he used a Palo Verde price script for the

years subsequent to 2036; is that right?
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1 A Yes. He used those nunbers to providePigs >
2 al ternative nethodol ogy to what he used as an

3 extrapol ati on nethod that we've tal ked about. So he
4 used that to provide an alternative to that

5 net hodol ogy for that part of his analysis, but he

6 kept the System Optim zer PaR results intact and

7 just used that for the extrapol ation peri od.

8 Q And am | right that here, you have used

9 the Pal o Verde price script for the entire period
10 under analysis, right?
11 A Correct.
12 Q And are there price scripts that apply to
13 a low natural gas, or a nediumnatural gas, or a
14 hi gh natural gas scenario, or is there just one
15 price script that would be utilized?
16 A The Conpany actually offered inits
17 anal ysis a separate Palo Verde price script for its
18 medi um case and its |ow case. So we used those two
19 separ at e ones.
20 Q kay. So in Colum S, is the Palo Verde
21 price script that you've taken 70 percent of
22 associated with the Conpany's | ow natural gas
23 scenari o or the nediunf
24 A The nunbers in there are the Conpany's | ow
25 Pal o Verde price script. And what we did separately

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

Page 54

1 is to conpare that price script to the Conpany's | ow
2 natural gas price, tines the market heat rate to see
3 where those conpared. And when we did that analysis
4 to conpare, you know -- did the Pal o Verde prices

5 make sense relative to the, basically, marginal cost
6 of energy on their system we found that 70 percent
7 of Palo Verde prices was nost closely aligned with a
8 reasonabl e price for gas fire generation on their

9 own system And that's how we cane to get

10 confortable that that was a nunber that was usefu

11 to | ook at.

12 Q And just to be clear, it's 70 percent of
13 the Pal o Verde price script that's associated with
14 the low natural gas forward price scripts?

15 A The Conpany represented it as their |ow

16 Pal o Verde price script, but they also separately

17 have a | ow natural gas price. And so we | ooked at
18 both of those to see where those two prices |ined up
19 to each other.
20 COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  That concl udes
21 my questions. Thank you.

22 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:

23 Comm ssi oner Wite.

24 COW SSI ONER WHI TE:  No questi ons,

25 thank you.
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COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  And | don't have

anynore, so thank you, M. Peaco. W appreciate
your testinony this norning. M. Schm d.

M5. SCHM D: Thank you. The Division
would like to call its next wtness,
M. Charl es Peterson.

CHARLES E. PETERSON,
havi ng been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

exam ned and testified as foll ows:

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. SCHM D

Q Good nor ni ng.

A Good norni ng.

Q Coul d you pl ease state your full nane,
title, enployer, and business address for the
record?

A Yes. Charles E. Peterson. |I'ma utility
technical consultant with the Division of Public
Utilities.

Q And your busi ness address?

A 160 East 300 South, Heber Wells Buil ding,
Fourth Floor, Salt Lake G ty, Utah.

Q Thank you. In connection with your
enpl oynent by the Division, have you participated in

this docket ?
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1 A Yes. rage 98
2 Q Did you prepare or cause to be filed
3 what's been pre-marked as DPU Exhibit 4.0 Direct,
4 DR, your prefiled direct testinony, DPU Exhibit No.
5 4.0-SR, your prefiled surrebuttal testinony, and
6 what's nmarked at DPU Exhibit No. 4-RESP, which is
7 your prefiled response testinony, and that was filed
8 on April 2nd, 2018?
9 A Yes.
10 Q Do you have any changes or corrections to
11 that testinony?
12 A None that |'m aware of.
13 Q If | were to ask you today the sane
14 guestions that were presented in your prefiled
15 testinony, would your answers be the sanme?
16 A Yes.
17 M5. SCHMD: Wth that, the D vision
18 noves for the adm ssion of DPU Exhibit No.
19 4.0-Direct, 4.0-SR and 4.0- RESP.
20 COMM SSI ONER LEVAR: | f any party
21 objects to that notion, please indicate to ne. |'m
22 not seeing any objections, so the notion is granted.
23 (DPU Exhibit Nos. 4.0-DIR, 4.0-SR, and 4.0-RESP
24 admtted.)
25 BY M5. SCHM D
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1 Q M. Peterson, do you have prepared rage o1
2 comments and live testinony to give today?

3 A Yes, | do.

4 Q Pl ease proceed.

5 A Good norni ng, Conm ssioners. M testinony
6 covers three matters in this docket. The first

7 matter pertains to a statutory requirenent of

8 whet her the Conpany has the financial capabilities

9 or the financial inpacts on the Conpany of the
10 repoweri ng proposal.
11 The second point is whether or not it's
12 appropriate under traditional regulatory practice to
13 recover the cost on and earn a return on property
14 that is no longer useful, and if so, under what
15 circunstances that is allowable.
16 And the third issue is the issue of
17 I ntergenerational equity. Wth respect to the
18 first, | believe that it is well within the
19 Conpany's financial capacity to pursue the
20 repowering projects as it has proposed them This
21 Is especially true if the Conpany maintains a
22 capital structure of approximately 50 percent
23 equity, which the Conpany has at |east inplied that
24 it wll do. And also inplicitly, is the Conpany has
25 regul atory support and recovery for the projects.
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Wth respect to the second point, the

Di vi si on understands that the Conpany's
justification for the repowering project is
primarily economc. That is, ratepayers and the
Conpany wi Il be economcally better off wth the
repoweri ng projects as proposed than w thout them
As | detailed in ny direct testinony, the
authorities | cited suggest that it may be
appropriate to allow recovery of equipnment that is
no | onger used and useful for purely economc
reasons. One authority, Phillips, for exanple,
presents cases where the recovery of equi pnent taken
out of service was over a four- or five-year period.
I concluded that, for econom c reasons alone, it my
be appropriate for the recovery of equipnment that is
no | onger used and useful but, if so, it should be
over a relatively short period of tine.

This leads into nmy final issue of
I ntergenerational equity. The Conpany cites three
cases that have conme before the Comm ssion as
precedential to the recovery of equi pnent taken out
of service. In the Powerdal e decision, the
Conm ssion allowed a recovery over three years. The
ot her two cases, which the D vision believes were

I nappropriately cited by the Conpany because they
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were parts of settlenents, had recovery periods of

approxi mately five years. | did not find any

evi dence, neither did the Conpany offer any

evi dence, of a regul ator anywhere all ow ng recovery
of and return on equi pnent taken out of service over
a 30-year period. The intergenerational equity
issue is this: There will be future ratepayers who
Wi Il receive no benefit fromthe production tax
credits -- the economc justification for the
repowering projects -- and there will be future
ratepayers toward the end of the ten years of the
PTC benefits that will inadequately be conpensated
by the PTCs to offset the paynent on the equi pnent
renmoved from service.

The Conpany proposes to renove the | egacy
equi pnent, the equipnent that is currently
operating. And after renoval, this | egacy equi pnent
will no longer be used and useful. However,
rat epayers who woul d receive no PTC benefits and
rat epayers who woul d be i nadequately conpensated
with the PTCs for the cost of those -- for the cost
t hose ratepayers incur, wll both pay the Conpany
for the |l egacy equi pnent for its renaining
anorti zabl e val ue over 20 years or nore. This

scenario is unprecedented, to ny know edge.
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| made the suggestion that the Conm ssion

consider -- that if the Conmm ssion considers the
i ntergenerational issue to be of some inportance,
then the anortization period of the |egacy
equi pnent -- the equi pnent which will no | onger be
used or useful -- could be reduced to at |east match
the period of the PTC benefits. Wile even ten
years is beyond the |l ength of recovery of |egacy
equi pnrent that has typically been given, it at | east
can be justified by matching costs with benefits.
It is also true that any benefits to current
rat epayers will be reduced over that ten-year
anortization period, which could underm ne the
project's justification.

Inits latest filings, the Conpany
wi tness, Ms. Joelle Steward, nmade sone new
observations concerning ny testinony. It is
not ewort hy that she makes no specific nmention of
I ntergenerational equity issue, which inplies to ne
that Conpany is aware of and has no answer for it.
Ms. Steward correctly notes that | did not include
the Conpany's return on the | egacy equi pnent that it
IS proposing to continue to receive fromratepayers
for 30 years in the calculations | nade in

estimating the value or cost of reducing the
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1 anortization period to ten years. |I|ncluding the‘Page >
2 return on the equi pnent only nakes it worse for

3 future ratepayers, in that they will not only pay

4 t he Conpany for the cost of the equipnent, but wll
5 al so reward the Conpany for keeping it out of

6 servi ce.

7 Ms. Steward al so suggests that the

8 Conpany' s proposal to anortize the | egacy equi pnent
9 Is consistent with typical ratemaking. At best, the
10 typical ratemaking treatnment has been to anortize
11 equi pnent over the remaining original |life of that
12 equi pnrent. She continues to ignore the fact that
13 anortizing equi pnent that is not used or useful over
14 a 30-year period is unprecedented and creates an
15 i ntergenerational equity issue that is also
16 unprecedented. This is not typical ratemaking in ny
17 Vi ew.
18 And finally, Ms. Steward suggests that the
19 Conpany should wait until the next depreciation
20 study cycle to determ ne the appropriate
21 anortization of this |egacy equipnment. This is a
22 new i dea that the Conpany is proposing, and has the
23 effect of delaying a decision on this matter. The
24 Conpany itself did not wait for the depreciation
25 study cycle to make the unprecedented proposal to
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1 anortize equi pnent that was not used or useful over
2 a 30-year period. And that concludes ny opening

3 coment s.

4 M5. SCHM D: Thank you. M. Peterson
5 IS now avail able for questions.

6 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. More or

7 M. Snarr, do you have any questions for

8 M. Peterson?

9 MR, SNARR: No questi ons.
10 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Russel | ?
11 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
12 BY MR RUSSELL:
13 Q M. Peterson, on that |ast point regarding
14 t he depreciation study, as you note, Ms. Steward has
15 testified that the Conpany woul d recommend that we
16 address the length of the period of anortization in
17 t he upcom ng depreciation study. | note your
18 comments, but it's unclear to ne, what is your view
19 as to when the Comm ssion ought to address that
20 Issue? In this docket or in sone other docket?
21 A I f the Conm ssion considers the issue of
22 i ntergenerational equity to be inportant, it should
23 definitely be decided in this docket.
24 MR, RUSSELL: That's all | have.
25 Thank you.
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1 COMWM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hi ckey? rage b9
2 M5. HICKEY: | think I'Il waive in
3 the interest of tine.

4 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Ms. McDowel | or
5 M. Lowney?

6 MS. MCDOWELL: Just one nonent. No
7 guesti ons.

8 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schm d, any
9 redirect based on M. Russell's questions?

10 M5. SCHM D: None. Thank you.

11 BY COW SSI ONER WHI TE:

12 Q | just want to be clear. So are you --
13 you' re suggesting it would be inappropriate to

14 post pone consideration of this matter until the

15 depreci ati on study? Do we need to deci de now, or
16 woul d that be sonething you woul d consi der

17 appropriate during that tine?

18 A Wel |, obviously, we could re-debate it at
19 that tine, but | can't see that the position of the
20 Di vision would be any different. The Conpany is

21 taking this equi pnent out of service and putting it
22 somewhere. That puts tine -- it becones an

23 anorti zabl e anobunt on the bal ance sheet that is not
24 consi dered depreciation at that point. It's just
25 sinply, purely cost recovery, and not tied to any
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] . . ] Page 04
particul ar econom c period, which nornmal

depreciation is supposed to be at | east nomnally
tied to. So the issue is, over what period are you
going to anortize this equipnment to give the Conpany
cost recovery. And so, yes, you could del ay nmaking
a decision onit, but I think it's nore appropriate
to be done here, in this setting here, so that we
tie up any | oose ends with that.

Q Wuld it be appropriate also to discuss --
to address the question of return of as well as a
return on during that tine period, or is that
sonet hing that would al so be nore appropriate?

A Vell, if you want to delay to another
docket setting, then | guess we could, but | think
we can decide in this docket whether a return on or
a return of is appropriate. The Division is taking
the position that the |egacy equi pnent -- it would
be appropriate for the Conpany to return or to
recei ve cost recovery fromthis equipnment, assum ng
t he Conm ssion believes that the proposal, the
repowering proposal, is appropriate. |f the
Conmmi ssi on approves the repowering proposal as being
appropriate, then the equi pnent that woul d be taken
out of service for that proposal, whether it's for

the entire package that the Conpany is proposing or
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1 sone reduced package -- that reduced nunber of rage
2 projects -- but in any case, whatever equipnent is

3 taken out to inplenent a repowering of any size, the
4 Di vision takes the position that it would be

5 appropriate for the Conpany to receive a return of

6 its costs, which would include the return of capita
7 costs.

8 O herwise, | think the Conpany is correct
9 inits assertion, or its inplicit assertion, that it
10 w il not pursue projects because they don't nake
11 sense without the recovery of the | egacy equi pnent.
12 Q Putting aside the intergenerational -- how
13 to depreciate or what period of tine to recover the
14 I nvestnent, are you aware of any case, at |east of
15 this Conm ssion, where there's been an initi al
16 approval and then when an investnent is retired
17 earlier than -- the return-of portion is then taken
18 out when you're recovering that strata portion?
19 A I''mnot aware of any, but that doesn't
20 mean it's never happened.
21 COMM SSI ONER WHI TE:  That's all the
22 question | have.
23 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:
24 Comm ssi oner O ark?
25
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BY COW SSI ONER CLARK:

Q | have a few questions. Good norning,
M. Peterson. Do you have enough understandi ng of
t he Conpany's econom ¢ anal ysis to know whet her or
not its analysis assunmes both a return of the
Investnment, as well as a return on the investnent in
this, what would be the stranded pl ant?

A My understanding is that the Conpany has
not included the |egacy equi pnent in these economc
cal cul ations. M understandi ng of what the Conpany
Is saying here is that we can go and repower this
equi prent and pay for the repowering with the PTC
benefits, and in addition to paying for the
repower ed equi pnrent with the PTC benefits, there
will be additional benefits left over, say, in the
$150 million range that would then go to effectively
reducing the cost of the | egacy equipnent. So
therefore, ratepayers are better off because -- |I'm
just kind of picking a nunber out of the air, but I
think it's in the ballpark -- $150 mllion better
of f because w thout doing the repowering, they would
have to pay for the full cost -- the full remaining
cost of the |egacy equi pnent, and they woul d not get
t he benefit of this $150 mllion. And so that's, at

| east, how | conceptualize what the Conpany is
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1 sayi ng here. rage o7
2 Q Have you eval uated, or has anyone at the
3 Di vi si on, eval uated the Conpany's proposals,

4 assum ng that the cost of the stranded assets woul d
5 be recovered over the life of the PTCs, for exanple,
6 over that 10-year period, so that it would be

7 mat ched agai nst the credits?

8 A | have perforned that sort of analysis.

9 If | understand your question correctly, you are
10 conparing the 30-years versus the 10-year period?
11 Q Ri ght .
12 A Yes. And |'ve suggested in ny testinony
13 that the present value of the -- the present val ue
14 as of 2019 -- the present value of the equi pnent
15 that woul d be recovered under the Conpany's 30-year
16 proposal, in other words, fromyear 10 to year 30,
17 is in the ballpark of $200 million. Now, | need to
18 clarify this. The $200 mllion is part of the
19 i ntergenerational equity issue, but the $200 million
200 would be -- if it's part of the -- let ne try to
21 start over. (Qbviously, there's going to be turnover
22 in the Conpany's m x of custoners over the years.
23  The full $200 million would only be applicable if
24 t he Conpany experienced a 100 percent turnover in
25 custoners in the 10 years, which is extrenely
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1 unlikely. But there would be sone portion of ttﬁ?ge >
2 future custoners that the Conpany w ||l undoubtedly

3 have who will not be adequately conpensated fromthe
4 PTC benefits who woul d be paying into sone of that

5 $200 million figure and those -- so you have an

6 I ntergenerational equity that has a present val ue of
7 about $200 million, and the $200 million would apply
8 I f every custoner were changed out in the next 10

9 years. And it would be zero if no custoner is
10 changed out over 30 years.
11 It's hard to say what the churn rate woul d
12 be, and even if we knew that, there m ght be
13 difficulties with interpreting it. But the D vision
14 bel i eves that there would be sone sizable fraction
15 of customers in the future that will fall into this
16 category, that they will not receive any benefits

17 fromthe PTCs, but they will have to continue to pay
18 on the |l egacy equipnent if you follow the 30 years.
19 Q And in the Division's view, is this an
20 I nportant consideration for the Conm ssion in
21 eval uating the proposal? You've said a few tines,
22 If the Commi ssion feels that it's -- this
23 I ntergenerational equity issue is of inportance.
24 What's the Division's position?
25 A The Division's positionis, first of all,
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1 to the best of ny know edge -- again, there hasn't
2 been a clear statenent by the Comm ssion of
3 i ntergenerational equity, per se, and what woul d
4 constitute inequity. So we're struggling a little
5 bit to say what the Conm ssion should do, based on
6 precedent. However, the Division's position is that
7 the -- there is intergenerational inequity, and that
8 the best way to solve it would be to shift the costs
9 of the |legacy equipnent to at |east the period of
10 time when the ratepayers would be receiving the
11 benefits, which is anortizing it over the 10-year
12 period. | have the feeling | |ost sone of your
13 questi on.
14 COMM SSI ONER CLARK: | think you've
15 answered ny questions. That concludes ny questions.
16 BY COW SSI ONER LEVAR:
17 Q Thank you. And just maybe one or two
18 gquestions in addition to that. Sone years back,
19 there was a stipul ated agreenent to establish, |
20 believe, a 5-year depreciation study cycle; is that
21 correct?
22 A A 5-year depreciation -- you're talking
23 about the depreciation study cycle?
24 Q Is it five years; is that right?
25 A You know, since | haven't been intimtely
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i nvol ved with those matters that have cone up since

|'ve been here, I"'mnot sure it's five years. That
sounds correct.
Q So you don't have information on the
agreenent that led to that cycle or howit's been
i npl enent ed since then?
A ["'mnot famliar with it. |'msorry.
Q So you wouldn't be able to answer whet her
what you're suggesting would be in any way
i nconsistent with the stipulation that established
that cycle?
A | couldn't speak that directly, no.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. Thank
you, M. Peterson. W appreciate your testinony
t oday.
M5. SCHM D:. Pardon ne. Wuld | be
permtted to ask one question, or would that not --
COW SSI ONER LEVAR: W typically
don't, but I think we'll allow that right now.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. SCHM D
Q Thank you. M. Peterson, in your opinion
and in the opinion of the Division, is it likely
that sone custoners will be worse off if the

application is approved?
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A As a whol e?
Q Yes.
A Yes.

M5. SCHM D: Thank you.

MS. MCDOWNELL: Conmi ssioner Levar,
I'"'mgoing to ask for your indul gence for one other
foll owup question, if it's possible.

COMM SSI ONER LEVAR: | think since we
al l oned that question, it's only fair to allow a
fol | ow up.

M5. MCDOWELL: | really appreciate
that. | just want to be sure the record is clear.
RECROSS EXAM NATI ON

BY M. MCDOWELL.:

Q Were you here when Ms. Steward gave her
summary of her testinony yesterday?

A Yes.

Q And do you recall, she sunmarized her
testinony on the cost recovery of the | egacy
equi pnent, and that testinony included the rebuttal
testinony of Jeff Larsen, which states, "The Conpany
i ncl uded cost recovery of the legacy plant inits
econom ¢ anal ysis that denonstrated repowering is
| oner cost than other alternatives." Does that

refresh your recollection on whether the | egacy
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1 pl ant was included in the Conpany's econom c rage 1z
2 anal ysi s?

3 A Vell, if it was, we don't know where it

4 was i ncluded because |'ve attenpted to ascertain the
5 lines fromthe testinony that included that.

6 Q M. Peterson, isn't the |egacy equi pnent,
7 including the full return on that equi pnent as

8 Ms. Steward testified yesterday, included within the
9 proj ect-cost side of the equation?
10 A My answer is the same, is that, to the
11 best of ny know edge, the -- and | did attenpt to
12 ascertain this -- the | egacy equi pnent was not part
13 of the benefits that the Conpany cal cul ated. Now,
14 that's to the best of ny know edge.

15 Q Just to be clear, it's not part of the

16 benefits, but did you review the cost side to see

17 whether it was within -- enbedded as one of the

18 costs within the project costs?

19 A | attenpted to | ook at that and | asked
20 for help, with ny colleagues, to see if that was in
21 there, and we were unable to identify specific line
22 Itens, at |east when | asked about it.
23 M5. MCDOWELL: Thank you. Because
24 this an inportant point, we would be pleased to
25 provi de additional data on that point to verify that
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1 t he | egacy equi pnent, including the return of aéﬁme &
2 return on, is included in the project-cost side. It
3 is in there, and we're happy the denonstrate that it
4 IS in sone way.

5 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  To clarify, are
6 you asking to recall a witness in rebuttal to this

7 testinony or --

8 M5. MCDOWELL: We could do it that

9 way, or we could just produce -- for exanple, in
10 response to a bench request or clarification -- just
11 verification that that cost and the return of and
12 return on is in the cost side of the Conpany's
13 econom ¢ anal ysi s.
14 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Ms. Schm d, do
15 you have a response?
16 M5. SCHMD: | do. The Division
17 bel i eves this question could be answered by
18 M. Peaco, and he woul d be the appropriate person to
19 address it.
20 COMW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. |If we go
21 that route, we probably ought to allowthe Uility
22 to bring up a witness to address the issue also. |Is
23 there interest in noving forward that way fromthe
24 parties?
25 M5. MCDOWELL: It seens |ike an
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1 i nportant point. It would be one question, and I\D/\?ege “

2 could establish it in that way.

3 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Well, | think

4 we'll excuse M. Peterson. Thank you for your

5 testinony. And while we're still on the Division's

6 presentation, it seens to nake sense to go

7 forward -- Comm ssioner Clark, did you want to add

8 sonet hi ng?

9 COW SSI ONER CLARK:  No. | just

10 wanted to say, |I'minterested in the process you

11 descri bed. Thank you.

12 M5. SCHM D: Pardon ne. |If the

13 Conpany provides information, the D vision

14 respectfully requests the opportunity to respond to

15 t hat .

16 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Certainly.

17 Well, | think what we'll do is allowthe Uility to

18 call a witness to rebut this issue, and then we'll

19 allowthe Division to call a witness to rebut this

20 issue. We'll allow cross-exam nation on both, if

21 there's no objection fromanyone in the roomto that

22 process.

23 M5. SCHMD:. O the Dvision -- okay.

24 Thank you.

25 M5. MCDOWELL: Conmmi ssioner LeVar, is
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it your intention to do that now or at the

concl usi on?

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Why don't we do

t hat now.

M5. MCDOWELL: Al right. One nonent
while | figure out which of ny witnesses. It wll
be M. Link.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Wl |, | hadn't
real ly thought of that question. |[If the parties
woul d prefer to do this at the end, | was thinking
while it's fresh in everyone's mnd --

M5. MCDOWELL: Let's just do it.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. M. Link,
you're still under oath from yesterday.

Dl RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MS. MCDOWELL

Q Good norni ng, again, M. Link.

A Good nor ni ng.

Q So were you present during M. Peterson's
testinony?

A Yes.

Q And did you hear the question that
Commi ssioner Clark asked M. Peterson regarding
whet her the | egacy equi pnent was included in the

Conpany' s econom ¢ anal ysi s?
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A Yes.

Q And can you expl ain how you' ve incl uded
the | egacy equi pnent in the Conpany's econonic
anal ysis of repowering in this docket?

A | can.

Good norning, Conm ssioners. |'mhappy to
verify and clarify precisely what was in our
economc analysis. And I'll start by sinply stating
that the return on, return of the existing equi pnent
is included in every study that we've perforned in
our econom c analysis. The way that that is
included -- and it probably hel ps explain, in part,
M. Peterson's response as to why he couldn't find
it -- 1 think there's a rational explanation for
bot h of these.

Essentially, as | think | discussed
yesterday in ny testinony, we do two runs of our
system one with and one w thout repowering. And in
essentially both of those runs, the assunption is
that all enbedded cost is the sane, and so they net
out as a difference. And so if one is |ooking at
the change in results, it doesn't show up that there
Is a return on and return of the existing equipnent.
But becane virtue of neking that assunption in the

approach, it is to say that regardl ess of whether we
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repower or don't repower, we still recover our

return on and return of the existing equipnent.

It's the same in either case over the termof the

existing -- the anortization period of that

equi pnent, so roughly, an additional twenty years.
Q So, M. Link, just to be clear, that

i ncluding the | egacy equipnent wwth a full return of

and return on in both the "with repowering" and

"W thout repowering” than in the "with repowering”

case, return of and return on the | egacy equi pnent

woul d be included in the cost-side of the equation?

A Yes. It's included in the overall project
econom cs.
Q So when you're cal culating the net

benefits, those are benefits over and above the
Conpany's recovery of the | egacy equi pnent,
including return of and return on?

A Right. | think if we had assunmed anyt hi ng
ot her than what | described -- let's say we assuned
there was no return on, then in the case with
repowering, there would be a separate cost itemto
account for that, and there is not. |It's a net to
zero.

M5. MCDOWELL: That's all the

questions | have. Thank you.
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COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Ms. Hi ckey, do

you want to ask M. Link any questions on this

I ssue?
M5. HI CKEY: No, thank you, sir.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Russel | ?
MR. RUSSELL: No, Chairman. Thank
you.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Moore or
M. Snarr?
MR. SNARR: No questi ons.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schm d?
M5. SCHM D:  Yes.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY Ms. SCHM D.

Q So is it true that because of the way that
you' ve included return on and return of in your
anal ysis, it doesn't nmake any difference because
it's --

A I wouldn't quite characterize it that way.
| would say the way that we applied it is that it
nets to zero, which inplies we have the sane revenue
requi rement on that equi pnment, whether we repower or
we don't. And so by not repowering or repowering,
we're capturing the return on and return of that

equi pnent in either scenario.
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1 Q But you're capturing the return on th??%ﬁ I
2 wi thout, but if you add the new equi pnent, you'll
3 al so be recapturing -- or capturing a new return on
4 rate base; is that correct?
5 A No, it's not correct. By virtue of nmaking
6 the same assunption in both views of the system
7 going forward with or without, the case without, if
8 we did not repower, we would continue to earn our
9 return on and return of the existing equipnment. In
10 the next case, we have the exact sanme assunption,
11 return on and return of, the net inpact of that in
12 our present value revenue requirenment differentia
13 analysis is zero, so it has no inpact on the net
14 benefits, but it is included in the economc
15 anal ysis. W think about directionally, if we had
16 not included that, that would essentially inprove
17 the present val ue revenue requirenent benefits for
18 cust omers because the case w thout repowering woul d
19 be | ower cost relative to what we reported, but of
20 course, result in a lower return on that investnent
21 in the Conpany's side of the equation.
22 M5. SCHM D: May we have just one
23 nonment ?
24 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Yes.
25 M5. SCHM D: Thank you. The Division
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has no further questions.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you.
Comm ssi oner Cl ark, do you have any questions for
M. Link?
BY COW SSI ONER CLARK:

Q Thank you. |Is there any aspect of the
Conpany' s proposal or analysis that woul d have the
affect of altering the normal depreciation schedule
for the assets that would be -- I'lIl call them
stranded -- or would be retired early if we approve
the application that would extend them beyond the
lives that they have now? |In other words, are they
going to be recovered for 30 years beginning with
the inplenentation of the new equi pnent, or do they
just -- are they recovered over the |ives that they
currently have on the Conpany's books?

A I would say as assuned -- |'Il start with
as assunmed -- in our econom c analysis, they were
not extended on the existing equipnent to go the
full new 30-year |ife of the repowered assets once
those are placed in service. They're retained by
virtue of how we did this by saying it's the sanme in
ei ther case, that they would continue to be
anortized over their current depreciable |ives,

whi ch woul d be roughly that approxi mately additional
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20 years or so, depending on the project. And |

believe, just to reiterate sone of the description
of Ms. Steward's testinony, the | atest proposal
here, then, is actual treatnent of that would be
pi cked up again and reassessed in the depreciation
study, which we plan to file later this year.
COMWM SSI ONER CLARK:  That concl udes
my questions. Thank you.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR:
Comm ssi oner Wiite, any other questions?
BY COW SSI ONER WHI TE:

Q | think | understood, but | just want to
make sure, |like, one nore tinme. The economc
anal ysis the Conpany did in these projects assuned
that the overall benefits would incorporate the
concept that you're retiring these assets earlier
that were previously approved with return on and
return of, back in 2000-whatever, right?

A Yes. It accounts for the continued return
on and return of those assets.

Q And even with that early retirenent, the
overal |l benefits for the Conpany's case, you know,
shows a net benefit?

A Yes. That assunption is included in all

of the nunbers in ny testinony.
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1 COMM SSI ONER WHI TE:  That's al |l |

2 have. Thanks.

3 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do

4 you want to supplenent this issue further?

5 M5. SCHM D: The Division has nothing

6 further. Thank you.

7 COMWM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. And then,

8 nothing further, generally? You're finished with

9 all your w tnesses?

10 M5. SCHM D: Both. Yes. Thank you.

11 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Moore or

12 M. Snarr?

13 MR SNARR We'd like to proceed with

14 the presentation of the case on behalf of the

15 Ofice. | do have an exhibit list here that I'd

16 like to distribute here to the Conm ssioners and

17 ot hers that m ght help.

18 The O fice would Iike to first call

19 Cheryl Murray as a w tness.

20 CHERYL MURRAY,

21 havi ng been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

22 exam ned and testified as foll ows:

23 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

24 BY MR SNARR:

25 Q Ms. Murray, could you please state your
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name and your enpl oynent, and provi de your business
addr ess?

A My nane is Cheryl Murray. | am enpl oyed

by the Ofice of Consuner Services, and ny business
address is 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake Cty, Ut ah.

Q And in connection with your duties with
the O fice, have you caused to be filed, testinony,
or had the opportunity to review testinony filed by
ot hers who were enployed by the Ofice, such as you
coul d adopt their testinmony in connection with this
proceedi ng?

A Yes.

Q And woul d that include the direct
testinony that was filed by Gavin Mangel son on
Sept enber 20, surrebuttal testinony, again, by
M. Mangel son on Novenber 15, 2017, as well as your
responsive testinony, filed on April 2, 20187

A Yes.

Q And if you were asked all those questi ons,
woul d you provide the sane answers today?

A I woul d.

Q Do you have any corrections?

A Yes. On the Mangel son surrebutta
testi nony cover page, there was a date of

Cct ober 2017, and the correct date is Novenber 15,
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2017.

Q Are there any other additions or
corrections?
A Not that |I'm aware of.
MR. SNARR W th that explanation, we
woul d of fer these exhibits into testinony.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR: | f any party
objects to that notion, please indicate to ne. |'m
not seeing any objections, so the notion is granted.
(OCS Exhi bit Nos. 1D Mangel son, 1S Mangel son, and 1
Response Murray admtted.)
BY MR SNARR
Q Ms. Murray, have you prepared a summary to
present today?
A Yes.
Q Can you proceed to provide that?
A Yes.

Good norning, Conm ssioners. In ny
testinony, | introduced two expert w tnesses for the
Ofice, and briefly summarized the Ofice's
positions that were infornmed by the anal yses
conducted by those experts. M. Philip Hayet
conducted the anal ysis regardi ng the costs,
benefits, and risks associated with the w nd

repowering projects. He determ ned that the Conpany
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1 has not denonstrated that repowering its w nd rage B
2 projects will nost likely result in the acquisition,
3 production, and delivery of electricity toits

4 custoner at the | owest reasonabl e cost considering

5 ri sk, thus he recommends that the wi nd projects be

6 rejected by the Comm ssion, or in the alternative,

7 that a nuch nore [imted set of projects receive

8 pre-approval. M. Hayet al so recommended sever al

9 ratepayer protection neasures.
10 Ms. Donna Ramas testified regardi ng cost
11 recovery of the projects and the proposed revenue
12 tracki ng nechanism Based on her analysis and
13 ext ensi ve background with revenue requirenent and
14 accounting issues, Ms. Ramas expl ains why the RTM
15 I S unnecessary, adds conplexity to the regul atory
16 process, and should be rejected by the Comm ssion.
17 Both witnesses are available today to respond to
18 questions related to the anal yses they conduct ed,
19 their conclusions, and their ultimte
20 reconmendat i ons.
21 In summary, the O fice recomends that the
22 Conmmi ssion reject the Conpany's request for
23 pre-approval for the wind repowering project inits
24 entirety. However, if the Conmm ssion decides not to
25 reject the Conpany's request for approval, it should
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grant pre-approval of only a |limted nunber of the

resources, as explained fully by M. Hayet.

Finally, the Ofice is concerned with the
uncertainty surrounding the nulti-state process and
the allocation of costs and perhaps even resources
anong PacifiCorp's six states. In order to mtigate
that uncertainty as it pertains to the projects at
issue in this docket, the Ofice recommends that if
t he Comm ssion approves all or any of the w nd
projects, it should only pre-approve U ah's share
of the projects as cal cul ated under the current MSP
al | ocati on net hods.

And t hat concludes ny statenent.

MR SNARR: Ms. Murray is avail abl e
for cross-exan nation.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Ms. Schnid, do
you have any questions for Ms. Murray?
M5. SCHM D:. No questi ons.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Russell?
MR, RUSSELL: No questi ons,
M. Chai r man.
COMWM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hi ckey?
M5. HI CKEY: No, thank you.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. McDowel | or

M. Lowney?
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M5. MCDOWELL: No questi ons.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:

Conmi ssi oner Wi te?
BY COW SSI ONER WHI TE:

Q On that |ast point about MSP, is it the
Ofice's recoomendation to -- if the Conm ssion were
to approve -- you nentioned that you woul d be
limted to Utah's share of the costs. Wuld that
i nclude Utah's share of the benefits, or would that
be an open question going forward?

A | believe we would view it as symetrical.

COMWM SSI ONER WHI TE:  Thank you.
That's all the questions | have.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:

Conmi ssi oner C ark?

COW SSI ONER CLARK:  No further
guesti ons.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  And | don't have
any either. Thank you for your testinony this
nmorning. M. Mbore?

MR, MOORE: The Ofice calls
Donna Ramas and ask that she be sworn.

DONNA RANMAS,
havi ng been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

exam ned and testified as foll ows:
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DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR MOORE:

Q Coul d you pl ease state and spell your
nanme, and gi ve your business address, and state for
whom you are testifying?

A My nane is Donna, D-o0-n-n-a, Ranas,
R-a-ma-s. M business address is 4654 Driftwood
Drive, Commerce Township, Mchigan. And in this
case, I'mtestifying on behalf of the Ofice of
Consuner Servi ces.

Q Did you prepare and cause to be filed
redact ed confidential versions of a Septenber 20,
2017, direct testinony, a Novenber 15, 2017,
suppl enental rebuttal testinony, an April 2, 2017
response testinony together with exhibits, and did
you participate in the filing of the April 30, 2018,
errata?

A Yes, | did. And that errata was directed
to ny April 2nd, 2018, response testinony.

Q Do you have any corrections to these
testinoni es?

A Qutside of the errata, no, | do not.

Q If | asked you the sane questions, would
your answers be the sane today?

A Yes, they woul d.
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MR MOORE: The Ofice noves for

adm ssion of the testinony and associ ated exhibits.
COMW SSI ONER LEVAR: | f anyone
objects to that notion, please indicate to ne. |I'm
not seeing any objections, so the notion is granted.
BY MR MOORE:
Q Have you prepared a sunmmary of your

testinony?

A Yes, a brief summary.
Q Pl ease proceed.
A Good norni ng, Conm ssioners, Chair.
In ny testinonies, | reconmend that the

new resource tracking nechani sm proposed by the
Conpany in this case be rejected. [It's ny opinion
that there's no need to establish a new recovery
mechani smthat adds a substantial anmount of
conplexity to the regul atory process.

If the Conpany does, in fact, go forward
with the repowering projects in this case, or a
subset of those projects, adequate neans currently
exi st to address the revenue requirenents associ ated
with those projects without the need for this
conpl ex new recovery nechanism As | explained in
my direct testinony, if the Conpany forecasts that

the projects will cause it to be unable to earn its
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Comm ssion-authorized rate of return in the State of

Ut ah when taking into consideration all of the itens
that inpact its overall revenue requirenments, it has
the ability to file a rate case before the

Comm ssion. The Conpany also has the ability to
seek the use of a future test in a general rate case
that would include the period the projects are in
servi ce.

As pointed out in ny direct testinony, ny
surrebuttal testinony, and again in my response
testinony, the Conpany has provided no information
in this case addressi ng whether or not the w nd
repowering projects at issue in this case will cause
it to be unable to earn its authorized rate of
return if the resource tracking nmechanismis
rejected. Under the Conpany's resource tracking
nmechani sm proposal, the Conpany could, in fact, end
up earning in excess of its authorized rate of
return during the period the repowering projects are
in place and in service, and yet still be able to
recover additional costs from Ut ah ratepayers under
its proposed nmechanism | n addition, under the
Conpany' s new proposal, they could al so defer
addi ti onal anmounts to be recovered from custoners

beyond the anmounts fl ow ng through the resource

90
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tracking mechanismw th i npacts of tax reform

That's being addressed in a conpletely separate
docket that's been established. Again, both the
resource tracking nechanismand the newy proposed
deferral of cost woul d operate under the Conpany's
proposal regardless of the rate of return being
earned by the Conpany under the current rates in
effect.

As addressed in ny surrebuttal testinony,
| also recomend that any deferrals authorized by
the Commission in this proceeding be limted only to
the unrecovered costs associated with the projects
bei ng replaced. That would be the stranded costs
that were discussed earlier today. Thus, if the
Conmmi ssion determ nes that the projects or a subset
t hereof are prudent and in custoner interest, the
Conpany woul d not have to wite off the unrecovered
costs associated with existing wind assets being
recovered earlier. As discussed earlier today, this
coul d be achieved early either through the Conpany's
proposal of transferring the costs, the unrecovered
costs into the accunul ated depreciation reserved to
be addressed in the depreciation case, or the
Conmm ssion coul d authorize the establishnment of a

regul atory asset to address those costs in a future
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rate case, or potentially as part of the decision iIn
this case.

In ny direct testinony, | also point out

several problens and concerns with actual nechanics
in calculations that go into the resource tracking
mechanism It's nmy opinion that these problens and
concerns were not alleviated by the information
presented in the Conpany's rebuttal testinonies.

In conclusion, | strongly continue to
recommend that the Conpany's proposed resource
tracki ng nmechanismbe rejected in this case. Thank
you.

MR. MOORE: Ms. Ranmmas is avail able
for cross.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you.
Ms Schmi d, do you have any questions for Ms. Ramas?

M5. SCHM D:. No questions.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Russell?

MR, RUSSELL: No questi ons.

COMM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hi ckey?

M5. H CKEY: No, thank you.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Ms. McDowel | or
M. Lowney?

MR, LOMNEY: Yes, the Conpany does

have a few questions. Before | get started, we've
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1 got a few cross-exam nation exhibits, so we'l

2 di stribute those to the group before we start

3 guesti oni ng.

4 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

5 BY MR LOMNEY:

6 Q Good norning, Ms. Ramas. My first few

7 guestions are not going relate to those exhibits.

8 woul d just like to ask you a few questions about tax
9 reformto get started. So, Ms. Ramas, woul d you
10 agree that you testified extensively in your direct
11 and surrebuttal testinony related to the
12 uncertainties surroundi ng potential tax refornf
13 A Yes, | did.
14 Q And woul d you agree -- and | believe you
15 testified -- that a lot of that uncertainty is now
16 resol ved, correct?
17 A Yes. The mgjority of that has been
18 resol ved through the new tax act that was passed in
19 Decenber 2017.
20 Q If you could, turn to your response
21 testinony. That would be the nost recent testinony
22 you filed. Page 3, if you're on page 3, lines 60 to
23 63. At the bottom of that page, you testified that,
24 "The recommendati ons presented in ny direct and
25 surrebuttal testinonies will not be repeated
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1 herein." But you continue to stand behind those‘Page >
2 reconmendat i ons, correct?

3 A Yes. But | did then elaborate in the

4 follow ng paragraph that a | ot of the concerns and

5 uncertainties pertaining to the tax | aw have since

6 been resol ved.

7 Q kay. | just wanted to clarify. In your
8 surrebuttal testinony, you had a specific

9 recommendation related to accounting for tax reform
10 in the economc analysis, and | wanted to make sure
11 that recommendati on of yours has been resolved. |Is
12 that fair?

13 A For the nost part. There's still one

14 I ssue that | see as -- at least, in the areas |

15 reviewed -- as being a concern. And that is in, |
16 believe it's M. Hoogeveen's testinony yesterday, he
17 i ndicated that the hold harm ess provisions or the
18 guar antees the Conpany is nmaking in this case

19 woul dn't include future changes in tax law. But as
20 part of that discussion, nmy recollection was that he
21 specifically referenced I RS gui dance because, agai n,
22 it's -- alot of the safe harbor provisions at issue
23 in this case to get the hundred percent production
24 tax credit all owances are dependent on I RS gui dance,
25 so not necessarily anything in the new tax code,
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but gui dance issued by the IRS. And I took his

testinony -- and | may be wong -- but ny
understandi ng of his testinony was that if the IRS
changes that gquidance such that ratepayers no |onger
get that hundred percent -- or the Conpany no | onger
qualifies for the hundred percent production tax
credits, that that's not sonething the Conpany woul d
be willing to assune the risk for. And that's a big
concern for nme because absent those production tax
credits, I'"mnot even sure the Conpany coul d argue
that any of these projects could be considered
economc. So | do still have that concern, and it's
still nmy viewthat if sonething changes the
qualification for the hundred percent production

tax credits, that that should be a risk that the
Conpany is willing to accept in that case and not
pass on to ratepayers.

Q And just one quick qualifier. Wth
respect to those provisions that the Conpany is
relying on in order to allow the repowering
facilities to becone PTC eligible, it is your
under standi ng that, during the tax reform debate
that occurred | ast year, there were proposal s out
there that woul d have changed substantively the

treatnment and eligibility of PTCs in all of those
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proposals, ultinmately did not nake it into the fina

bill that was passed, correct?

A Yes, that's ny understanding. But again,
my concern is just with ny understandi ng of
M. Hoogeveen's qualification that if those
gui del i nes change going forward, that that risk
isn't a Conpany risk. And it's ny view that that
shoul d be a Conpany risk and not a ratepayer risk.

Q Let's turn to your direct testinony,
pl ease, page 24.

A "' mthere.

Q And I'mgoing to direct your attention to
the Q and A that begins on Iine 509. And really,
the substantive portion of your response begins on
511. And you state that -- this is in response to
the RTM -- you say, "Shifting costs from base rates
to automati c recovery nechani snms renoves sone of the
incentive to control costs.” Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q And then on lines -- so the next sentence,
you refer to the RTMas an automatic true-up. |Is
that a fair characterization of your testinony?

A Yes, because that's ny understandi ng of
how it would operate, that you're truing up certain

conponents of the revenue requirenents associ at ed
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1 Wi th the assets at issue in this case.

2 Q And | guess the word that |I'm going to ask
3 you about is the word "autonmatically," because woul d
4 you agree that the Conpany nust denonstrate the

5 prudence of any expenses before they're included in
6 t he RTM nechani sn?

7 A | guess it's ny understanding that, if the
8 RTM i s approved -- which |I'm advi sing agai nst --

9 that you would still have an annual review, such as
10 you do with the EBA nechani smor the renewabl e
11 energy credit bal ancing account that's in place. So
12 there would still be a review of those costs under
13 t he Conpany's proposal.
14 Q And are you famliar with the Voluntary
15 Approval Statute that the Conpany is relying on in
16 this case?
17 A Yes. |'ve read the statute. |'mnot an
18 attorney, but | amfamliar with it.
19 Q I'"'mgoing to ask a very general question.
20 Is it your understanding that under the terns of
21 that statute, even if the Conpany were to receive
22 pre-approval in this case, it is still obligated to
23 i npl enment the resource decision prudently and can
24 experience a disallowance if it doesn't do so?
25 A If you give ne a noment to | ook at the
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statute -- | agree the Conpany would still be

required to do so and at risk for anmounts above the
anount that's pre-approved. |'mnot sure that
parties could go back and challenge up to the |evel
that's pre-approved under the statute.

Q And I'Il direct your attention -- the
statute is 54-17-403, subsection 2A. And it reads,
"The Comm ssion may disallow some or all costs
incurred in connection with an approved resource
decision if the Conm ssion finds that an energy
utility's actions in inplenenting an approved
resource decision are not prudent because of
I nformati on or changed circunstances that occur
after.”" And then it has a couple of events,

i ncl udi ng approval .

A Yeah, that's contingent on the new
i nformati on or changed circunstances.

Q So given that the Conpany is still
required to denonstrate the prudence of all costs
before they go into the RTM isn't the difference
bet ween the RTM and the general rate naking only an
i ssue of timng, not of substance, in ternms of the
I ncentive to control costs?

A First, | would disagree that the RTM

mechani sm fol | ows, necessarily, the statute. MW
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1 understandi ng of the statute is the pre-approval of
2 the resource decision, not approval of the RTM

3 because there's nothing within the statute

4 addressing the all owance of such a recovery

5 mechani sm The costs are still subject to review,

6 however, that review doesn't consider overal

7 revenue requirenments of the Conpany. So even though
8 those costs woul d be reviewed in an annual review of
9 the resource energy tracki ng mechani sm that doesn't
10 nmean the Conpany has a revenue requirenent need to
11 have that special nechanism There is the potentia
12 the Conmpany could still earn its authorized rate of
13 return, even w thout that nechanismin place.

14 Q Let's nove on to a different topic. |If

15 you could, turn to page 31 of your direct testinony,
16 pl ease. This section of your testinony is

17 addressing the inpacts of renewable energy credits,
18 correct?

19 A Correct.
20 Q And it's your understanding that the
21 Conpany's econom ¢ analysis in this case did not
22 i nclude any specific value for the RECs that woul d
23 generated -- increnmental RECs that woul d be
24 generated by the repowering projects, correct?
25 A It wasn't included in the SO -- in the PaR
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runs i s ny understanding, but M. Link did reference

it as a potential benefit in his testinony and did

i ncl ude sone doll ar anobunts based on a dollar per
REC value in his testinony. So in this section of
testinony, |I'mrecomendi ng that that not be
considered in evaluating whether or not this project
shoul d be approved.

Q And that's exactly what | was going to ask
you about. So if you go to your testinony on line
661, you testify that the Conm ssion not give
credence to the possibility of future revenues from
the increnent RECs, correct?

A Correct. For the reasons cited on that
sane page and the next page in ny testinony.

Q And | see a |ot of your reasoning is
confidential, so | don't want to ask you about those
specific reasons. But obviously, if sonething | ask
requires to you to go there, just |let us know and
we'll close the hearing.

A And I'I'l try ny best to respond w t hout
having to do that.

Q So if I could direct your attention to the
docunment that's | abel ed RVWP Cross-Exhi bit 8.

A | have that.

Q And just to give everybody a frame of
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reference, these are comments filed by the Ofice of

Consuner Services on August 4, 2017, in the
Conpany's annual -- in the docket that reviews or
audits the Conpany's Renewabl e Energy Credits

Bal anci ng Account. |s that correct?

A Yes, it is.

Q And if you could, just turn to page 2 of
that docunent. Under the heading, "Ofice
Anal ysis," it indicates that you provided assistance
in review ng the Conpany's application, correct?

A Correct.

Q And 1'd like to direct your attention now
to the very bottom of that page 2, the first
sentence of the |ast paragraph which says, "The
O fice notes that the annual anobunt of REC revenues
recei ved by the Conpany are increasing.” Do you see
t hat ?

A Yes, | do.

Q And then, if you could turn to the top of
t he next page, page 3, the second paragraph that
begins wwth "The O fice agrees,” and if you go down
alittle bit to the next line, it says, "G ven the
i ncrease in REC revenues being realized by the
Conpany, coupled with the Conpany's outstandi ng

proposals to expand its wi nd resources which would
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i ncrease the RECs avail able for sale, the RBA

benefits ratepayers by ensuring that they receive
t he advantage of the increased revenues during the
| ong span between general rate cases.”" Do you see
t hat ?

A Yes, | do. But, again, this goes to the
revenues received and the anount avail able for sale.
Wt hout giving anything confidential, ny testinony
goes nore towards the ability to sell those and not
necessarily the sale price received on each of
t hose.

Q Fair enough. But what I'd like to ask is,
It appears that you're testifying in this case that
there's going to be very little, if any, future REC
revenues, while just a matter of nonths ago the
Ofice was testifying that, in fact, those revenues
are increasing and increasing specifically because
of projects like wi nd repowering.

A | think you' re msrepresenting what |'m
saying in these docunents. In Cross-Exhibit 8, we
acknow edge that the resources would increase the
RECs avail able for sale, and we indicate that the
revenues in this tinme frame being addressed in
this -- the revenues have increased, but that it

doesn't include only the anobunt billed. That's
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based on the anmpbunt actually sold and the price
received for those sales. In ny testinony in this
case -- if you give ne a nonent, | just want to make

sure | don't say anything that falls under the
confidential section, so just give ne a nonent,
pl ease.
In the interest of utnost caution, ny

confidential testinony section -- which | believe
t he Comm ssioners have or have access to --
addresses nore the ability to sell additional RECs,
and the fact -- the nonconfidential part addresses
the fact that there are going to be a | ot nore RECs
out there in the market between if these projects go
forward and ot her conpani es throughout the country
that are adding wi nd resources as a result of the
production tax credit allowances will put further
downward pressure on the ability to sell additional.
So even though the Conpany anticipates generating a
lot nore RECs in the event that it goes forward with
these projects or the Commi ssion finds them prudent,
or a subset thereof prudent, that doesn't
necessarily translate to nore REC revenues overall
in the long term

Q If I could direct your attention, please,

to Cross-Exhibit 7. And just for reference, this is
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testinony that you filed in Docket No. 10-035-124 in

May of 2011, correct?

A Correct.

Q And again, one of the issues you addressed
inthis testinony is -- and | should represent this
an excerpt. The testinony is nuch |longer, but in
the interest of conserving paper, |'ve included just
the section where you address additional REC
revenues. So that began on page 25 of your prefiled
testinony in that case. And if | could direct your
attention to page 33. And on lines 721 to 722, you
reconmended that in 2011 --

A ["msorry. Just a nonent. \What lineis
t hat ?

Q I'"'msorry. Lines 721 and 722. You
recommended that the REC revenues for purposes of
the Conpany's revenue requirenent be cal culated on a
price per REC of $36, correct?

A Yes. In that case, based on the facts and
circunstances at that tinme. | do distinctly
remenber this issue in that case and sone
frustrations that | had with the Conpany with regard
to getting information on this issue in that case.
But yes, that was anobunt, as of the -- when this

testinony was filed back in 2011, but since that the
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1 mar ket has changed substantially. And | think I"'1]

2 leave it with that for nowto try not to get into

3 confidential information from prior dockets and this

4 docket .

5 Q And | guess ny question is, if the market

6 can change substantially between 2011 and today,

7 it's quite possible it could change substantially

8 over the next 30 years, correct?

9 A It could, but I don't see that happening
10 because the circunstances currently and as projected
11 going forward are substantially different than what
12 was the case back in this docket. There's been
13 changes in California | egislation and other states
14 regarding RECs and REC qualification, as well as a
15 significant increase in the anount of RECs avail abl e
16 in the market since that tinme frane.

17 Q And just to be clear, despite that fact

18 that there are nore RECs in the market, the Ofice's

19 position is that the Conpany is going to be earning

20 greater revenue on those RECs, based on the comments

21 that were filed in August?

22 A The comments filed in August said that the

23 revenues were increasing received by the Conpany --

24 and | don't want to get into confidenti al

25 information -- | don't recall if that was nore
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1 volunme sale in that tinme frane, or the dollar per

2 REC had changed, and again, it may very well happen
3 that the Conpany does generate sone additiona

4 revenues fromRECs comng in this case. But based
5 on nmy opinion, the current circunstances, the

6 confidential section of ny testinony, and what |

7 just seen happening out there comng up, in

8 eval uati ng whet her or not these projects are prudent
9 and in custonmer's best interests, it's ny view that
10 not |ot of weight, if any, should be given to those
11 additional RECs that are generated. |'m not saying
12 they may not result in a good benefit in the future,
13 but they're way too uncertain at this point to give
14 them any weight in deciding if this project is
15 econom c or not.
16 MR, LOMNEY: Thank you, Ms. Ranms.
17 have no further questions. | would nove to admt
18 RMP Cross-Exhibit 7 and 8 into the record.
19 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: | f anyone
20 objects to this notion, please indicate to ne. |'m
21 not seeing any objections, so that notion is
22 gr ant ed.
23 (RWP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 7 and 8 admitted.)
24 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Moore, any
25 redirect?
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1 MR. MOORE: No redirect -- excuszé%%éiw
2 No redirect, M. Chairman.

3 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. Thank

4 you. Comm ssioner White, any questions for

5 Ms. Ramas?

6 COMM SSI ONER WHI TE:  No questi ons.

7 Thank you.

8 COW SSI ONER LEVAR

9 Commi ssi oner C ark?
10 COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  No questi ons.
11 Thank you.
12 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  And | don't
13 either. So thank you, Ms. Ranas.

14 THE W TNESS: Thank you. Have a good
15 af t er noon.

16 MR. MOORE: Excuse ne. M. Ramas has
17 to catch a plane. | wonder if she could be excused?
18 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Let ne just ask
19 any party or Conmm ssioner if they see any reason not
20 to do so. |I'mnot seeing any indication from
21 anyone. So thank you, Ms. Ranas.
22 THE WTNESS: Thank you.
23 MR. SNARR  Could we take just a
24 five-mnute break before we conmmence with the next
25 witness?
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COMWM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Certainly. And

| ooking at the time, we probably won't have tine to
do cross-exam nation before lunch. But maybe we can
get through the -- if, in your opinion, we can get
through the direct examnation after a five-m nute
break before |unch, that woul d probably be good.

MR. SNARR Let's proceed in that

f ashi on.

COMW SSI ONER LEVAR: Ckay. So we'||
take a five-mnute recess and then we'll go with
di rect.

(A brief recess was taken.)

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: W' || go ahead
wWith presenting M. Hayet's direct testinony.

MR. SNARR: Yes. May he be called as
a W tness?

PHI LI P HAYET,
havi ng been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was
exam ned and testified as foll ows:

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR SNARR:
Q M. Hayet, could you please state your

nanme and tell us about your enploynent and
association with the Ofice of Consunmer Services?

A Yes. M nane is Philip Hayet. M Conpany
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1 is J. Kennedy and Associates. And did you say ny rage 109
2 address?

3 Q | didn't say address, but you can provide
4 that and then tell us how you' re associated with the
5 Ofice.

6 A Ckay. M address is

7 570 Colonial Park Drive, Roswell, Georgia 30075.

8 And |'ve been asked to assist the Ofice with the

9 economc analysis that the Conpany has conduct ed.

10 Q I n connection with that assignnent, have
11  you prepared or caused to be prepared, testinony to
12 be filed in this docket?

13 A | have.

14 Q Did that include direct testinony and

15 related exhibits on Septenber -- in Septenber

16 of 2017, surrebuttal testinmony in Novenber of 2017,
17 responsive testimony in April of 2018, and rebuttal
18 to response testinony in late April of 20187

19 A Yes.
20 Q And with respect to the testinonies that
21 you have presented, do you have any corrections that
22 need to be made to anything that's been filed?
23 A | have one correction to ny April 2nd
24 testimony, at Page 34, Line 300 -- 677.
25 There's a number, it refers to Table 4, as typed, and that
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shoul d be Table 5, at that |i ne.

Q Thank you. Wth that correction, if you
wer e asked the sane questions today in various filed
testinonies, would your replies be the sane?

A They woul d.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: | don't think we
have the |ine nunber right on the correction.
You're in your April testinony?

THE WTNESS: April 2nd and Page 34,
Line 677. | thought that | got this off the
Conmm ssi on website.

COW SSI ONER WHI TE: That works for

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Sonehow, ny
correct copy is different, but I'Il -- Conmm ssioner
Clark's matches yours, so |I'm--

MR. SNARR: Do you have the

confidential version?

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  No. | -- oh,
yes, | did have a copy. | thought I printed the
confidential version, but, no, | have the redacted.
I"mgoing to go back and -- so that's the different

suppl enental. Ckay. W're good. Thank you.
BY MR SNARR:

Q You did provide both confidential and
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1 nonconfidential -- rage S
2 A Yes.
3 Q -- versions of sonme of the testinony; is
4 that correct?
5 A Yes.
6 Q Al right.
7 MR. SNARR The O fice woul d nove the
8 adm ssion of the identified testinony, including the
9 correction that was nmade to those, as Ofice
10 Exhi bits 2-D, for the testinony, Exhibits 2.1
11 through 2.7-D, as exhibits related to direct
12 testinony, Ofice Exhibit 2-S, for the surrebuttal,
13 and O fice Exhibit 2 Response, for the responsive
14 testinony, and Ofice Exhibit 1-2, rebuttal, as
15 i ndicated in our exhibit list provided to the
16 Conmi ssion. W nove for the adm ssion of those
17 exhi bits.
18 COWM SSI ONER LEVAR | f any party
19 objects, please indicate that to ne. |'mnot seeing
20 any objections, so the notion is granted.
21 (OCS Exhibit Nos. 2-D, 2.1-2.7D, 2-S, 2-RESP,
22 1-2 Rebuttal admitted.)
23 BY MR SNARR
24 Q M. Hayet, did you prepare a summary of
25 your testinony for presentation today?
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1 A Ves. Page 112
2 Q Coul d you provide that now?
3 A Good norning, Conm ssioners. | think it's
4 still nmorning. In ny testinony, | address concerns
5 with the Conpany's proposal to repower
6 nearly 1,000 negawatts of wi nd capacity, while
7 continuing to recover the revenue requirenents
8 associated with its existing investnent in the sane
9 currently operating facilities.
10 Wil e the Conpany asserts that these
11 projects will provide net benefits to custoners
12 primarily by increasing wi nd energy production and
13 PTC benefits, the benefits are not substantial,
14 gi ven the magni tude of the investnent and the risk
15 of the project, that under sone circunstances nay
16 actually increase costs to ratepayers. Furthernore,
17 the repowering projects are unnecessary as the
18 exi sting resources are being nmaintained and are
19 currently operating, and the Conpany has no resource
20 need driving the decision to repower these
21 resources. Despite the risk that the benefits m ght
22 be small or mght not materialize at all, the
23 Conpany desires these projects greatly because it
24 wi Il benefit by increasing its rate base and grow ng
25 its earnings and profits.
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In ny direct and surrebuttal testinony, |

di scuss concerns about potential tax | aw changes,
the need to conduct evaluations on a

proj ect-by-project basis, and flaws in the Conpany's
econom c analysis. | reviewed the Conpany's two
econom ¢ anal yses. One, covering a 20-year, and the
ot her covering a 34-year tinme horizon, and |

concl uded that both anal yses have problens. |
identified potential problens in the Conpany's
nodel i ng assunptions related to tax | aw changes t hat
appeared likely, and | addressed flaws in the
Conpany's |l onger term analysis, stemring fromthe
Conpany' s decision to use an extrapol ati on approach
to devel op net power cost benefits beyond 2036
instead of running its normal PaR and system

opti m zi ng nodel s.

In recognition that the pending tax | aw
changes woul d have a substantial inpact on the
results, the Conpany filed an unopposed notion to
amend the procedural schedule in |ate Novenber to
further evaluate inpacts. Wile it appeared that
the Conpany was going to report a much | ower benefit
after the corporate tax rate drop from 35

to 21 percent, the Conpany's February suppl enenta

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

: - . o Page 114
direct filing reported benefits in its 20-year study

that surprisingly were higher than the benefits
presented in its Cctober testinony.

A major reason for the increase was
attributed to Pacifi Corp's sudden decision to make a
change to the way production tax credits were
nodeled in its econom c analysis. Apparently,
Paci fi Corp decided that it had not been nodeling
PTCs accurately enough all along, when it had been
nodel ing themusing a | evelized cost representation
and it concluded it would be necessary to nodel
them instead, using a non-levelized or nom nal cost
representation. While PacifiCorp could have nmade
this change prior to filing two rounds of testinony
in this proceeding, or earlier than that in the 2017
| RP or even in an earlier IRP, the sudden deci sion
to nmake this change increased net benefits
nearly $200 million in its 20-year studies, at
nearly the sane tine the tax |aw inpacts reduced
benefits by a simlar anount.

Table 1 of nmy April 2 response testinony
i ndi cates that every single one of PacifiCorp's nine
price policy cases showed positive econom c
benefits, but after reverting back to PacifiCorp's

prior PTC nodeling approach, just three out of nine
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_ . . . Page 115
price policy cases had positive benefits. And the

positive benefits in those three high gas price
cases were small. Table 2 of ny response testinony
i ndi cates that on a project-by-project basis, not
only is Leaning Juni per uneconom c as PacifiCorp's
results indicated, but eight other repowering
proj ects are uneconom c after reverting back to
Paci fi Corp's prior approach in the | ow gas, zero CO2
case.

| found that PacifiCorp's to-2050 anal ysis
was al so fl awed, based on the extrapol ati on approach
that Pacifi Corp used. Instead of running its SO and
PaR nodel s to derive optinmal expansion plans and
produce energy rel ated benefits, Pacifi Corp never
conducted any nodeling tests to denonstrate the
reasonabl eness of this extrapol ation techni que.
This was especially concerning in this repowering
docket because repl acenent energy costs produced
when the difference in the repowering energy was
around 750 gigawatt hours, was then used to
extrapol ate energy benefits at a | ater period when
the difference in repowered energy was
over 3,000 gigawatt hours. This necessarily
overstated the energy benefits and biased the

results in favor of repowering.
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Recogni zing that Pacifi Corp's to-2050

anal ysis was flawed, | still evaluated the Conpany's
results and concluded that on a project-by-project
basis, there were significant differences in
benefits between the projects. Based on the results
of both the to-2036, and the to-2050 anal ysis, |
concluded there were significant nodeling risks that
led to the benefits of the projects being overstated
and that several of the repowering projects, if not
all, were likely uneconomc. |In addition, despite
Pacifi Corp's clains that the risk of the projects
have been mitigated, | found there were risks that
the Conmpany sinply did not consider, including the
risk that the cost to repower the w nd resources
could ultimately exceed Pacifi Corp's approxi nately,
$1 billion estimate and that the energy and PTCs
produced by the repowered projects mght not fully
materi ali ze.

Based on analysis that | conducted, |
found that even small increases in costs or small
reductions in energy and PTCs could lead to a
significant erosion of the benefits of the
repowering project. Furthernore, |I'mnot convinced
that Pacifi Corp has evaluated all resource

alternatives to repowering, and the possibility
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_ . _ Page 117
still exists that other nbre econom c resources,

such as solar, could be part of the Conpany's
| east-cost, least-risk resource plan. Wile the
Company updated its nodeling for the |atest
repowering cost assunptions, it has not updated its
sol ar resource cost assunptions, based on nore
current information that is available, such as from
t he 2007 RFP.

Based on these concerns, ny primary
recommendation is that the Conm ssion should deny
t he Conpany's repowering request. However, if the
Commission is inclined to permt the Conpany to
proceed with repowering any of its wind projects, |
have conducted an analysis to determ ne the nost
cost-effective set of projects to repower, that |
believe would result in a significant savings and
capital cost without substantially reducing the
total repowering benefits, if they really exist.
Table 6 in nmy response testinmony includes the results of ny
anal ysis in which | have grouped the best perform ng and
worst performng projects separately, and | found that by
repowering just half of the projects, 87 percent of the
total benefits could be preserved, while a significant
portion of the capital costs could be elimnated. Figure 3

In ny response testinony presents this graphically. And it
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shows that year by year, the amounts of benefits |ost by

only repowering half of the projects is inconsequentia

conpared to the annual pattern of benefits preserved.

Table 7 and 8 of ny response testinony denonstrates further,

how t he benefits of the best performng projects are

preserved in the faces of the risks that | identified,

i ncludi ng higher capital cost and | ower and PTC benefits.
The six projects that the Conm ssion

shoul d consider if it decides to allow PacifiCorp to

repower some of its w nd resources include, Goodnoe

Hlls, Marengo | and I, Seven Mle H Il I, Dunlap

Ranch and denrock. M April 23rd rebutta

testinmony revisited the notion of limting

repowering to nore optimal portfolio and conpared ny

subset of repowering projects to the subsets the

Di vi sion and UAE recomrended as well. | provided a

conparison of the different repowering proposals that each

of us made in Table 1 of ny April 23rd testinony. Though

each of those primarily recomended that the Conpany's

repowering proposal should be rejected, we all provided

reasonabl e subsets of projects that could be repowered and

woul d reduce ratepayer risk if the Conmm ssion decides to

allow PacifiCorp to repower just sone of its w nd resources.
In sunmary, | continue to reconmend that

the Conpany's repowering request be denied, but
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shoul d the Conmm ssion decide to allow PacifiCorp to

proceed with repowering any of its wind projects, |
recomrend that the Comm ssion allow the Conpany to

repower a limted set of wind resources. And given

these projects primarily intend to provide economc
benefits, | believe that the Conm ssion shoul d

i mpose ratepayer protection conditions.

These conditions include: (1) PacifiCorp should be required
to assune all the responsibility for the successful
conpletion of the projects that the Conm ssion authorizes
Pacifi Corp to repower, based on the schedule and cost for
those projects as identified in M. Henstreet's suppl enent al
direct testinony.

(2) I recommend that PacifiCorp should be limted to
recovery of future capital expenditures and O8M cost for the
approved repowering projects to the amount that it included
in the economc evaluation in the supplenental direct
filing. And Ms. Ramas has an additional reconmendation to
l[imt pre-approval based on the current Utah jurisdictiona
al I ocati on.

And (3) in addition, given all the assurances of the
accuracy of the Conpany's nodeling assunptions, | recomend
that PTCs and energy benefits be guaranteed at 95 percent of
the anmounts that PacifiCorp assuned in its supplenenta

filing analysis for the life of the repowered wi nd projects.
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Thi s concl udes ny sunmary.

MR. SNARR M. Hayet is avail able
for cross-exam nation.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you,

M. Snarr. Wth that, | think we will recess
until 1:00, and we will begin with
Cr oss-exam nati on.

(A recess was taken.)

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: W are back on
the record. M. Hayet is still under oath. You
just finished your direct exam nation sunmary, SO
"Il go first to Ms. Schm d
Do you have any questions for M. Hayet?

M5. SCHM D:  The Division does not
have any questi ons.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. Thank
you. M. Russell, do you have any questions for
M. Hayet ?

MR, RUSSELL: | do not. Thank you.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay.

Ms. Hi ckey.

M5. HI CKEY: No, thank you, sir.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. Thank
you. Ms. McDowell or M. Lowney?

MR, LOMNEY: Yes, the Conpany does
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have sone questi ons.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR LOMNEY:

Q Good afternoon, M. Hayet.

A Good afternoon.

Q Now, in your response testinony, you
conduct ed an econom ¢ assessnent of each facility on
an i ndividual basis, correct?

A Yes.

Q And in that analysis, you used what you
descri bed as non-levelized capital costs and
non-1| evel i zed PTCs, correct?

A Yes.

Q And that would be the sane -- sane thing
as sayi ng nom nal capital costs and nom nal PTCs,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And you al so focused on the 20-year
pl anni ng horizon to, as you say, "ensure the
projects are economc in the near-term horizon,"
correct?

A Yes.

Q And your results are presented on Table 5,
which is on Page 28 of your response testinony; is

that right? And if you could just turn to that
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1 page, please?

2 A Ckay.

3 Q Al right. And this is the scenario -- or
4 excuse nme. This Table 5 represents your i ndividual
5 assessnent of each of the 12 projects under both the
6 | ow and nedi um gas scenari os, correct?

7 A Yes.

8 Q And | ooking at each of those colums, it's
9 true that 11 of the 12 projects produced net
10 benefits for custoners, correct?
11 A They do.
12 Q Under both scenari os?
13 A That's correct. But these anal yses don't
14 take into consideration other risk factors that are
15 al so inportant to consider.
16 Q But at a m ninum your econom c assessnent
17 of these projects indicates that even under a | ow
18 gas scenario, for 11 of the 12 projects, it's nore
19 expensive to not repower themthan to repower them
20 correct?
21 A And -- and what | respond to that is:
22 It's true, but there are also fairly noderate
23 benefits in -- in many of these. | think that if
24 you | ook across these, you can see a wi de variation
25 in benefits, sonme that are fairly small, there's a
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1 benefit of one, two, and so up to -- up to fourpige hes
2 five. W consider those to be pretty noderate --

3 pretty small benefits. And therefore, in the fact

4 that these are econom c projects, we're concerned

5 about proceedi ng necessarily with projects that have
6 benefits this low without also taking into

7 consi deration other factors.

8 Q And just to be clear, though. Your

9 study -- given that your study goes only
10 through 2036, your benefit assessnents here do not
11 account for the roughly 3,500 gigawatt hours that
12 will be generated in the 2037 --
13 A No. And | also tal ked about sone ot her

14 factors related to that as well.

15 Q kay. And if you could, turn to Line 487
16 of your response testinony, please. And on that

17 line, you state that, "If any consideration is to be
18 given to the to-2050 analysis results, the focus

19 should be on M. Link's Table 3-SD."
20 Do you see that testinony?
21 A Yes. But |I'lIl have to explain what | nean
22 by that.
23 Q Wll, let's just turn to -- you re-created
24 that table --
25 A Ri ght.
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Q -- as Table 4, on the follow ng Page 24 of

your response --

A Ri ght.
Q -- testinmony, correct?
A Yes.

Q And just exam ning those results, which,
again, is your -- the results through 2050 -- that
you say should receive consideration if any results
shoul d receive consideration -- you provide a
proj ect - by- project assessnment under both the medi um
and | ow gas scenario. And in the nmedium scenario,
every single project produces net benefits, correct?
A Ri ght.
Q And under the | ow gas scenario, the only
proj ect that does not produce net benefits is
Leani ng Juni per and that's a net breakeven
essentially, correct?
A Essentially, but it's -- that's -- what |
meant by that was, if any of the benefits should be
considered -- and | neant on a project-by-project or
on a -- |looking across the price policy scenarios |
was referring to, this should be considered nore.
And the reason for that, is because, again, you can see that
there is a wde variation in benefits across the projects,

and that |eads you to conclude that it probably -- that
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1 given that these are economc projects, it |eads you to the
2 conclusion that, if you're going to do themat all, you

3 ought to do just the subset of the projects or the nost

4 economc of these projects. And that's the point that | try
5 to nake.

6 Q So following up on that statement, if you

7 could turn to Page 31 of your response testinony.

8 A ['mthere.

9 Q And Table 6, at the top of that page is

10 sort of the table that describes your projects that

11  you identify as the nost econom c and the |east

12 econom c, correct?

13 A Exact|y.

14 Q And | will note, there's a confidentia

15 colum in that table. M goal is to not ask any

16 questions that would require that information to be

17 disclosed, but if you need to, please let ne know.

18 Now, just |ooking down that table, the top six projects are
19 the npbst economic, the bottomsix are the |east econom c,
20 according to your conclusions, correct?
21 A Yes.
22 Q And to identify the projects that you say
23 are the least econom c, you exam ned the net
24 benefits only, correct?
25 A Yes.
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Q And arbitrarily, anything under $7 nillion

in net benefits is a | east econom c project, in your
assessment, correct?

A I wouldn't call it arbitrarily. | think
that what you can see is that we -- we perhaps coul d
have excl uded another one that's on that list, the
Marengo Il1. There's a -- there's a fairly w de gap
in that range. W decided to include the
Marengo |1, but from-- there's a -- there's a clear
del i neati on between Marengo || and Goodnoe Hills,
but even if you consider where we did break it,
whi ch was at five, thereis a -- is a very big gap
between five, 11, all the way up to a net benefit
of 23.

So we've -- we've kept significant
benefits in this portfolio of the best projects, and
we've elimnated the worst performng. And through
all of the testing that we've done, it -- it seened
to confirmthat that was a reasonable set to accept,
on a risk basis.

Q Well, and going back to sonething you said
i n your sunmmary, which was that one of the issues
you had -- you -- one of the considerations you --
one of the itens you considered in making your

recommendations in this case, is the relative
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2 relative to the cost, correct?

3 A Yes.

4 Q | believe | heard you say that.

5 A | -- I"'mnot sure that I -- I'mnot sure

6 exactly what | said that you're referring to. So |

7 don't necessarily want to say yes, but naybe if you

8 can expl ai n.

9 Q Fair enough. Let ne just follow up on

10 that. Wen you are identifying what you descri bed

11 as the | east economc projects, you didn't consider

12 the rel ationship between the net benefit

13 quantification and the overall project cost, this --

14 the benefit-to-cost ratio that we di scussed this

15 nmorning wwth M. Peaco. That was not part of your

16 consi deration, correct?

17 A No.

18 Q So, for exanple, if you | ook at the Seven

19 Mle H Il Il project, which is one that you

20 descri bed as | east economc -- and | don't want to

21 di vul ge the confidential investnment cost nunber --

22 but just examining the net benefit relative to that

23 cost, it has a fairly high benefit-to-cost ratio

24 relative to sone other projects, correct?

25 A Say -- which -- I'"'msorry, which project?
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1 Q Seven Mle HII Il. 1t's the second,Page Hee

2 below A enrock Ill. So it's second in the list of

3 | east econom c projects.

4 A And you said it has a fairly high

5 conpared to the other ones?

6 Q If you conpare the net benefit that you

7 report in the far right-hand colum to the

8 i nvest nent cost, the confidential number in the

9 m ddl e colum, the ratio of those two nunbers. In

10 ot her words, the benefit-to-cost ratio.

11 A Fairly small.

12 Q Rel ative to the other projects?

13 A Well, I'd have to do the -- | -- | told

14 you that | haven't done that math, but --

15 Q Wll, I'"mjust conparing five to the

16 confidential nunber in the colum next to it,

17 relative to exanple -- to, for exanple, the seven

18 for Marengo Il, relative to its cost in the columm

19 next toit. You would agree that Seven Mle Hi |l |

20 has hi gher benefits, relative to its cost, than, for

21 exanpl e, Marengo |17?

22 A Yeah. But | nean, | have -- | wouldn't

23 necessarily dispute you on that point, but I -- |'ve

24 done it on an inpact basis, and | think that's the

25 basis that we did it to cone up with this -- this
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1 list. Now, | understand that the Division did ??Q%H%ZQ
2 a benefit-cost ratio approach, and except for two

3 projects that they accepted, two projects that we

4 accepted, we had the sane |ist.

5 Q Let's nove on and di scuss sone of the

6 ri sks that you describe, both in your sumary today
7 and in your response testinony. And in particular,
8 two risks you highlighted are the risks of cost

9 overruns and the risk that there will be | ess energy
10 production than expected, correct?
11 A Yes.
12 Q And you perfornmed a sensitivity anal ysis
13 to specifically understand how these risk factors
14 I npact the net benefits of the repowering project,
15 correct?

16 A Yes.

17 Q If you could turn to Line 657 of your

18 response testinony, please.

19 A ['"mthere.
20 Q Now, to test the cost overrun sensitivity,
21 you nodeled a 5 percent increase in total capital
22 costs, correct?
23 A Yes.
24 Q And you acknow edge, however, down
25 begi nning on Line 657, that because sone of these
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1 projects have a high proportion of fixed costs, rage 190
2 a5 percent overrun is actually a much |arger

3 percentage relative to the unfixed costs?

4 A Yes, | acknow edge that.

5 Q And | note, on Line 661, you include that

6 percentage and | -- |'ve talked to nmy client and the

7 nunber that is on 661, at 50 percent, that's not a

8 confidential nunber. Again, going back to what we

9 said earlier, the individual project cost

10 information is confidential, but given that you

11 can't use this nunber alone to back into that, we

12  can discuss it non-confidentially.

13 A Ckay.

14 Q So |l wll ask you to confirmthat what

15 you're essentially testing with your 5-percent cost

16 overrun is the inpact of a 50-percent cost overrun,

17 for the costs that are not currently fixed?

18 A That's possibly true, but there are other

19 things that potentially -- that are force majeure

20 conditions. There are other things that could | ead

21 to cost overruns. There is project nanagenment cost.

22 So it's -- yes, | -- this does say 50 percent of the

23 non-fixed costs, but there are other costs as well, that
24  possibly could increase, so it wouldn't just only be the
25 non-fixed costs. So there are other things that could | ead
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to cost overruns that could drive up the cost such that

a 5-percent total cost -- | don't see that on a project of a
billion dollar magnitude, comng up with 5-percent increase
when all the different ways there could be a cost overrun,
is out of the question.
So |l -- 1 consider that 5 percent of the billion dollars,
not to be out of the real mof possibility.

Q Let's turn to Table 8 of your testinony.
It's on Page 35, and this is the results of your two
sensitivities. And, again, just to provide a little
context, this is the nmedi unm nmedi um case, and you're
studying it to 2036, using both nomnal capital and
PTC costs, correct?

A Correct.

Q And if we just |ook at the 5-percent cost
overrun colum, which, again, you had previously
acknow edged and it sounds |ike maybe you're
qualifying it alittle bit here, that's equival ent
in some sense to a 50-percent cost overrun?

A Plus, it could equivalent to having a cost
overrun on other conponents. So it's not just
a 50-percent cost overrun on -- on the non-fixed
costs.

Q And -- and just to be clear. Your

anal ysis shows that both the, what you describe as
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_ _ — Page 132
the | east econom ¢ and the npbst econom c projects,

can withstand a 5-percent cost overrun and still
provi de net benefits, correct?

A They do, but -- but if you |look at it,
t he 5-percent overrun case supports the fact that we
can still achieve -- for the sane exact cost, we can
still achieve, in that case, 94 out of 107 of the
total benefits, 94 out of a total --
that's 87 percent of the total benefits can still be

achi eved.

So if it were ny noney being invested on a
risk basis, | would want to take -- take advantage
of the opportunity to select those projects that are
going to give ne the opportunity to stil
get 87 percent of the benefits. And | forgot if you
released ne to talk about -- you didn't rel ease ne

to tal k about the percentage of the costs. So |

won't -- | won't say that. But the point being, |
can still achieve a big portion of the benefits
at -- at a nmuch reduced capital cost. | think

that's a pretty good bet.
Q Well, and -- and let's nove onto the next
colum. The next colum is the 5 percent reduced

production. And just to be clear, what you're
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nodeling in this case is the assunption that over

the life of these projects, they' re going to produce
systematically a sustained 5-percent reduction in
ener gy?

A Yes, that's true. Because there could be
inaccuracies in -- in the nodeling. Despite all the
great data and the mllions of data points, | don't
think it's out of the question, over the life of the
project, for anybody to consider that you could not
achieve 90 -- that -- that the ultimate result at
the end of the period would be that the w nd
resources have produced 95 percent of the total
energy that you had expected you woul d produce.

And if that reasonable case were to occur, you'l
achi eve 91 percent of all the benefits at a nmuch greatly
reduced capital cost.

Q And just to be clear. Even that
sensitivity, the | east econom c projects as you
describe them still provide net benefits?

A Smal | .

Q But they provide net benefits?

A Very smal | .

Q Now, going to the final colum on Table 8,
t he conbi ned colum. This nodels a scenario where

there's both a 50-percent cost overrun and a
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sust ai ned 5-percent reduction energy production

across all projects, correct?

A Yes.

Q And that is the only scenario where the
| east econom c projects result in a net cost --

A In a scenario that | don't believe is out
of the real mof possibility, and I would put -- |
woul d note that, either the Conpany has 100 percent
confidence in its assunptions about the energy and
about the capital costs, or the -- if it doesn't,
then the Conpany shoul d have studi ed cases such as
this, but if it does, the Conpany certainly could --
could accept the total risk that you'll achieve
this -- these outconmes. But | think it's reasonable
to study the possibility that you may not achieve
the entire anount of energy, production, capital,
PTC benefits, capital costs that you' re expecting,
necessarily.

Q Well, and while | won't disagree that it's
within the real mof possibility, you would agree
that it's not the nost likely scenario, correct?

A I woul dn't say that.

Q You'd say it's --

A I would not say that a 5-percent cost

overrun or a 5-percent reduction in the energy and
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1 PCCis unlikely. | wouldn't say that. rage 195
2 Q My question is the nost unlikely or the

3 nost -- are you saying that's the nost |ikely

4 scenari 0?

5 A | don't -- | don't think that -- that I

6 would say -- | would say that it's -- it's entirely
7 possi bl e and could occur. That's all | -- that's

8 all 1 can say.

9 Q So it's possible?
10 A Yeah. | think it's entirely possible
11 that -- that this outcone could be -- could be the
12 outconme that occurs. And it's surprises ne that the
13 Conmpany woul dn't -- you know, the Conpany stopped

14 short by saying it was sufficient to | ook at price
15 policy cases. You've got to |look at all the

16 vari abl es for which could potentially |ead to having
17 your project that you' re putting forth becom ng

18 uneconomi C.

19 Q Wel |, and your own analysis shows that's
20 not necessarily the case, because net benefits are
21 still produced even in these extrene scenari 0s?
22 A No. | -- I"'msorry. | have -- if both of
23 these cases were to occur, we'd have -- it'd be --
24 you' d be better off doing the six projects that |'ve
25 tal ked -- suggested that you do.
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Q Al right. Nowlet's turn back to

Page 31, and that's Table 6. And let's talk a
little bit nore about the specific projects that you
descri bed as the | east economc, and that's the
bottom-- the bottomsix in that table, correct?

A Correct.

Q Now, were you here yesterday when
M. Henstreet described the protections and
mtigations nmeasures included in the GE contracts
that will cover the projects being repowered in
Wom ng?

A Yes.

Q And isn't it true that of the projects
that you' ve described as the | east economc, five of
those projects are subject to the protections
provi ded by that CGE contract --

A Yes, but --

Q -- that M. Henstreet described?

A But I mght also note that there are al so
provisions in those contracts that are excluded that
woul d still subject PacifiCorp to at risk -- to be
at risk. There's a force nmmjeure provision, there's
a provision -- and | know that the contract is
confidential, so | don't know how far | can go to --

to talk about the fact that there are still
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provisions built into that contract that put

Paci fi Corp back on the hook if certain conditions
occur .

And so there's not -- the note -- to
suggest -- to suggest that the contract perfectly
protects ratepayers and Pacifi Corp for every
outcone, | think is going a step too far.

Q And -- and just to be clear, | don't think
anybody in the Conpany testified that custoners are
perfectly protected, correct?

A | don't know that anybody has. |'m-- |
woul d say, it's been -- it seens |like that's what --
| wouldn't necessarily say | can recall hearing that
sonebody said that, but it seens like that's the
i npression that has been |eft.

Q ["'msorry. | just want to junp back. |
got a little bit out of order. Going back to the
sensitivity studies that you anal yzed, consi stent
with everything else, with the other results that we
al ready di scussed, those sensitivities only go
t hrough 2036, correct?

A Correct.

Q So, again, when you're calculating those
benefits, the capacity and energy benefits that are

provi ded after 2036 are conpletely left out of that
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1 anal ysi s? rage 198
2 A That's a long tinme in the future, and --

3 and the fact that the analysis that the Conpany did
4 wi t hout | ooking at technology that could exist in

5 the future, at -- the advancenent in technol ogy, and
6 the fact that a different optinmal plan that could be
7 derived through running the nodels, led ne to be

8 concerned that, taking all those factors together,

9 that |1'd rather have these projects show and be
10 analyzed, at this point in tinme, especially given
11 the nodeling issues that |'ve pointed out, or all
12 those factors taken together, we cane to the
13 conclusion that for this analysis, it was reasonabl e
14 to consider it on a 2036 basis.
15 Q And just to be clear, the Conpany's
16 testinony -- and | don't think this has been
17 di sputed -- is that after 2036, these projects are
18 expected to generate approximately 3,500 gi gawatt
19 hours of increnental energy annually.
20 Wuld you agree with that?
21 A I would, assum ng that there's no
22 ext ensi on, of course, on the existing w nd
23 resources, which could potentially happen. Those
24 units could operate |onger and, therefore, the
25 differential is not necessarily the 3, 600.
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1 Q And you agree -- we can dispute hOMItZ?ge o
2 val ue that, but you agree that energy has val ue,

3 correct?

4 A Yes.

5 Q And woul d you al so agree that those

6 repowered wind facilities are going to provide a

7 capacity value after 2036, that is al so not

8 accounted for in your sensitivities?

9 A Yeah. [It's like on the order of a hundred
10 and sonet hing out of a 10,000 negawatt peak.
11 Q I"d like to ask you a few questions about
12 how to nodel PTCs. That's sonething that has cone
13 up in this case, and you discussed it in your
14 sunmary today. So just to sort of set the table
15 here, the Conpany refined the way it nodeled PTCs in
16 its February 2018 suppl enental filing, correct?
17 A | believe refinenent has been used,
18 I naccur ate has been used, different words have been
19 used to describe the changes that the Conpany has
20 made. |'ve heard a nunber of different
21 representati ons of how PacifiCorp --
22 Q W can agree it was a change?
23 A It was a change.
24 Q It was a change. And we can al so agree
25 that that change did not inpact the -- any of the
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anal ysis that extended through 2050, correct?

A We can agr ee.

Q Now, if you could turn to Page 26 of your
response testinony. And I'd like to ask you a few
guestions about Figure 2, at the top of that page,
and, again, | note that's a confidential figure. I
don't intend to ask you about specific nuneric
val ues, nore just, sort of, shape and directional
gquestions. So obviously, if you need to speak
confidentially, let nme know.

A Ckay.

Q Now, this table is for one specific
project and it denonstrates the differences in the
nodel i ng based on different treatnent of production
tax credits, correct?

A Yes.

Q And just to be clear, that this, sort of,
solid line is the levelized capital, |evelized PTC
t echni que?

A Yes, and that --

Q And that was the nodeling that the Conpany
used prior to February 2018, correct?

A Yes.

Q And if you |look at the dashed line, that

Is levelized capital, non-levelized PTC, and that's

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

. . ] . Page 141
the nodeling the Conpany is using right now,
correct?
A Yes.

Q And then the, sort of, the mddle curve
that has the di anonds, is non-levelized capital,
non- | evel i zed PTC, correct?

A Correct.

Q And that would al so be the nom na
capital, nom nal PTC, which is the sane nodeling

used t hrough 2050, right?

A Yes.

Q And woul d you agree that the non-Ilevelized
capital -- I'"'mjust going to say, the line with the
di anonds on it -- is the line that best reflects the

rat emaki ng i npact of this particular project?

A Yes.

Q And | ooking at these curves, would you
agree that the Conpany's nodeling, as it stands
today, the dashed line is closer, both in shape and
value to that dianond |line than was the earlier
nodeling that relied on | evelized PTCs?

A Yes. And -- and what | woul d say about
that is that, first, it is higher. It's -- it's
definitely closer, but it is higher. And the fact

is, it does add in additional costs not accounted
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1 for in that analysis within the Conpany's study.
2 And it does lead -- there is no doubt the Conpany cannot
3 deny that, based on using the old approach that it did, that
4 that old approach led to adding in a lot nore cost and
5 therefore, the Conpany abandoned that because it wanted to
6 make sure it had every -- you know, at -- at least it was
7 able to showthat all of its projects were economc
8 [t couldn't -- it -- inny view, it seens
9 that the Conpany could not report, "Ch, we have this
10 to-2036 analysis, which is our standard, we could
11 not show results that had a |arge nunber of cases
12 that were uneconomc," and then at the sane tine
13 say, "Ch, but ignore those cases. Look at the
14  t0-2050." And that's essentially what you're asking
15 me right now You' re asking ne to forget about
16 the -- you know, we've changed our approach, you
17  know, don't even look at the old results. W're
18 now -- we're now advising using this new approach
19 and the -- but if we just focus on the to-2050, you
20  know, that's the reason why the Conpany had -- had
21 gone away fromthat approach
22 Q Well, and just to be clear, regardl ess of
23 notives, the new approach is nore accurate --
24 A No.
25 Q -- just based on | ooking at this diagram
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1 isn't it? rage 148
2 A No. The new approach is not necessarily

3 nore accurat e.

4 Q Vell, | think we established it's cl oser

5 in value, as well as shape, to the --

6 A Let --

7 Q -- nom nal / nom nal nodeling, correct?

8 A Let me -- let nme explain sonething. The

9 reason that the Conpany believes that protection tax
10 credits should be done on a nom nal basis, is
11 because it says that that's closer to the way that
12 production tax credits will be flowed through to
13 rat epayers through rates. The sanme -- the sane
14 thing is true about capital revenue requirenents.
15 To represent themas | evelized, which is what the
16 Conpany still wants to do, it also is not |evelizing
17 those in the way that the Conpany does it. And we
18 should all be clear that |evelization, by the way,
19 in the way that the Conpany is doing it, doesn't
20 necessarily nmean flat, straight-across |evelization.
21 It's real levelization, which is adding -- it's
22 taking a real discount rate, and the ultimte result
23 of that is that sonmething that is charged through
24 rates over the |ife of a project that is front-end
25 | oaded over the life, and declines over the life,
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1 for nodeling purposes, the Conpany is saying --P§ﬁ3144
2 I'"'mnot sitting here necessarily disagreeing that

3 econom ¢ anal yses are done this way, but the Conpany
4 Is saying that is it appropriate, necessarily, to

5 use a profile for which you begin at the first year,
6 at the | owest point you possibly can, and you rise

7 over the life. So you've taken -- you've actually

8 flipped the profile entirely.

9 And in doing that, that puts the |east
10 anount of capital revenue requirenents into the
11 analysis as a result, since there's a point in tine
12 in which the costs are cut off, and at the sane
13 time, it puts the highest anmobunt or the greatest
14 anmount of production tax credits in because it
15 ensures the entirety of the production tax credits
16 are in.
17 Sol'"'m-- |I"mgoing to suggest to you that
18 that's still a problemw th the way that you're
19 nodel i ng production tax credits and capital revenue
20 requi rements. And I wll also suggest to you, the
21 Conpany -- the notion that the Conpany never, ever
22 supported in this case, the idea of doing
23 | evel i zed/l evelized is wong, because there was a
24 point in this case where the Conpany responded to
25 data requests that -- that justified, that's how you
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have to nodel the cost. You have to nodel the cost

on a levelized/levelized basis that's in discovery
that we have, in ny testinmony, inmy -- in ny
April 2nd testimony, OCS 5.8. It's in there and
explains that that was the right way to do it.
| think at the point in tine that the Conpany found it
produced results that were undesirable, the Conpany went to
this | evelized capital approach with nom nal PTGCs.
Q And created a nore accurate result --
No.

-- according to this table, correct?

> O >

No.
MR. LOMEY: No further questions.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you.
Any redirect, M. More or M. Snarr?
MR, SNARR: No redirect.
COMM SSI ONER LEVAR:  No redirect?
Ckay. | think | have a coupl e questions.
BY COW SSI ONER LEVAR
Q Excuse me if | ranble a bit as I"'mtrying
to get this question, but, you know --
A These are conpli cat ed.
Q We have -- we have a lot of different
sensitivity runs with different inputs and, you

know, |evelized and non-|levelized talk, different --
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different starting points. There's been discussion

earlier in the hearing of what happened a few years
ago in the JimBridger SCR case. | don't know if
you were involved in that one, but -- but one high

| evel, as we were shown the orders, that the

Comm ssi on chose a sonewhat objective standard, if
we're going to average sone six different
sensitivity runs. Now, that may or may not be the
appropriate outconme here. But as we're |ooking at

t he choi ce between repowering or not repowering, and
we're | ooking at all these different sensitivity
runs, can we -- can we articulate any kind of

obj ective standard for what's an acceptabl e | evel of
risk? What's an adequate | evel of benefit, that's
not just a -- a gut check for each project?

A | think that's a good question and a fair
question. And | recall, | asked that nyself, to the
Conpany, or raised that issue -- we'll call it
that -- in this regard early on in the case, or in
the 40 Docket, which is a simlar case to this, |
noti ced, of course, that we did have the nine price
policy scenarios. And the question then becones,
how nuch wei ght should you give to the different
cases? How nmuch wei ght should you give to the CO2?

And we, in fact, don't, at this tinme, have CO2, and
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1 we just don't know what will happen with CO2. How rage
2 nuch weight should you give to high gas cases? And

3 | ask -- | raise the question of, does -- is there a

4 weighting to the cases and to the results that we

5 should apply? Should we consider the | ow gas, |ow

6 CO2 case to have a higher probability of occurring?

7 1've taken the position in the case, that | think

8 that ny viewis that there ought to be a higher

9 weighting given to the low gas and the low to

10 noderate gas CO2 cases because that's the future |

11 believe, at this tine, is nore likely, given that --

12  what we know now about -- about -- especially about

13 gas and especially about CO2.

14 So | think I'"manswering your question, in

15 that, | don't necessarily think you ought to do an

16 average of the nine cases. | think a higher

17 probability ought to be assigned to cases that you

18 believe to have a higher likelihood of occurring.

19 And so | don't think you can necessarily take the nine
20 cases, average them get a nunber, conpare it against al
21 the other cases that way and say that's the outcone. |
22 think you've got to weight the cases that you think have a
23  higher chance of occurring and then cone to the concl usion,
24  you know, that that mght be a better way for you to
25 evaluate.
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1 And | also think you ought to -- | mazﬁg%(}48
2 enphasi ze, | also think you ought to take into

3 consideration the risk factors that aren't included
4 in those tables. And | tried to nake that point

5 clear, that there are other factors besides price

6 policy. And when there are other factors besides

7 price policy, they ought to be studied, and two

8 alone -- | think | raised a couple, and | know

9 M. Peaco raised a few nore. Those factors need to
10 be considered in making a decision. |Is this a valid
11 project that should go forward?
12 Q So would | be correctly sunmari zi ng what
13 you're saying is, to do that requires us as a
14 Conmmi ssion to nmake sone findings and concl usi ons
15 based on whi ch scenarios we consider nore or |ess
16 i kely, which risks we consider nore or less likely?
17 A Well, the Conpany is doing it and the
18 parties are disagreeing that they don't think
19 that -- | think it's clear that -- that several
20 parties don't have a belief, necessarily, that the
21 hi ghest |ikelihood is going to be the hi gher gas
22 cases. So | think the advice the parties are
23 giving, is to give nuch | ess weight to the higher
24 gas, higher COQ2 cases.
25 Q kay. And | think I just have one nore
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1 gquestion. If | were to -- |ooking at your TabIZ?%S e
2 on Page 31, for Genrock Ill, Seven Mle HII 11,

3 Rolling Hlls, H gh Plains, MFadden R dge and

4 Leaning Juniper, if | were to ask you, individually,
5 for each one of those you have listed on your

6 second -- in your second box, does your analysis

7 | ead to your professional conclusion, that not

8 repowering gives nore benefit to ratepayers than

9 repowering, for each individual project?
10 A In this regard, we don't know what the
11 outcone w Il be, nobody does. But we're -- we're
12 bei ng asked to take a risk on doing every one of

13 these 12 projects, and every one of them should be
14  done because there's a dollar benefit or -- or

15 hi gher than a dollar benefit. They're -- that's a
16 pretty small benefit. This range of benefits is

17 fairly small, in ny view |If you were going out and
18 i nvesting your noney to nmake a deci sion on sonet hing
19 that has risk and you -- and you think it has the
20 potential economc reward, wouldn't you want to try
21 to limt your exposure in the case -- in the chance
22 that the risks manifest thenselves and that the
23 benefits don't materialize?
24 And if you elimnate these six projects
25 and the cost of those six projects, you knock out a
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— Page 150
huge anount of the costs, but you're not elimnating

a substantial amount of the benefits. So the
rat epayers are still -- would still be getting a

consi derabl e benefit, just not having the Conpany

spend a billion dollars, you know, and the -- since
it's confidential, it's a sizable anmount of dollars
not being spent, but you're still achieving a great

deal of the benefits.

Q | said that was ny |ast question, but one
fol | ow up.

A That's okay.

Q Wul d you descri be the answer you j ust
gave then, as suggesting that we should | ook at
the 12 projects holistically rather than one by one?

A No. No, | don't think I --

Q You don't think -- that's not how you
woul d descri be your answer?

A No. | think -- | think |I'mrecomendi ng
you | ook at the -- when you do DSM typically,
DSM - - people want to try to avoid the trap of
addi ng in additional neasure -- DSM neasures where
t hey have small value. But if you add it into the
portfolio, you wind up having still an econom c
portfolio, but you' ve added in a neasure that maybe

had a very small value or had a negative value. You
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L , Page 151
added it in and nobody sees a difference because the
overall portfolio still has a positive val ue.
So that's -- | viewthat the same way. | think you can

elimnate these projects that are fairly marginal and stil
keep a considerable benefit. So | think |'ve answered your
question, that I would look at it project by project.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you. |
appreci ate your answers.
Conmi ssioner C ark, do you have questions for M. Hayet?
COW SSI ONER CLARK:  No questi ons.
Thank you, M. Hayet.
THE WTNESS: Thank you
COW SSI ONER LEVAR
Commi ssi oner \Wite?
BY COW SSI ONER VWHI TE:

Q | assume you were here when M. Peaco was
testifying earlier. You -- you both have kind of
identified different projects that may or may not
be -- you know, have a higher risk profile or have
| ess benefits. Do you share his view, that if the
Conm ssion were to determne that some of the
projects were nore econom c or |ess economc, that
it would require a whol e separate application for
t hose projects?

A You know, we gave that consideration and
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1 if -- the fact is, our first recommendation is ?%?e e
2 reject. However, if you decide that you'd prefer to
3 go forward and have sone of the projects, then we

4 didn't nmake the sanme recomendati on that you have a
5 separate proceeding. W think that you have the

6 i nformation you need. It places too nuch -- there

7 are too many problens that are -- if you really want
8 to doit, there's not tinme to be able to take it

9 back and study it further, and there's probably a
10 chance you woul dn't achieve the PTC benefits that's
11 you' re | ooking for anyway. So we're not making that
12 recommendation. W think that you can nake the

13 recommendati on on the basis of the information you
14 have.

15 Q Then there's the final question. | nean,
16 there's been a | ot of discussion about risk, and I'm
17 just looking at the statute and that's certainly

18 one of the things to consider. But in your view,

19 typically -- and, again, | think the only tinme we've
20 ever actually utilized this statute, and | could be
21 wong, is the SCR case. |Is there a different -- is
22 there sonething, fromyour perspective, that creates
23 a hei ghtened, you know, risk |ook, | guess, here in
24 this case, because of the neasure -- because, again,
25 every commercial transaction has a risk shifting
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1 that has -- rage 53
2 A Ri ght.

3 Q -- costs that go along with it.

4 |s there sonmething that -- that you're reading into this,
5 that's beyond the typical risk --

6 A Vell, | -- I'"msorry.

7 Q That' s okay.

8 A It definitely isn't your typical. | nean,
9 we all have to recognize, this is not a typica

10 utility type of investnent, and you may never see

11 anot her investnment |like -- you know, recommrendation
12 like this again, to this degree. Wen you count

13 this case and the new w nd/ new transm ssi on,

14 billions of dollars are at stake. And it's not, you
15 know, ny view. | know that the Conpany has a

16 different view, but there's not a need built in

17 that's -- that's a burning need for reliability and
18 a burning need for capacity to add those.

19 And therefore, then you have to give it a
20 hei ght ened standard for the risk that ratepayers are
21 being placed at, because we know that the ratepayers
22 are taking on nost of the risk, unless you adopt
23 conditions that we have proposed in this case. And
24 that would go to, you know, helping to mtigate --
25 mtigating the risk for the ratepayers. But it --
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1 again, it's not your typical situation. And rage >4
2 therefore, | think you have to look at it ina-- in
3 adifferent way than you would | ook at the other --
4 like, there's a need for capacity, we need a

5 conbined cycle, or sone type of resource, then it's
6 a decision between two resource choices you have to
7 make, and you pick the best of the two.

8 Here, it's pretty nuch a decision -- and

9 know the Conpany tal ks about it displacing front

10 office transactions, but it really is a need -- a

11  decision between -- we just don't upgrade perfectly
12 good wind turbine resources that are operating right
13  now. | know that there are all the benefits they

14 talk about in O&M savings and all these potentia

15 for availability inprovenent and so forth, but,

16 again, you' ve got operating resources, ratepayers

17 could use their noney for other purposes, all those
18 things go into it when you don't absolutely have a
19 critical, burning need to do these projects.

20 Q One final question. And, again, we've

21 heard a lot of testinony in the context of what was
22 agreed to in Womng, in ternms of potential risk

23 mtigation or what the Conpany has agreed to.

24 But is there something, in your mnd, that -- is there any
25 level of, you know, additionality, in ternms of risk
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1 protection or risks that would -- that woul d ulting?gﬁy155
2 satisfy that? | mean, | know -- | understand we can't
3 control -- the Conmpany can't control Congress or the

4  President or what have you, but is there anything in your
5 mnd that provides sonething that's beyond what they've
6 already offered?

7 A Wel |, they've given assurances. Haven't

8 they built a strong case to say that -- they're

9 highly confident that they're going to achieve the

10 level of energy production that they've estinmated

11 and that they're going to produce the PTC benefits.

12 Wiy not just have them accept the risk of that, hold

13 harmess the ratepayers, in the event that they

14 don't achieve those benefits over a period of tine?

15 | made a recomendation that you require

16 the Conpany to achieve 95 percent. | gave a margin

17 of 5 percent that -- in other words, the energy

18 production could be 5 percent under, which is what |

19 used, by the way, in ny sensitivity analysis. |

20 said a 5-percent reduction in energy. So | have

21 given themwhat |'ve found to be uneconom c, but

22 in -- in some of the cases. So the Conpany has to

23 be -- protect the ratepayer and that's, by the way,

24  not unheard of. |'munderstanding there's sone

25 settlements in other states on proposals that are
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. : : : : Page 156
simlar to this that are just comng out in late

April, in Cklahoma, that are being agreed to by the
utility that they're going to accept the risk of
t hese ki nds of projects.

It's another build a transm ssion, build
wi nd power resources, billions of dollars of
i nvest nent and the ratepayer, at considerable risk,
and the utility has agreed that it's going to adopt
t he ri sk.

So |l -- ny recomendation is to give
consideration to the conditions of -- that |'ve put
into ny testinony that woul d protect the ratepayer.

COW SSI ONER VHI TE:  That's all the
guestions | have. Thanks.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Do you have a
fol | ow up?

COMM SSI ONER CLARK: Do you mnd if |
do?

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  No, and | have
one nore, too. Go ahead. Mne is kind of rel ated
to his answer he's just given to Conm ssioner Wite.

COW SSI ONER CLARK: Pl ease.

BY COW SSI ONER LEVAR:
Q I kind of asked this question before, but

after hearing your answer to Conm ssioner Wite,
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1 "Il ask it in a different way. Should we or rage B
2 shouldn't we -- considering the conparisons you've
3 drawn on and said, | think what you said to himis,
4 "This isn't a situation of choosing option A or

5 option B."

6 A Ri ght .

7 Q But shouldn't we be | ooking at each of

8 these 12 projects and consider option A, repowering,
9 option B, not repowering, and | ook at the cost
10 benefits and risks of each of those -- of those two
11 options for each of the 12 projects; is that how we
12 shoul d be looking at it or is that -- is that the --
13 A well --
14 Q -- wong way to look at it?
15 A Are you saying to look at it as a bundle
16 or | ook at themone at a tinme? Because if
17 | ooki ng --
18 Q What |' m suggesting is, should it be one
19 at a tine, that he take Seven Mle H Il I, and
20 conpare cost benefits and risks of repowering and
21 cost benefits and risks of not repowering?
22 A That's what's been done actually,
23 Conmm ssioner. That's what the project-by-project
24 analysis that, in fact, you as a Comm ssion got the
25 Conpany to agree to do. That they would | ook at the
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_ _ _ — Page 158
cost and benefits on a project-by-project basis, and

that's what's been done to develop the --

these cases -- any of the table that you see where

t hey have the nanmes of the units and they have the
net benefits, that's a project-by-project

eval uation. The tables in which they have the price
policy cases, where they have the nine price policy
cases, that was a bundle of projects put into the
nodel all as one unit, put in at one tine. And that
was a -- that was not a project-by-project net
benefit eval uation.

Q kay. Well, at the risk of beating the
dead horse, if we're looking at it that way, though,
doesn't that nmean, even if the benefit is small --
you know, | nean, there's been a | ot of discussions.
Should it even be a -- what about if there's a
dollar benefit? But if we're really conparing
repowering with not repowering, should the size of
the benefit nmatter, as long as one is above the
ot her ?

A | hear you. And that is the argunent.
I'"'mnot going to suggest -- | won't suggest that --
that is an argunent that |, perhaps, would nake.
That, look, it's a $1 benefit, you know. | nean,

I'"d like a little cushion by the way, but -- but
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1 that presunes that you're only looking at the price rage 159
2 policy cases because the Conpany was the one that

3 put in the testinony that says, "Here's our

4 analysis,” and they did -- what about -- what about

5 when you al so consider the other risk factors?

6 Now, let's get a single economc nunber. |Is it still these
7 nunbers that the Conpany -- no, it's not. And that's why |
8 attenpted to | ook at other factors, like a reduction in

9 energy and a cost overrun and -- and M. Peaco al so spoke
10  about additional risk factors.

11 So when you take all those into consideration, it's a

12 different story than just the $1 of benefit on the price
13 policy cases to consider.

14 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ckay. Thank

15 you. | really do appreciate your indul ging ny

16 stream of consciousness thought process.

17 THE WTNESS: No, | don't find it to

18 be --

19 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Conmi ssi oner

20 dark.

21 BY COW SSI ONER CLARK:

22 Q I'mal so going to address this general

23 area of risk and, particularly, your testinmony on

24 the bottom of Page 38, and the top of 39, where

25 you're tal king about conditions that m ght be
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i nposed. On Line 785 -- or actually, 784, you say

that you woul d be concerned if PacifiCorp is taking
the position that nonperformance by one of its
contractors woul d be outside of its influence to --
or its ability to influence. So as you have sat
t hrough the hearing, and | think you' ve been here
t hroughout - -
A | have.
Q -- have you heard anything that's given
you an inpression that contractor perfornmance that
t he Conpany woul d use that -- or has reserved the
opportunity to use that as an excuse for not neeting
the project cost of -- I'lIl call them guarantees,
that have been given?
A Wel |, they've given guarantees to us that
they will have the project online, on tine,
guaranteed that they're going to be able to achieve
the PTCs. |'ve heard that. But they also say, to
the extent that it's within their control or their
ability to control. And what nmy testinony is and
that |'mconcerned about is, what does that mean?
And |'ve raised the -- the question is: Are they saying
that if -- let's say there's a bankruptcy of one of their
contractors and that contractor was on the critical path.

It caused a year's delay, half a year's delay, Dunlap, which
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25

_ . . . . Page 161
is comng inthe latest, is unable to cone online by the

end, it loses the opportunities to get to the -- get the
PTCs. |s PacifiCorp taking responsibility, under that
circunstance, and hol ding the ratepayer harnless for the
PTCs that will be lost, or will they say, No, it was outside
of our ability? W couldn't control their neans and net hods
and their ability to operate their business and the fact
that they went bankrupt, we had no control over. Therefore,
we are not going to hold the ratepayer harmess in that
condi tion.
That's what I'mtrying to hope to inpress

upon you, that that ought to be -- it should be a
clear statement: PacifiCorp, you' re the party
that's nmanagi ng the devel opnent, you're managi ng
your contractors, you' re the one, the ratepayer is
not. Hold the ratepayer harmess if you're giving a
guarantee, and that guarantee has to be al nost
uncondi tional .

COW SSI ONER CLARK:  Thanks for
illustrating what you had in mnd there. That
concl udes my questions.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you,
M. Hayet. W appreciate your testinony today.

THE WTNESS: Thank you

MR SNARR May M. Hayet be excused?
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COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Yeah. 1'Il ask

if any party or Conmissioner in the roomsees any
reason not to excuse M. Hayet fromthe proceeding?
' mnot seeing any indications, so he's excused. Thank you.
THE WTNESS: Thank you.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Moore or
M. Snarr, anything further fromthe Ofice?
MR. SNARR: No, that concludes are
presentation.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR  Ckay. Thank
you. M. Russell.
MR. RUSSELL: UAE calls Kevin Higgins
to the stand.
KEVIN C. H GGE NS,
having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was
exam ned and testified as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR RUSSELL:
Q Can you pl ease state and spell your nane
for the record, please?
A My nane is Kevin C. Hggins Hi-g-g-i-n-s.
Q M. Higgins, by whomare you enpl oyed and
in what capacity?
A ['ma principle in the consulting firm

Energy Strategies.
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Q And what is your business address, please?

A My busi ness address is
215 South State Street, Suite 200, Salt Lake Gty,
Utah 84111.

Q And in your capacity as a principle of
Energy Strategi es, have you offered testinony on
behal f of Utah Association of Energy Users in this
docket ?

A Yes, | have.

Q And, specifically, did you prepare and
submt direct testinony on Septenber 20, 2017,
identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0, along with
Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, surrebuttal testinony on
Novenber 16, 2017, identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0-S,
along with UAE Exhibits 1.1-S and 1.2-S, and
response testinony on April 2nd of 2018, identified
as UAE Exhibit 1.0-RE, along with UAE
Exhibits 1.1-RE, 1.2-RE and 1.3-RE?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any corrections to nmake to any
of that testinony?

A | have two minor corrections that are the
sanme correction that has to be nade twice. They are
in nmy response testinony, Page 40, Line 714.

The correction is to replace the nunber of 150 mllion
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wth 142 mllion. Then, again, on Page 49 --
Q |'msorry. WAs that 1427
A Yes.

Q Thank you.

A Then on Page 49, Line 865, the sane
correction, replace 150 mllion with 142 mllion.

Q And with those two corrections, if you
were asked the sane questions today that you were
asked in your pre-filed testinony, would you answer
it the sane way?

A Yes, | woul d.

MR RUSSELL: Wth that, | will nove
for the adm ssion of M. Hi ggins' pre-filed
testinony, as previously identified.

COWM SSI ONER LEVAR. | f any party
objects to the notion, please indicate to ne.
| "' m not seeing any objections, so the notion is granted.

(UAE Exhibit No. 1.0 admtted.)
BY MR RUSSELL.

Q Have you prepared a sunmary of your
pre-filed testinony?

A Yes, | have.

Q Pl ease proceed.

A Good afternoon.

| recommend agai nst approval of the
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repowering project. Rocky Muntain Power's w nd

repowering proposal is not a typical utility

I nvest nent proposition. The wi nd repowering project
m ght best be descri bed as an opportunity investnent
inthat it seeks to take advantage of the

avai lability of PTCs before the Federal Tax Credit
Program begins to phase out. Since it is an
opportunity investnent, the relative benefits to
custoners, taking account of the range of risks to
custoners in relation to the benefits to Rocky
Mount ai n Power, should be considered as part of the
Conmmi ssion's revi ew.

The magni tude of the clained benefits to
custoners identified by the Conpany in relation to
certain benefits -- to certain benefits to the
Conpany, does nake a conpelling case for UAE s
endorsenent of this project, particularly in |ight
of the large capital cost required, the |ack of
public necessity for this project, the Ad-Hoc
deviation fromthe integrated resource plan process
surrounding this project, and the uncertainties that
may inpair the realization of projected custoner
benefits. Additional risks that could further
affect custoner benefits include deviations in the

actual performance, naintenance costs, or durability
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of the new assets as conpared to the Conpany's

assunpti ons.

In its supplenental filing, Rocky Muntain
Power has changed the evaluation nethod it uses to
proj ect claimed custoner benefits for the 20-year
period, 2017 to 2036. | have three serious concerns
with this change. First, it is highly problenmatic
and troubling for the Conpany to change a key
nmeasur enent nmethod at this late juncture of the
proceeding. After three rounds of prior Conpany
testinony, particularly given that, without this
change in nmethod the Conmpany woul d not be able to
show cl ai ned net benefits for nultiple scenarios,
the change, thus, appears to be ainmed at supporting
t he Conpany's desired result.

Second, the changed val uati on approach for
PTCs is inconsistent wwth the valuation nethod that
has | ong been used for PTCs in the Conpany's |RP,
whi ch | have been able to check as far back as 2003.
So for at least 15 years, the nethod -- nethodol ogy
for valuing PTCs has been in place in the IRP that
was now just recently changed.

And third, the changed val uati on approach
for PTCs is inconsistent with the Conpany's

treatnment of capital costs for the repowering
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1 proj ects, which the Conpany continues to neasure on
2 a real levelized basis in its 20-year benefits

3 anal ysis. By changing the nethod for val uing PTCs
4 wthout also changing the nethod for val uing capital
5 costs, the Conmpany is effectively cherry picking the
6 conmbi nati on val uati on nmethod that achi eves the nost
7 favorabl e optics for the projects. |If these

8 concerns not wthstandi ng, the Comm ssion considers
9 approval of the Conpany's proposal, | offer sone
10 recommendations for better aligning risks and
11 benefits of the proposal between the Conpany and
12 r at epayers.
13 First, | recomend the Conm ssion
14 expressly condition the Conpany's future cost
15 recovery associated with the wi nd repoweri ng project
16 on the Conpany's ability to denonstrate that
17 construction costs have cone in at or belowits
18 estimated cost in this case, and that neasured over
19 a reasonabl e period of tinme, the nmegawatt hours
20 produced by the repowered facilities are equal to or
21 greater than the forecasted production that is
22 provided in this proceeding.
23 If those conditions are not satisfied, not
24 Wi t hst andi ng any determ nati on of prudence in this
25 proceedi ng, | recommend that the Comm ssion

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

_ _ Page 168
expressly reserve the right, in a future rate case,

to reduce the Conpany's recovery of costs associ ated
with the repowering project, to allow for a
reasonabl e sharing of the risks and benefits of the

proj ect between the Conpany and custoners.

Second, | am concerned that when neasured
over the 20-year period, used in the Conpany's
2017 IRP, the benefits fromthis opportunity
i nvestnment are significantly weighted in favor of
the Conpany. To address this concern, if the
Commi ssi on approves the wi nd repowering project, |
recommend that it be nmade conditional on a reduction
of 200 basis points to the authorized rate of return
on common equity applicable to the undepreciated
bal ance of the retired plant. This adjustnent would
have the effect of better bal ancing the benefits
bet ween custoners and the Conpany.

| note that, although nmy recomendation --
recommended nodifications would i nprove the terns of
the outcone for custoners, they wll not, by
t hensel ves, overcone UAE's overall objections to
this project. And since this 200-basis point aspect
of nmy conditional recommendation is a bit unusual,

| et nme spend a nonent el aborating on the basis for
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Rocky Mount ai n Power woul d have you
believe that if these projects were to produce $1 of
net benefits, then they should be approved as
proposed, irrespective of the relative distribution
of benefits between custoners and the Conpany. |
di sagree. | disagree that sinply providing sone
anmount of projected benefits to custoners is
sufficient justification for conmtting custoners to
pay off a $1.1 billion investment for a project that
I's not needed to neet reliability requirenents, not
needed to neet | oad growth, and not needed to
replace a retired plant that has cone to the end of
its useful life.

The bal ance of equities is inportant here.
W need to bear in mnd that the Conpany is a
nmonopol y provider. Consequently, Utah custoners do
not have the benefit of alternative providers
offering to undertake repowering on better terns
than the Conpany is offering. The only place for
Utah custoners to get a better deal on repowering is
in the approval process. And a key |ever that the
Conmi ssion has is the allowed return on the retired
pl ant .

To make this deal happen, the Conpany wl |

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG  DOCKET NO. 17-035-39 - 05/04/2018

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

_ . Page 170
be renovi ng equi pnent that has around 20 years left

on its useful life and seeking a full return on and
of that retired investnent, as if it remained
useful. Absent the pre-approval process, the
Conpany would run the risk of disallowance of the
recovery of this early retired plant.

Taking all factors into account, | believe
it is appropriate to nmake any approval of this
proj ect conditional on a reduced return on this
retired plant to achieve a better bal ance of
equities. And if requiring such a condition neans
that the project does not nove forward, then as the
Commi ssion is hearing fromparties advocating on
behal f of custoner interests, that woul d be okay.

Ut ah custoners are not here to serve as a vehicle to
facilitate the Conpany's financial aspirations for
projects that are not necessary.

If the repowering project is allowed to
proceed, ny third recormmendation is that the overal
proj ect should be scal ed back to exclude at | east
the Leaning Juni per project, as this project fails
to provide net benefits over a 20-year period, even
when neasured using nom nal PTCs and nom nal capital
costs, in either the nmediumgas, nmedium CO2 or the

| ow gas, zero CO2 scenarios. Mreover, the
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1 Conmmi ssi on shoul d al so consi der excl udi ng rage L7t
2 G enrock 11, H gh Plains, MFadden R dge, Dunl ap

3 Ranch, Rolling HIls, Marengo |, Marengo Il and

4 Goodnoe Hills fromany pre-approval because these

5 projects, as well as Leaning Juniper, failed to

6 provi de net benefits over a 20-year period, using

7 the neasurenent netrics fromthe IRP, that is, rea
8 | evel i zed PTC val ues for one or both of the gas CO2
9 scenari os.
10 Fourth, the resource tracking nechani sm
11 proposed by the Conpany to defer and recover
12 proj ects should not be approved. The proposed

13 mechanismis quite conplex. This departure from

14 conventional ratemaking practice is not necessary,
15 and taken as a whole, not desirable. Because the
16 RTMis an exercise in single issue ratemaking, it

17 brings wwth it attended concerns about the efficacy
18 of identifying costs and setting rates in isolation.
19 Rat her than adopting the RTM | believe it would be
20 preferable for the Conpany to instead file a genera
21 rate case at the appropriate tine to recover its
22 repowering costs in the context of the Conpany's
23 overall costs and revenues.
24 However, if the RTMis approved, it shoul d
25 be nodified. |In particular, the Conpany's proposed
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1 long-termcontinuation of the RTMas a PTC tracking rage Lre
2 mechani smshould be elimnated. PTCs are not

3 tracked today in the manner proposed by the Conpany,

4 nor is it necessary to track PTCs going forward to

5 ensure just and reasonable rates.

6 Therefore, | recommend that if the RTMis approved, the

7  Conpany's proposal for a long-term PTC tracker be rejected.
8 In addition, the Conpany's original proposal to cap the

9 surcharge at the amount of increnmental net power cost

10  benefits should be retained, with no deferral of costs

11  exceeding the cap, as proposed by the Conpany in its

12 supplenmental filing.

13 And finally, if a formof the RTMis

14  adopted, the treatnment of property tax expense

15 should be nodified to take into account the expected

16 reduction in property tax on existing plant that

17 woul d occur as the repowering project is inplemented

18 and the existing plant is retired.

19 And that concludes my sunmmary.

20 Q Thank you, M. Higgins.

21 Before | turn you over to cross-examnation, | did have a
22 question. You've had the opportunity to listen to the

23 testinony yesterday and today, right?

24 A Yes, | have. When | wasn't here

25 physically, | was listening to the online broadcast.
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Q Ckay. And did you hear -- there have been

a nunber of w tnesses who've testified with respect
to the anortization of the retired plant, included
in that was Ms. Steward yesterday, M. Peterson
today, as well as M. Link
Did you hear testinony on behalf of those wi tnesses on that
t opi c?

A Yes, | did.

Q And do you -- I'minterested in your view
on whet her the Conm ssion ought to address the
period of time of anortization in this proceeding or
i n sone separate proceedi ng?

A | woul d strongly recommend that the
Conmi ssion consider this issue in the context of the
depreci ation docket that will be forthcomng in the
future. | have concerns that, if the Conm ssion
were to lock in, say, to a ten-year anortization
for exanple, as proposed by M. Peterson, that that
woul d have inplications for custoners in the
near-termthat have not been fully vetted.
| also have -- | also believe that it would be appropriate,
as part of the discussion, to take into consideration the
I npacts on custoners in the years '21 through '30. |
understand that the Division of Public UWilities is

concerned about custonmers in years '11 through '20, but
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1 custoners in the years '21 through '30, if this project were
2 to go forward, would in fact be -- have a bequest given to
3 themby the custoners of today, by investing in a plant

4 today that is likely to be providing benefits 21 years from
5 now, and obviating the need for new investments 21 years

6 fromnow.

7 And so | think that when you take all of

8 those things into consideration, the nost reasonable

9 course of action is to consider all those questions

10 in the context of the larger depreciation study

11 that's going to cone that's going to have

12 inplications for Uah ratepayers fromissues outside

13 of this docket. And I think that it would be best

14 to consider the inplications and the inpacts of the

15 anortization period, if there be one, for -- for

16 this -- the retired plant in that |arger context.

17 MR. RUSSELL: Thank you, M. Higgins.

18 M. Hggins is available for cross-examn nation.

19 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you.
20 M. More or M. Snarr, any questions for
21 M. H ggins?
22 MR. SNARR No questions.
23 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schm d or
24 M. Jetter?
25 M5. SCHM D. No questions.
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1 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hi ckey. rage 115
2 MS. HHCKEY: No, | think I'll waive.
3  Thank you.

4 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  kay. Thank

5 you. M. MDowell or M. Lowney?

6 MR. LOMNEY: Yes, the Conpany does

7  have questions.

8 COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  (Ckay.

9 MR. LOMNEY: And, again, |'ve got a
10 few cross-exam nation exhibits, so I'll just pause a
11  nonent while those get distributed.

12 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

13 BY MR LOMEY:

14 Q Good afternoon, M. Higgins.

15 A CGood aft ernoon.

16 Q Now, I'd just like to ask you a question
17 about sonething you said in your pre-filed

18 testinony, as well as in your sumary today.

19 And that is, that according to your testinony, to be
20 analytically consistent, PTCs nust be nodel ed on the sane
21 basis as capital costs, correct?

22 A Correct. For the -- certainly for the

23  purposes of this docket, in which there's been a

24 separation made, in ny view, fromthe |RP structure
25 and the IRP valuation nethods, that if we were to
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| ook at inpacts, ratepayer inpacts, in isolation tor

a 20-year period, then | do believe that a
consi stent approach is going to be necessary, yes.

Q But you woul d agree that you've filed
prior testinony where you've questioned why PTCs are
treated in the sane ways as capital costs, correct?

A The -- are you --

Q Let ne point your attention to --

A What are you referring to in the
testi nony?

Q This the docunment that's | abel ed RW
Cross-Exhibit 9.

A Yes.

Q And this was testinony you filed in May of
| ast year, 2017, before the Public Uility
Comm ssi on of Oregon?

A Yes.

Q And, again, I'll represent to you, this is
a short excerpt of that testinony, just in the
i nterest of conserving paper. And this case

I nvol ved a cal cul ati on of avoi ded cost pricing,

correct?
A That's correct.
Q And one of the issues in the case, at

| east a marginal issue in the case, was how to
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1 account for PTCs in calculating avoi ded cost rage L1
2 pricing, correct?

3 A The -- | actually discussed this issue in
4 nmy testinony, which is the excerpt that you have

5 here, and | don't know that it was necessarily an

6 i ssue for other parties, but | certainly did a wal k
7 through of the issue in this excerpt.

8 Q And I'Il just direct your attention to

9 Page -- it's Page 14 of the testinony, footnote 10.
10 A Yes.
11 Q And you testify there that, "Pacifi Corp
12 apparently treats PTCs as a negative fixed cost and
13 thus an offset against capacity costs, even though
14 PTCs are actually a function of energy output and
15 arguably should be included in the cal cul ati on of
16 avoi ded energy costs." That was your testinony

17 before the Oregon Comm ssion, correct?

18 A Yes. And that testinony, as you pointed
19 out, was in the context of avoided cost, and that
20 testinony was really speaking about the curiosity of
21 reflecting PTCs in the capacity paynent to
22 qualifying facilities, as opposed to the energy
23 paynent .
24 And, of course, as you can tell in
25 context, this was sinply a footnote, it was a
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parent hetical comment that | made in passing. And |

didn't challenge the Conpany's approach, nor does
this discussion here speak to the issue that's being
considered in this docket, which is rea
| evelization versus nom nal treatnent of PTCs.
This footnote says nothing, whatsoever, about rea
| evelization or nom nal treatment of PTCs. This sinply
mentions the fact that, in the Conpany's avoi ded cost
cal cul ati ons, the avoidance of PTCs is reduced froma QFs
capacity payment, rather than its energy paynent. And |
did point out that, arguably, it could be reflected in the
avoi ded energy paynent, as opposed to the avoi ded capacity
payment, but then didn't --

Q Didn't pursue --

A -- how it was done.

Q Well, just to be clear, the avoided
capacity payment is essentially a reflection of the
capital costs of whatever resource i s being avoided
in the context of a PURPA transaction, correct?

A Correct. Correct.

Q And just to be clear, where you testified
in Oregon that PTCs are actually a function of
energy output, in this case, the energy output from
these projects is nodeled on a nom nal /nom na

basis, correct?
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A The energy output, the kilowatt hour, net

power cost is nodeled on a nom nal/nom nal basis,
that's correct.

Q So at a mninmum your testimony in front
of the Oregon Commission, even if it was in passing,
suggests that there's no reason PTCs and capital
costs need to be nodel ed on the same basis because
they're reflected differently in rates, correct?

A | disagree. That's not what | said. What
| said is that one could treat the PTCs in the
context of a paynent to a qualifying facility, as an
of fset to the capacity paynment or to the energy
payment, arguably. You could look at it either way.
And -- but | did not say that one should treat the PTCs on a
nom nal basis. That's not what this footnote says, and
that's not what | was suggesting in this testinony.

Q Now, sonething that you nentioned in your
sunmary, as well as in your pre-filed testinony, is
that it's your opinion that there is no need, no
resource need for the repowering projects, correct?

A That's correct.

Q Now, you've also testified that the energy
that's produced by these repowered facilities'
incremental energy is going to displace nmarket

purchases or thernal generation, correct?
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A Correct.

Q And you previously testified that market
transactions or market purchases represent a need
that can be displaced by a | ower cost resource,
correct?

A That is correct, but if you -- but in
terms of a nexus between that statenent and ny
statenent that there is no need for these projects,
the context is inportant. The current facilities,
the current repowering facility -- the current
facilities that woul d be repowered, today, produce
about 2, 600, 000- negawatt hours per year of energy.
kay? The new proposal woul d generate
about 3-and-a-half-mllion negawatt hours a year of
energy. So there's an increase of
about 600, 000- negawatt hours a year fromthis
project. So in essence, there's -- there is sone
i ncrenmental energy coming out of this project, but
it's really a byproduct of the |arger project to
generate new PTCs. And so one -- | don't think one
could say, wth a straight face, could assert that
you would make a $1.1 billion investnment for the
pur pose of generating 600,000 -- 600,000 extra
nmegawatt hours a year.

So, yes, while there is sone increnenta
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1 energy, that is not the underlying driver of this rage 18t

2 project and why it's being presented for approval.

3 Q Let me direct your attention to the

4  docunent that |'ve |abeled RW Cross-Exhibit 10.

5 And this is testinony you filed in front of the

6 Comm ssion in Docket 15-035-53. And I'd just like

7 to direct your attention, please, line -- excuse

8 me -- to Page 3, and begi nning on Line 46.

9 You testified that, "The IRP," -- this is PacifiCorp's IRP
10 -- "anticipates a need to acquire hundreds of thousands of
11  negawatt hours every year through market purchases." Do you
12  see that testinony?

13 A Yes.

14 Q And then on -- if | could direct your

15 attention to Page 6, of that same testinmony. On

16 Line 108, you testified, with respect to a

17 transaction with the QF, "Thus" -- and |'m quoting
18 you, "it is not a matter of taking unneeded or

19  uneconomi c energy, rather substituting one source of
20 energy for another source.” Do you see that

21 testinony there?

22 A Yes.

23 Q Now, in this case, if repowering generates
24  increnmental negawatt hours or energy at a | ower cost
25 than the alternative in the same way you're
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descri bing QFs neeting a resource of need, the

repowering project neets that sanme resource need,
correct?

A Only the increnental anount of energy,
which, as | said, is a byproduct of the investnent.
There's about a 25-percent increase in the kil owatt

hour production relative to the existing facilities,

and in terns of context, | will point out, this
case -- that this testinony was in a case, which |
testified, in which the Conpany's position was -- it

di d not need new resources for a decade. So the
Conpany's position in 2015 was, it did not need new
resources for a decade. That was in M. Cenents'
testinony in this very docket, and | was pointing
out the QF power would -- woul d displace narket
pur chases, but of course, that was all increnental.
Thi s proposal before the Conm ssion now
has -- essentially replaces existing Conpany
generation, two-and-a-half mllion negawatt hours of
exi sting generation, and then produces, on top of
it, an extra 600, 000- nregawatt hours. So | would
agree, to the extent you want to tal k solely about
the increnent, there is sone displacenent of
resources taking place, but you're al so paying

$1.1 billion for that.
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Q I f you could turn to your direct

testi nony, please, Page 18. |I'msorry. | |ost
nyself in the wong testinony, so if you could just
give ne a nonent.
kay. |I'mthere. The last one in there. So if | could
direct your attention, please, to Line 358?

A Is this nmy response testinony?

Q This is your direct testinony.

A My direct testinmony. I'msorry. |
t hought that's what you said.

Q And | went to the response, was ny
problem so | excuse myself on that one.
Are you there on Page 187

A Yes, | am

Q And on Line 358, you testified that, "RW
has made it clear that recovering the costs and
earning a return on the retired assets is an

integral part of its proposal,"” correct?

A Yes.

Q And then you continue that you believe
it's a significant reason for the Conpany seeking
pre-approval, is to ensure that that will occur
And then you testified that it would not nmake sense

for the Conpany to present an opportunity investnent

desi gned to reduce long-termrates that exchange --
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t he Conpany was susceptible to an after-the-fact

di sal | omance. Do you see that testinony?

A The after-the-fact disallowance on its
retired plant?

Q Onits retired plant.

A Yes.

Q Now, if | could direct your attention --
I'"'m sorry, now back to your response testinony,
Line 767. And actually, it begins a little bit
further up. 1t's one of the conditions that you
proposed, you begin on Line 764, and the condition
recommends that the future cost recovery associ at ed
wi th repowering be conditioned on the ability to
denonstrate the construction cost com ng at or bel ow
the estimates and then neasured over a reasonable
anount of tinme. The energy is equal to a
greater-than forecast, correct?

A Correct.

Q And if those conditions are not net, you
specifically ask the Conm ssion to have the
opportunity to, after the fact, reassess the
prudence of the repowering project, correct?

A I recomend that the Conm ssion keep open
the option to eval uate whether the cost and benefits

shoul d be redistributed between the Conpany and
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1 cust oners.

2 Q So doesn't this -- this condition that you
3 recommend, is indeed the exact type of

4 after-the-fact disallowance you specifically

5 testified would not make sense in this case?

6 A No. And the -- with respect to the

7 reduction in -- in the termand basis upon reduction
8 on the return on the retired plant, | do believe

9 that it would make sense for the Conm ssion to
10 address that up front in this case and nake that as
11 a condition of any approval up front, rather than
12 make it an after-the-fact risk that was not tied
13 down at sonme point.

14 Separate and apart fromthat, the

15 proj ected benefits fromthis project are contingent
16 on the Conpany's plants performng in the way the

17 Conpany has projected. And if over a reasonable

18 period of time, it turns out that that -- the plants
19 just don't perform | do believe it would be
20 reasonabl e to reexam ne the relationship of the
21 benefits between the Conpany and custoners. And,
22 yes, after the fact.
23 But, again, it would be -- the Conpany
24 woul d be put on notice now. So that's why I'm
25 saying these things now and up front. It wouldn't
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be the case that it gets through and then soneone

necessarily raises the issue later, but | think the
Conmmi ssi on should nake it clear now, the Conm ssion
Is open to |ooking at reassessnent.

Q And, M. Hi ggins, your proposed condition
if the opposite occurs -- let's say, for exanple,
the energy production is nore than expected, where
the costs cone in at |less than forecast. | presune
you woul d be open to also reexam ning the sharing of
costs and benefits and perhaps giving the Conpany a
larger return on its investment or increasing its
rates sonehow, to account for the fact that the
performance increased over what gets accrued in this
case?

A That's not part of ny proposal. |If the
Commi ssion were to feel that that would neke it a
more symmetrical approach, the Conmm ssion could
consider that, but that's not part of ny proposal.
And, you know, it's part of ny proposal, in part, because
the -- | already see the benefits of this project as skewed
in favor of the Conpany to start with. And so the -- to the
extent that things turn out a little bit better than the
Conpany has afforded -- | nean, the Conpany has severa
different scenarios in this forecast. Things turn out a

little bit better, say, than the lowend case, | think it's
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reasonabl e for the custoners to see those benefits because

that was part of how this whole thing was sold, if you wll.
So neverthel ess, depending on the specific re-openers that

t he Comm ssion w shes to consider, | suppose that they could
consider a better deal for the Conpany if the project

outperforms, but that's not specifically part of what I'm
pr oposi ng.

Q Now, if you could turn to your response
testinony, Page 36, please, and begi nning on
Line 636. You recomrend that the project be scaled
back to exclude Leaning Juniper, correct?

A Correct.

Q And the basis for this reconmendation, as
descri bed on Line 639 and 40, is that Leaning
Juni per, according to your analysis, fails to
provi de projected net benefits under a 20-year
period, using nom nal PTCs and nom nal capital costs
under either the nediumor |ow gas scenari o0s,
correct?

A Correct.

Q And if we just turn back one page, to
Page 35, the table on that page is the table that
descri bes those results that you were descri bing.

It shows, under the nedium gas case, Leaning Juniper as a

cost under all three of the nodels, correct?
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A Correct.

Q And then on Page 14, it shows your | ow gas
results, correct?

A On Page 367

Q Yeah. Excuse ne. Table KCH 14.

A Correct.

Q Now, M. Link testified that the Conpany's
econom c analysis in this case conservatively did
not include any values for REC s, correct, the
renewabl e energy credits?

A Correct.

Q And are you famliar with the fact that
M. Link testified that for Leaning Juniper in
particular, for every dollar of REC, for every
dol | ar assigned to an increnental REC, the benefits
of that project increased by $1.1 nmillion?

A | amfamliar with his testinony, yes.

Q Now, isn't it true that you've testified
in the |l ast several cases in front of the O egon
Comm ssi on about how val uable REC s are?

A | have testified, not about -- not
necessarily about how valuable REC s are, but |'ve
testified that direct access custoners shoul d
receive credit for renewabl e energy that their

producer, their supplier, supplies them because
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they're al so paying PacifiCorp for the sane kil owatt

hours of renewabl e energy, and that there should be
a recognition of that. And |I've had di sagreenents
with the Conpany in Oregon about an appropriate
approach to value that. But | did not argue that
they had trenendous value; | argued that, what val ue
t hey have should be recognized. And | argued about
the method for -- for which it should be of value.
And, of course, the Conpany countered by arguing
that they had very, very little val ue.

Q And | guess you' ve made t hat
recommendation, at least, in the | ast three annual
power cost filings in Oregon, correct?

A That is correct.

Q And presumably, if you believed REC s had
no value or had de mnims value, you wouldn't be
maki ng the sane recommendation three years in a row,
right?

A Il -- it was a -- it was an argunent that |
made that | stand by and | believe is valid, but it
wasn't based on the REC s having a trenendous anount
of value, it was based on the fact that they have
value in Oregon. And | believe that the val ue
shoul d be recogni zed, yes.

Q Now, if you could turn to docunent RWP
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1 Cross-Exhibit 13.

2 A Sure.

3 Q And this is testinony that you filed in

4 one of the cases we were just discussing. This

5 testinony was filed with the Public Uility

6 Conm ssion of Oregon in August of 2016. And if you
7 could turn to page 7 of that testinony, please?

8 Beginning on line 3, of page 7, you're describing a
9 hypothetical to value the exercise you just described, and
10  you assunme the hypothetical value of $1 for an unbundl ed
11 REC, correct?

12 A Correct.

13 Q And then in the footnote, you say, "This
14 value, this $1 value is in the general range of REC
15 values that are identified in public sources,"

16 correct?

17 A Correct.

18 Q Now, if we could turn back, just briefly,
19 to Page 35 of your response testinony, that's the
20 table that shows the nmedium -- medi um nmedi um
21 scenario for each project. And assumng a $1 val ue
22 for RECs under the SO nodel results, Leaning Juniper
23 would go froma $1 million cost to a smal
24 i ncrenental benefit, correct?
25 A VWll, | believe it would go to about a
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1 br eakeven, based on the nunbers you representedp?%s e
2 ne.

3 Q 1.1 versus 17

4 A Well, this one -- let's be clear, right?

5 This one is a rounded nunber, right? It's 1 mllion
6 ms o nenos. So we don't -- we -- | don't know how
7 many deci mal points this goes out. So if we're

8 tal king about rounding in the table, then you've got
9 to round the nunber that you' ve got for the REC
10 value as well. So I'd say that, you know, it rounds
11 to about zero in -- in the SO nodel case and it's
12 still a cost in the other two cases.
13 MR. LOMNEY: Thank you, M. Hi ggins.
14 I have no further questions. | would nove to admt
15 Rocky Mountain Power Cross-Exhibits 9, 10 and 13.

16 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: I f any party

17 objects to the adm ssion of those exhibits, please
18 indicate to ne. |'mnot seeing any objections, so
19 the notion is granted.
20 (RMP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 9, 10, and 13 admtted.)
21 COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Russel |, any
22 redirect?
23 MR, RUSSELL: Yes, Chairman.
24
25
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REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR RUSSELL:

Q M. Hi ggins, do you recall being asked
guestions about testinony you provided in
Docket 15-035-53 in this Comm ssion?

A Yes.

Q |'ve got a couple of follow ups on that,
but first I need to hand out sone testinony, so |I']|
do that very briefly.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  And if anyone
has a cel | phone close to your m crophone or an i Pad
that's getting a signal or sonething, naybe nove it
away from your m crophone. O naybe ny new sound
systemjust isn't quite good.

MR, RUSSELL: The docunent |'ve just
handed out is the direct testinony of Paul C enents.
It was filed May 11 of 2015. It was filed with
Rocky Mountain Power's application and in support of
that application in Docket Number 15-035-53. |
think for purposes of this hearing, we can identify
this docunment as UAE Hearing Exhibit 1.

BY MR RUSSELL:

Q Before | ask a specific question about

that testinony, M. H ggins, are you famliar wth

the IRP that was in effect at the tine of this
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testinony that was filed in May of 20157

A CGeneral ly, yes.

Q kay. And is it your recollection that
that IRP included, as a nethod of neeting the
Conpany's | oaded resource requirenents, that it
woul d have i ncluded an expectation of acquiring
energy through market purchases and front office
transacti ons?

A Yes.

Q kay. And you nentioned in
cross-exam nation that the Conpany's position was
that it did not need resources for a decade, and |
just -- | want to -- I'mgoing to explore that for
just a second. |'ll have you turn to Page 3 of UAE
Heari ng Exhibit 1. Do you have that?

A | do.

Q And Line 62, starting in the mddle of
that |ine.

A Yes.

Q And it states, "The Conpany has no need
for resources for the next decade.”

A Yes.

Q kay. And then let's turn to Page 18, and
Line 370. And the testinony there reads, "The

Conpany primarily enters into long-termtransactions
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(those that exceed 36 nonths) only when there is a

clearly identified long-termresource need in its
| RP. Long-termresource needs are typically
identified in the IRP only after | ower cost,
| ower-risk short-termresource opportunities are
exhausted such that a long-termresource is required
to neet custoner |oad requirenents.” M question to
you is, the testinony that we've just highlighted
fromthis, is this consistent with your recoll ection
of the Conpany's position in that docket?

A Yes. And this was the context that | was
referring to when I was respondi ng to Counsel for
t he Conpany.

Q Ckay. And just to tie this up.
Do you recall what that docket was about?

A Yes. That docket was about -- the primary
i ssue in that docket was that Rocky Mountain Power
was recomrendi ng the QF contract terns be reduced
from?20 years to three years. That was -- that was
the primary issue under consideration.

MR RUSSELL: kay. No further
guesti ons.
COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you. Any

recross based on those questions?

Conmm ssi oner C ark, any questions for M. Hi ggins?
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COW SSI ONER CLARK:  No questi ons.

Thank you.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:
Comm ssi oner \VWite?

COMM SSI ONER WHI TE:  Yes, just one
qguesti on.
BY COW SSI ONER WHI TE:

Q To your proposal, | -- essentially, |

guess, to be characterizing it incorrectly, but
essentially to give a haircut on the return on the

| egacy assets, is that sonmething you have ever seen

done before? | nean, is that -- and |I'm just
wondering, | nean, legally, those were approved --
those projects were approved -- | nean, | guess |I'm

just wondering, is that sonething you ve seen done
in this Conm ssion or others?

A | have seen haircuts given on existing
assets for various reasons, and the -- |'ve seen
them ordered by Comm ssions and |'ve al so seen them
as a result of stipulations, which, of course, are
typically considered maybe not precedential. But to
your specific question, for exanple, here in U ah,
there was a stipulation in which the Conpany agreed
to take a lower rate of return on reqgul atory assets

associ ated with the Kl amath Dam Project, and
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essentially, receives a debt return on that project.

And, again, that -- that's sonething that was
approved by the Conmi ssion, it wasn't nmandated by
the Commssion. It was sonething the Conpany agreed
to do, but it has happened before here.
| ve al so seen Conmi ssions order |ower rates of return on
certain regulatory assets, which -- which this woul d be.
This woul d be or could be structured as a regul atory asset,
but as the unrecovered retired plant could be carved out and
considered to be a regulatory asset. And |'ve seen | ower
returns and regul atory assets in the context of prepaid
pensi on assets. For exanple, the Kansas Comm ssion, to ny
recol | ection, has ordered that.

So you do see, fromtinme to time, certain
assets singled out and treated that way. And |
certainly think that in a case like this, where you
have an extraordinary retirenent, that as a
retirement on an asset that's only ten years old, in
essence that's got another 20 years left onit, as
part of a proposal for, you know, an opportunity
investnment, if you will, I do think that the return
allowed on a retired asset can be considered part of
the equation for comng up with a balanced result.

COW SSI ONER WHI TE:  That's all the

questions | have. Thanks.
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COMM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you. One

foll owup to Conm ssioner White' s question.
BY COW SSI ONER LEVAR:

Q Just to the issue of whether that
suggest ed baseline reduction would be a single-item
rate case, were any of those exanples you cited
outside of a general rate case that you're aware of ?
| know they weren't your testinony.

A Those exanples were in the context of a
rate case, and ny recommendation is actually that it
woul d be addressed in rate cases. So I'mnot -- |'m
really not recommendi ng that the 200 basi s point
reduction be a single-issue ratemaking event. |'m
recommending that it be part of the Comm ssion's
pre-approval and that, as |'ve actually described in
nmy testinony, that it would be going forward,
adjustnment in rate cases so that it wouldn't be
anyt hing that necessarily took effect until there
was a rate case. And at that tinme, this regulatory
asset, which would be carved out recognizing this
separate retired plant, would be subject to this
basis point adjustnent. And it would really be an
adj ustnent to whatever the allowed returned equity
happened to be in that case. So it really would

| ook forward with rate cases and woul d happen purely
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1 in the context of general rate cases noving forzégiLIQS
2 Q Ckay. Thank you.

3 A Thank you.

4 Q And | don't want to belabor this issue. |
5 had sone discussion with M. Hayet about it, but in
6 search of sone kind of objective standard where the
7 statute arguably doesn't really give us one and

8 gi ves us sone things to consider, if we |ook at each
9 of the individual 12 projects and try on one site
10 to -- to analyze or -- not analyze, but to find sone
11 path for putting the nuneric value to cost benefits
12 and low risks, for each repowering project conpared
13 wi th cost benefits and unknown risks of not

14 repowering and then try to make a deci sion on each
15 of the 12 based on sonething |ike that, can you

16 suggest any kind of objective way to | ook at that?
17 A This is what | would suggest. | would

18 suggest that you | ook at each project separately and
19 see how they stand on their own nerit. | would
20 further suggest that you exam ne various of the
21 anal yses that have been put forward by M. Peaco and
22 M. Hayet because they've |ooked at -- they've done
23 sone framng of the analysis. | also believe that
24 you could look at it in the context of two anal yses
25 that -- that are grounded in the Conpany's anal ysis.
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First, you could | ook at the nom nal and
nom nal treatnent, which is -- shows up in ny -- ny
testinony. |It's not really the Conpany's anal ysis,

but it's derived fromthe Conpany's nunbers. Look
at each project there. |In that case, the Leaning
Juni per would fail. But you could also then | ook at
it under the initial IRP method, which is also laid
out in ny testinony. And in that case, about eight
or nine of the projects would fail. And so that
will at least allowyou to really elimnate the

projects that appear to be | east economc and |

woul d encourage you to -- in terns of a netric that
you're | ooking for, | would encourage you to | ook at
it conservatively. That is, | would encourage you

to look at the | ow gas, zero CO2 case, and the
reason for that is that this a project that's not
fundanental ly needed. And so if what you're trying
to do is assess whether there's sonme upside for
customers that you don't want themto mss from al

of this, even though it's not a needed project, |
think the appropriate format to | ook at that is from
a conservative standpoint. And look at it and say,
how -- how does it do under the, in essence, the
wor st case scenari o, because we don't otherw se

really need to do this.
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1 COMW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you. P?ge P
2 appreciate that answer. Do either of you have

3 anyt hing further?

4 COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  Can | just

5 follow up for a second?

6 BY COW SSI ONER CLARK:

7 Q So as we | ook at the projects, addressing
8 the 200 basis point reduction on return on the

9 assets that would be retired, are you offering that
10 as anot her | ever or another nechani smthat we can
11 use to -- in the event that we have concerns about,
12 especially, the -- sone of the specific projects
13 where the benefits are slimest, that another way we
14 could address that is to reduce the return on the
15 retired assets as a way to alter the bal ance of
16 benefits and burdens that has been a concern to you.
17 Is that -- is that what you're -- is that --
18 A Conmm ssioner, that is exactly what |'m
19 recommending. And | wouldn't -- | would describe it
20 exactly as you described it, as another -- it's
21 anot her lever at your disposal. And | really
22 believe that in the position that you're in, it's
23 I nportant to have those | evers available to you.
24 COW SSI ONER CLARK:  Thank you. That
25 concl udes ny questi ons.
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COMW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Did you have

anyt hing further?

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  Not hi ng further.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR:  Thank you,
M. H ggins. W appreciate your testinony today.

THE W TNESS: Thank you.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: M. Russel |,
anything el se fromyou?

MR. RUSSELL: No, Chairman. Thank
you.

COW SSI ONER LEVAR: Ckay. And,
Ms. Hickey, did you have anything el se?

M5. HI CKEY: No. Thank you, sir.

COMWM SSI ONER LEVAR:  Anyt hi ng el se
fromanyone? Okay. Well, we will take this matter
under advi senment and issue a witten order in
reasonabl e tine.

Thank you for your participation in
this hearing yesterday and today. W' re adjourned.

(The hearing concluded at 2:50 p.m)
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REPORTER S CERTI FI CATE

STATE OF UTAH )
COUNTY OF SUWM T )

|, Mary R Honi gman, a Registered Professional
Reporter, hereby certify:

THAT t he foregoi ng proceedi ngs were taken before
me at the tinme and place set forth in the caption hereof;
that the witnesses were placed under oath to tell the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth; that the
proceedi ngs were taken down by ne in shorthand and
thereafter my notes were transcribed through conputer-aided
transcription; and the foregoing transcript constitutes a
full, true, and accurate record of such testinony adduced
and oral proceedi ngs had, and of the whole thereof.

| have subscribed nmy name on this 16th day of My,

Mol o

Mar Y. .R/” Honi gwan
Regi st ered Professional Reporter #972887
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 1                       PROCEEDINGS

 2                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We're back this

 3   morning in Public Service Commission Docket No.

 4   17-035-39, the Voluntary Request of Rocky Mountain

 5   Power for the Approval of Resource Decision to

 6   Repower Wind Facilities.  My recollection is we had

 7   Mr. Daniel Peaco on the stand and everyone except

 8   Ms. McDowell had declined cross-examination, and we

 9   were about to start cross-examination from Rocky

10   Mountain Power.  Is my recollection correct on that?

11   No one else had an interest in cross-examining

12   Mr. Peaco?

13                  Okay.  We'll bring Mr. Peaco back to

14   the stand.  You're still under oath from yesterday,

15   and we'll start with Ms. McDowell's questions.

16                  MS. MCDOWELL:  While Mr. Peaco is

17   getting settled, I just want to let everyone know

18   that I have distributed a cross-examination exhibit,

19   Rocky Mountain Power Cross-Exhibit 4, and I believe

20   the witness has that and I believe the Commission

21   was provided copies of that.

22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And then I'll

23   just clarify that it's on yellow paper.  I assume --

24   are all the numbers confidential or just the shaded

25   ones?
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 1                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Just the shaded ones.

 2   Just to clarify, because I think it may help sort

 3   out the confidentiality issues.  Project costs -- on

 4   an individual basis, the project cost numbers are

 5   confidential, so the overall project cost isn't

 6   confidential, but it's broken down into the

 7   individual project costs, and that's what

 8   confidential here.  The cells that are shaded, I

 9   don't intend to -- I think I can navigate through

10   this without actually asking confidential questions,

11   but if, you know, if my questions elicit a response

12   that is confidential, maybe we can take it from

13   there.

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And just to

15   clarify, I think what you just said means that the

16   multi-colored shading on the far right is not

17   confidential?

18                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's correct.  You

19   know, I stand corrected.  Even though they're not

20   shaded, they are confidential because I understand

21   that, as I'm thinking about it now, you could

22   actually back into those numbers --

23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  So all the

24   multicolored shaded numbers are also?

25                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's correct.  So I
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 1   will try to ask questions at a high level --

 2   although it may be impossible to navigate through

 3   this without some closed session, so we'll just see

 4   how that goes.

 5                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.

 6                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

 7   BY MS. MCDOWELL:

 8        Q    Good morning, Mr. Peaco.

 9        A    Good morning.

10        Q    So at the end of day the yesterday,

11   Ms. Hickey asked about your recommendation that the

12   Company make a new voluntary resource filing scaling

13   back the scope of the project.  Do you recall that

14   question?

15        A    I do.

16        Q    And are you aware that the timeline for a

17   voluntary approval filing in front of this

18   Commission is six months, 180 days?

19        A    I'm not.  I'll take your representation of

20   that.  I'm not real familiar with the requirements.

21        Q    So your recommendation didn't take into

22   account the amount of time that it would take the

23   Commission to actually process that additional

24   request?

25        A    Well, the recommendation is based on the
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 1   fact that we don't have -- in our opinion, we don't

 2   have a record here to make an affirmative decision

 3   and so if there was one desire, then it would

 4   require new information.

 5        Q    So in this case, we're in the ninth month

 6   of the filing, does that sound right, filed in June?

 7        A    Yes, at least.

 8        Q    So wouldn't the delay associated with a

 9   new filing potentially cause risks associated with

10   the qualification for the PTCs with these projects?

11        A    To my understanding, there's still some

12   float in the schedule, but I invited the Company to

13   file that in their last responsive testimony but

14   didn't, so I don't really see that it's on us.  We

15   asked you to file that so we could hear that

16   downsize filing today, and that didn't occur.

17        Q    Well, I would -- I noticed an

18   inconsistency between your testimony and

19   Dr. Zenger's testimony where she expressed concerns

20   about the projects even being one day late and

21   losing eligibility for PTCs.  Your recommendation

22   would add at least another six months in the

23   schedule, so wouldn't that actually add to the risks

24   that Dr. Zenger expressed concern about?

25        A    Well, it would, but my understanding is
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 1   that the critical path is not such that there isn't

 2   more time to consider this, but the alternative is

 3   to deny the projects outright, so I think you'd have

 4   to make that choice.

 5        Q    So I'd like to turn to your testimony

 6   at -- it's in your supplemental response testimony,

 7   lines 376 through 378.

 8        A    370 --

 9        Q    It's page 22, and basically the Q begins

10   on line 374 and it goes to 378.  Do you have that?

11        A    Yes.

12        Q    So there are -- the question asks whether

13   you've done any analysis to test the economics of

14   the repowering projects in light of the problems

15   with the Company's analysis, and there you say,

16   "Yes, I have.  I've calculated a set of benefit cost

17   metrics for each of the repowering projects using

18   different estimates of the energy benefits.  The

19   benefit cost metrics are summarized in Table 4."  Do

20   you see that?

21        A    I do.

22        Q    So I've handed you, or cause to be

23   distributed to you in advance of the hearing, RMP

24   Cross-Exhibit 4.  Do you recognize this as the work

25   paper that underlies your table 4?
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 1        A    Yes.

 2        Q    So that everybody is on the same page

 3   here, when you calculate a benefit-to-cost ratio --

 4   just so everybody understands it, a benefit-to-cost

 5   ratio higher than 1.0 indicates that the benefits

 6   are -- exceed the costs on a particular project; is

 7   that correct?

 8        A    Correct.

 9        Q    And just so everybody understands your

10   methodology, I'd like to go through it.  Instead of

11   using the Company's modeling, the IRP modeling, you

12   used the Company's Palo Verde prices -- the price

13   curve for the Palo Verde market -- for the entire

14   study period through 2050; is that correct?

15        A    Well, there are two columns of numbers

16   that are the Company's numbers, and then the last

17   four columns as you describe.

18        Q    And basically you did this, according to

19   your testimony, to avoid the issues that you believe

20   are associated with the IRP models; is that correct?

21        A    The IRP models and the alternative that

22   Mr. Link offered in his testimony.

23        Q    So just, again, to understand what you've

24   done here, in your columns P through Q, where you

25   say a hundred percent PV and then have both the
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 1   medium and low case, is what you've done, basically,

 2   is take the Company's medium Palo Verde price curve

 3   and its low Palo Verde price curve and reprice the

 4   incremental energy using those curves?

 5        A    That's correct.

 6        Q    And then your --

 7        A    All of the entire energy from the project.

 8        Q    And then -- so it would be the incremental

 9   energy up until 2037 and then the entire energy

10   output between 2037 and 2050?

11        A    That's correct.

12        Q    So using those -- just to make sure we

13   understand the way this chart flows -- then in the

14   70 percent case, you've basically, again, taken the

15   Company's medium and low price curves and then

16   reduced them by 30 percent; is that right?

17        A    The Company offered medium and low

18   Palo Verde price scripts at 70 percent.  Mr. Link

19   described and offered Palo Verde price scripts for

20   medium and low as case assumptions, and then he used

21   a 130 percent of those values and 70 percent of

22   those values in his testimony.  So the 70 percent

23   value here are the medium and low Palo Verde price

24   70 percent versions that Mr. Link refers to in his

25   testimony.

0013

 1        Q    So just referring to Column P, this is

 2   your benefit-to-cost ratio using the hundred percent

 3   of the PV pricing under the Company's medium-priced

 4   forecast.  Are you with me on that column?

 5        A    Yes.

 6        Q    So every column is higher than 1.0,

 7   correct?

 8        A    Correct.

 9        Q    And the Company's medium case is in

10   Column N, correct?

11        A    Correct.

12        Q    And comparing your results in Column P to

13   the results in Column N, doesn't it show that your

14   results produce higher benefit-to-cost ratios than

15   the Company's medium/medium results for every single

16   project?

17        A    The assumption that using the Palo Verde

18   medium/medium at a hundred percent does produce that

19   result.  It's simply a demonstration of what that

20   set of assumptions produces.  Correct.

21        Q    And would you accept, subject to check,

22   that a simple average of the Company's

23   benefit-to-cost ratios using the medium case is 1.29

24   and yours is 1.42?

25        A    Simple average is not appropriate for
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 1   these calculations.  I'll accept your math, but I

 2   reject the concept that a simple average has any

 3   meaning.  You would need to do a weighted average to

 4   have any meaning.

 5        Q    So if you're right that the SO and PaR

 6   models are flawed, at least in this instance, the

 7   flaws have understated the benefits of repowering in

 8   the medium case?

 9        A    No, that's not correct.

10        Q    Well, your benefit-cost ratios are higher

11   than the Company's, correct?

12        A    That's not my recommended case.

13        Q    With respect to the medium case, which is

14   my question, in the medium case, don't the PaR and

15   SO models understate the benefits as compared to

16   your calculations?

17        A    My calculation of the cost benefit using

18   Mr. Link's assumptions of Palo Verde and 100 percent

19   medium/medium does produce a higher result than the

20   Company's modeling analysis, correct.  I don't

21   accept the representation that it's anything other

22   than the calculation of that result when you

23   associate that with -- that's not a number that I

24   would recommend the Commission put any weight on in

25   terms of decision making, if that's where you're
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 1   going, so I just want to make that distinction.

 2        Q    You know, your counsel can ask you

 3   questions on redirect, but I'm just asking you some

 4   specific questions about your analysis that you've

 5   provided in this case which you said was designed to

 6   assess the benefits of this project.

 7        A    Correct.

 8        Q    So if you could refer to Column Q, these

 9   are your results for the low gas, zero CO2 scenario,

10   correct?

11        A    At 100 percent Palo Verde, correct.

12        Q    At 100 percent Palo Verde.  So under that

13   column, every project except Leaning Juniper shows

14   net benefits in your study, correct?

15        A    Correct.

16        Q    And if you compare those results, again,

17   to the Company's results in Column O, your

18   methodology produced higher benefit-cost ratios for

19   8 of the 12 projects, correct?

20        A    I haven't counted those.  There are some

21   that are higher, some that are lower.

22        Q    If you can accept, subject to check, you

23   produced lower benefits only for Glenrock I, Seven

24   Mile Hill I, Leaning Juniper, and Goodnoe Hills.

25        A    I'm sorry.  Those four again?
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 1        Q    Glenrock I, Seven Mile Hill I, Leaning

 2   Juniper, and Goodnoe Hills.

 3        A    That's correct.

 4        Q    So now, I'm going to ask you about your

 5   Columns R and S.  In those cases, I think we have

 6   already been through this, that you basically took,

 7   again, the medium and low price curves that the

 8   Company provided, and then you discounted them by

 9   another 30 percent?

10        A    Correct.

11        Q    And you did this even though you'd already

12   run a low forecast in Column Q, correct?

13        A    I'd run the -- Mr. Link's low hundred

14   percent Palo Verde prices in Column Q.

15        Q    So isn't the effect of reducing the medium

16   Palo Verde curve by 30 percent to basically turn

17   that into the low case?  If you look at the

18   benefit-cost ratios between your 100 percent

19   Palo Verde low curve and 70 percent Palo Verde

20   medium, aren't those results virtually the same?

21        A    They're very close, yes.

22        Q    So you basically have two low curves then?

23        A    I'm not following that question.

24        Q    Well, you have -- Q is the low curve at a

25   hundred percent Palo Verde, and Column R is the
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 1   medium case at 70 percent Palo Verde, and they're

 2   essentially equivalent cases, low gas cases?

 3        A    No.  That's not true.

 4        Q    Well, they produce essentially the same

 5   results, don't they?

 6        A    Right, but your representation of the

 7   cases are what I'm objecting to.

 8        Q    So then if you go over to one more column,

 9   Column S, there you take the low benefit case -- so

10   you basically take the low Palo Verde curve and you

11   reduce it another 30 percent.  That's what that case

12   does, right?

13        A    Right.

14        Q    So it's really a low/low case, correct?

15   You're taking the low curve and then you're reducing

16   it a step further; is that correct?

17        A    We're taking Mr. Link's low Palo Verde

18   prices and reducing those and taking the 70 percent

19   value of those and running those in that case,

20   correct.

21        Q    And just to be clear, you did not test any

22   of this using the high Palo Verde curve, correct?

23        A    Correct.

24        Q    Which you could have done, you had those

25   numbers.
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 1        A    There was no reason to.

 2        Q    Because you just want to look at the

 3   medium/low and low/low case here?

 4        A    No.  In other places in my testimony, I

 5   did -- I tested the Palo Verde prices against

 6   Mr. Link's natural gas prices and found that all of

 7   the Palo Verde prices tracked well above what

 8   natural gas prices would produce for values in

 9   PacifiCorp's system.  And that's the basis upon

10   which I concluded that the results in Column R and S

11   most closely align with what Mr. Link has assumed

12   for natural gas price forecasts in the medium and

13   low cases.  And so my -- based on that analysis, my

14   conclusion is Column R most closely aligns with

15   Mr. Link's natural gas price assumptions in the

16   medium case, and Column S most closely aligns with

17   his assumptions for natural gas prices in the low

18   case.

19        Q    Now, isn't it true that Mr. Link used that

20   70 percent scenario only in the out years, beginning

21   in 2017?

22        A    That's my understanding.

23        Q    And isn't it also true that when you test

24   the implied heat rate -- which I think is the

25   analysis you're talking about -- in those out years,
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 1   the heat rate is much more aligned with the numbers

 2   that you say are appropriate?

 3        A    I'm sorry.  What are you referring to?

 4        Q    So you tested the heat rate in the

 5   near-term right, like 2022?

 6        A    Yeah, I'd have to look at the numbers.

 7        Q    But it was within the period of time that

 8   the Company uses, basically, available market data

 9   to set its curve, right?

10        A    I don't have -- I'd have to look at the

11   numbers to see what you're referring to.

12        Q    But do you recall that your test for the

13   heat rate was in the near-term, not out in 2037?

14        A    I don't recall exactly how far we went out

15   with that.

16        Q    So I wanted to ask you to turn to -- I

17   guess I want to back up and ask you about the

18   reasonableness of discounting the Company's price

19   curves, the low price curve, by an additional

20   30 percent, and specifically wanted to ask you about

21   DPU's Cross-Exhibit 1 from yesterday, which is the

22   order and stipulation from the Idaho Commission

23   approving this proposal.  Do you have that?

24        A    I do not have that.

25        Q    I only have one copy.
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 1                  MS. SCHMID:  Could we go off the

 2   record for just one moment?

 3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.

 4   We'll be in brief recess.

 5                  (A brief recess was taken.)

 6   BY MS. MCDOWELL:

 7        Q    So, Mr. Peaco, you have been handed DPU

 8   Cross-Exhibit 1.  Do you see that?

 9        A    I have that.

10        Q    Can you please turn to the back part of

11   that exhibit?  The order approving the stipulation

12   is attached, and I'd like you to turn to what is the

13   page that's labeled page 4 of that order.

14        A    I have that.

15        Q    And I'll represent to you that the order

16   was issued on December 28, 2017, approving the

17   repowering project in Idaho.

18        A    The cover letter has a November 24 date.

19   Is that something different?

20        Q    So just so there's no confusion, the

21   exhibit has -- as the Division presented it -- has

22   the stipulation in the first group of pages, and

23   that was presented to the Commission on November 24,

24   2017.  And then the order approving the stipulation

25   is the back part of the exhibit, and that's what I
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 1   have questions about.  The first page of that order

 2   is page 1 and indicates the date of December 28,

 3   2017.

 4        A    I have that.

 5        Q    So you if you could, turn to page 4 of

 6   that order.  And there in the second full

 7   paragraph -- the second paragraph, down from the

 8   top, the Commission is explaining why the -- in

 9   part, why it accepted the recommendation of staff to

10   approve the stipulation, and it specifically refers

11   to the staff, Idaho staff's position on forward

12   price curves.  And I just wanted to read that

13   language to you and then ask you a question about

14   it.  The paragraph states, "The staff also described

15   natural gas price risk if natural gas prices are

16   less than the Company assumes, then the project's

17   net benefits will also be less than estimated.

18   While the impact of lower gas prices could be large,

19   Staff believes the natural gas price risk is low.

20   Staff compared the Company's natural gas price

21   forecasts with those of the U.S. Energy Information

22   Administration (EIA), and found that the Company's

23   forecasts are consistently lower than the EIA's.

24   Staff thus believed that the Company's forecasts are

25   conservative, and explained that if actual gas
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 1   prices are closer to EIA's forecasts, there will be

 2   more benefits than the Company has estimated."  So

 3   with that language, doesn't the Commission's order

 4   citing Staff's position on the reasonableness of the

 5   Company's gas forecast undermine your position that

 6   these forecasts should be reduced by an additional

 7   30 percent to determine cost-benefit ratios in this

 8   case?

 9        A    No.

10        Q    Your analysis, as you indicated, does not

11   include a high case, correct?

12        A    But that wasn't the purpose of my

13   analysis.

14        Q    So you start with a conservative analysis

15   that does not reflect -- which reflects conservative

16   price curves based on, at least, the Idaho

17   Commission's order, and then you reduce that low

18   forecast by an additional 30 percent?

19        A    No.  That's not right.  What I explained

20   to you was that I compared the 70 percent Palo Verde

21   to the Company's own low gas price forecast, that

22   70 percent that I was aligning up with the Company's

23   natural gas price forecast.  I'm not offering

24   something different than that.  I'm saying the

25   70 percent Palo Verde script is consistent with the
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 1   Company's own low natural gas price with a

 2   reasonable system heat rate.

 3        Q    But you take the Company's low natural gas

 4   forecast and you reduce it by 30 percent in your

 5   Column S.

 6        A    No, that's not correct.

 7                  MS. SCHMID:  Pardon me, Mr. Peaco,

 8   could you speak a little more loudly and a little

 9   more directly into the microphone?

10                  THE WITNESS:  Sure.

11        A    That is not correct.

12   BY MS. MCDOWELL:

13        Q    Well, then, how is it that you have a

14   medium case and a low case?  You've used the

15   Company's medium Palo Verde curve and its low Palo

16   Verde curve.

17        A    You're comparing the Palo Verde price

18   curve with the Company's natural gas price forecast,

19   and they're two different things.

20        Q    So you basically reduced the medium

21   forecast and the low forecast, each by 30 percent,

22   correct?

23        A    Palo Verde forecast.

24        Q    So even after taking that low forecast --

25   the low Palo Verde price curve -- and reducing that
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 1   by 30 percent, isn't it true that even in that case,

 2   only two projects show a benefit-cost ratio of less

 3   than 1?

 4        A    Yes.

 5        Q    So in total, you performed either -- I

 6   don't know if you want to call it two studies or

 7   four studies, but produced 48 results, correct?

 8   Your columns P, Q, R, and S had 48 results, correct?

 9        A    Yes.

10        Q    And of those 48, only five returned

11   results showing that repowering does not provide net

12   benefits, correct?

13        A    Yes.

14        Q    So in your testimony, you indicated that

15   RMP should be -- or the Company should be required

16   to demonstrate benefits to customers under the low

17   gas, zero CO2 scenario.  Do you recall that

18   testimony?

19        A    I do.

20        Q    Well, doesn't table 4 show that even under

21   your own analysis, the repowering project meets the

22   standard for every facility but Leaning Juniper?

23        A    If you ignore all the risks that are

24   inherent in those projects, yes.  But my testimony

25   goes on to explain that these numbers do not address
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 1   all the remaining outstanding risks associated with

 2   those.

 3        Q    So I wanted to ask you about applying a

 4   simple average to calculate risk-weighted benefits,

 5   like the Division's expert, Mr. Evans did in the SCR

 6   case.  Were you here yesterday when we discussed the

 7   SCR case?

 8        A    I was.

 9        Q    So do you agree that a simple average for

10   the Leaning Juniper plant under a hundred percent PV

11   case shows that you would produce a benefit-cost

12   ratio of greater than 1.0?

13        A    I'm sorry.  A simple average of what?

14        Q    Of the Leaning Juniper results for the

15   medium -- for the hundred percent Palo Verde case

16   produces a benefit cost ratio greater than 1.0?  So

17   it's basically your Column P and Column Q, under

18   cell 12?

19        A    So is your question, if you average the

20   four numbers --

21        Q    The two numbers in the hundred percent

22   case.  This is awkward because I'm trying not to say

23   the numbers since they're confidential.

24        A    But we've got rows and column here, and I

25   want to make sure --
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 1        Q    So basically it's 12, which is the Leaning

 2   Juniper row, and columns P and Q.

 3        A    Averaging just those two?

 4        Q    A simple average of those two produces a

 5   benefit-cost ratio of greater than one 1.0, correct?

 6        A    Slightly.

 7        Q    So you indicate that this table

 8   illustrates the problems with the SO model, but

 9   doesn't it ultimately validate the results of the SO

10   model, at least in the medium hundred percent Palo

11   Verde case?

12        A    Well, I think we're talking about two

13   different issues.  The issue that I was pointing to

14   was the fact that, as you pointed out in talking

15   about the results in Column Q, they're not uniformly

16   different.  And what we found was, one of the things

17   about the method that we did would -- at least

18   you're measuring consistently each project against

19   the same metric, whereas in the Company's results,

20   we've pointed repeatedly to the notion that there's

21   a lot of anomalous results.  And what this points to

22   is that the relative sequence of projects changes

23   when you go from the Company's method to ours.  And

24   that confirms to me that System Optimizer and PaR

25   results are producing different results because
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 1   there are some numerical issues within the models

 2   that don't produce consistent results across the

 3   project, and that was the issue I was referring to.

 4   You're asking about the bottom line benefit-cost

 5   ratio comparisons, and that's a different issue.

 6        Q    Well, when you have two different models,

 7   you've run two different models, you would -- the

 8   results of those two models could be different on,

 9   you know, a detailed basis, correct?  But if the two

10   models end up directionally showing the same thing,

11   don't those models validate one another?

12        A    It doesn't validate the models, it happens

13   to be they come out to have similar results in some

14   aggregate sense.  But what I was focusing on in the

15   testimony that you asked me about was the fact that

16   the rank order of the projects is materially

17   different between those results and our results,

18   which suggest to me that there were some differences

19   in going from project to project that we've --

20   issues that we've identified in our testimony that

21   mean that you have some results that are anomalous

22   coming out for some projects so that there's -- in

23   some cases, maybe, the PaR System Optimizer results

24   were producing higher or lower values than they

25   would if you used -- basically, priced all the
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 1   energy at some constant price, as we have done here.

 2        Q    So in your summary yesterday, you said a

 3   50/50 proposition was not acceptable, and a dollar

 4   benefit was not enough.  Do you recall that?

 5        A    Correct.

 6        Q    So don't your results in Column P and Q

 7   show that this is anything but a 50/50 proposition?

 8        A    No.

 9        Q    When all of your benefit-cost ratios in

10   Column P are positive and positive by a significant

11   margin, doesn't this show that this is more than a

12   dollar of benefit for customers?

13        A    The implicit assumption in your question

14   is, you're ignoring the litany of risk issues that

15   remain for customers that have not been factored

16   into those numbers.  And one of those is a low gas

17   price risk, which points me to, at the low end,

18   there's a probability that even ignoring the risks

19   that some of the these projects are under water and

20   they don't even produce a dollar benefit.

21        Q    So when you indicate that there is

22   disparity of results among the individual projects,

23   isn't that something you would expect, given the

24   different size and configuration of the projects?

25        A    Well, no.  I would expect there to be
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 1   proportionality, but I would expect, based upon what

 2   I understand about the System Optimizer model, is

 3   using that model to measure -- it's modeling only

 4   the first 17 years.  There's small, incremental

 5   energy differential in the model, there's no

 6   incremental capacity, yet the model might change 500

 7   megawatt combined cycle unit by a year or two as a

 8   result of that change.  It's a very nonlinear result

 9   and, at least, a very anomalous result, which we've

10   pointed out before.  And that's what I believe is

11   happening here, and then that builds into the

12   extrapolation methodology.  And I think this is not

13   the right tool to evaluate these kinds of projects.

14        Q    So under your alternative tool, you have

15   not taken into account the proportionality or other

16   project-specific attributes that you acknowledged

17   might differ project to project, correct?

18        A    I'm sorry?

19        Q    Under your analysis here, you haven't

20   taken into account proportionality or different

21   project's attributes, correct?

22        A    I'm not sure I understand proportionality.

23        Q    You said you would have to look at

24   proportionality, and you haven't taken that into

25   account here, have you?

0030

 1        A    I'm still not understanding what you're

 2   referring to.

 3        Q    So when I asked you the question of,

 4   wouldn't you need to look at -- or wouldn't you

 5   expect that, given the project's different

 6   attributes, you would have different outcomes on a

 7   project-by-project basis.  You said, yes, you would

 8   need to look at proportionality.  Do you recall

 9   that?

10        A    I don't.

11        Q    That was what I recall I heard in your

12   answer.  So would you agree that you need to take

13   into account proportionality among the projects in

14   looking at the variability of benefit-cost ratios?

15        A    Let me try this and see if it's what

16   you're after.  Our use of benefit-cost ratios was

17   intended to compare the proportion of benefits to

18   costs, which hasn't been done elsewhere.  If that's

19   what you're referring to as proportionality, we've

20   done that.

21        Q    Would you accept, subject to check, in

22   this case, since you have reviewed all of these

23   studies, that the Company provided 135 different

24   studies with respect to the repowering project in

25   its most recent set of testimony?
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 1        A    I'm not sure where the 135 comes from.

 2        Q    So I can go through that with you.  Do you

 3   have Mr. Link's testimony with you?

 4        A    Which testimony?

 5        Q    Supplemental direct testimony, and I'm on

 6   pages 13 through 14.

 7                  MS. SCHMID:  I'm sorry.  Was that his

 8   supplemental direct?

 9                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's correct.

10                  THE WITNESS:  I'm sorry.  Which page?

11                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Pages 13 and 14 of the

12   supplemental direct.

13   BY MS. MCDOWELL:

14        Q    So there, the Company provided

15   project-by-project results using the SO and PaR

16   models for both the medium and low scenarios.  Do

17   you see that?

18        A    Which table are you referring to?

19        Q    So basically, there's two tables, one for

20   the medium and one for the low gas.  One is on page

21   13, one is on page 14.  Do you see those?

22        A    Yes.  I'm with you.

23        Q    So there's a total of 72 different studies

24   embedded in those -- in those results.  Do you see

25   that?
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 1        A    Six runs for each of the 12 projects?

 2        Q    Right.  So 72 different studies.

 3        A    I see that.

 4        Q    Okay.  And then, if you go to Mr. Link's

 5   testimony on page 15 --

 6        A    Yes.

 7        Q    -- and there, he provides an overall

 8   project -- or basically on page 15, he provides the

 9   nominal revenue requirement studies for each project

10   for the medium and low gas scenarios.  Do you see

11   that?

12        A    For the 30-year project life?  Yes.

13        Q    So that's another 24 studies.  Would you

14   accept that, subject to check?

15        A    24 runs.  Yes, I will accept that.

16        Q    Of these 96 results that we just went

17   through, only one project showed net cost, and that

18   was in the low gas, zero CO2 scenario using the SR

19   and PaR model, correct?

20        A    On the 20-year analysis.  And there's a --

21   in that project, it's zero in the 30-year.

22        Q    And then, the Company also provided

23   analysis of all of the projects together using the

24   SO and PaR models for all nine price policy

25   scenarios; do you recall that?
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 1        A    I understand that, yes.

 2        Q    And so that was on page 20 and that, I'll

 3   represent to you, comprised 27 different studies.

 4        A    I would call them runs, but yes.

 5        Q    And then on page 22, the Company provided

 6   that same analysis through the 2050 period, which

 7   was an additional nine studies?

 8        A    Yes.

 9        Q    And under all 36 of those studies,

10   repowering provided net benefits to customers,

11   correct?

12        A    Correct.

13        Q    And then, the Company also provided

14   sensitivities using market prices to value the

15   energy benefits for the longer-term economic

16   analysis.  That was the discussion we had this

17   morning about the use of Palo Verde prices?

18        A    Correct.

19        Q    And there were three studies in that case.

20   Do you recall that?

21        A    I will accept that.  I believe you're

22   right, but I don't have it in front of me.  Is there

23   a page reference?

24        Q    That's on page 26.

25        A    Okay.  I see that.
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 1        Q    So I got to 135 by adding 72 -- the first

 2   set of runs we talked about -- 24, 27, and 3, and

 3   that got to 135 different studies in Mr. Link's

 4   testimony.  Do you accept that number?

 5        A    I would label them runs, but yes, I would

 6   accept that.

 7        Q    And then you performed an additional 48

 8   studies -- you got an additional 48 results, I

 9   guess, if you want to call them results -- so that

10   from a results standpoint, that brings us to a total

11   number of 183 studies that we have between your

12   analysis and Mr. Link's.  Would you accept that?

13        A    Well, runs again, but yes.

14        Q    So how can you claim there's not enough

15   information in this case to determine whether

16   repowering is most likely to reduce customer costs

17   when there are now 183 study results, and the vast

18   majority of them show net benefits to customers?

19        A    All of Mr. Link's results suffer from the

20   problems that I critiqued in my testimony, so I

21   consider them of no value.  And in a number of the

22   cases I've done, I've shown to illustrate how

23   Mr. Link's assumptions would run through those, but

24   the only ones that I have really focused on are,

25   sort of, the last two columns in the exhibit we've
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 1   been talking about this morning.  So there's a lot

 2   of runs there, but most of them I would say to just

 3   set aside and they're not worth considering, because

 4   they have a number of problems which have been

 5   identified in my testimony and others.

 6        Q    So the SO and PaR runs which are -- have

 7   been conducted using the Company's IRP models,

 8   you're discounting entirely?

 9        A    Correct.

10        Q    So you understand that the statute that

11   the Company filed under the voluntary resource

12   approval statute requires consideration of short-

13   and long-term impacts, correct?

14        A    Correct.

15        Q    And can you turn to your supplemental

16   response testimony?  And that's your testimony on

17   April 2nd, and can you turn to line 663, please?

18        A    I'm there.

19        Q    And actually, I should have directed you

20   to 659, which is the Q and A where you respond to

21   the short- and long-term impacts.  And with respect

22   to the short-term impacts, you indicate that -- on

23   lines 662 to 663 -- that with respect to short-term

24   impacts, the PTC benefits, if realized, would

25   mitigate much of the costs in the first ten years.
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 1   Do you see that?

 2        A    Yes.

 3        Q    And on an NPV basis, which I think is what

 4   you were discussing in your supplemental -- let's

 5   call that the Hearing Exhibit 1 that you produced

 6   yesterday --

 7        A    Correct.

 8        Q    -- you were looking at production tax

 9   credit value on a net present value basis, correct?

10        A    Yes.  I think the exhibit actually had

11   nominal and present value, but we talked about

12   present value.

13        Q    But your point was to show NPV -- the

14   Company had relied on nominal numbers, and you

15   wanted to show what the NPV of those numbers was,

16   correct?

17        A    Correct.

18        Q    So -- and on an NPV basis, would you agree

19   that the PTCs are roughly -- provide about

20   65 percent of the project costs?

21        A    Yeah.  I'm not sure that's a number that

22   can be made public, but yes.

23        Q    I appreciate your sensitivity.  I think

24   it's an issue around the overall.  Project costs are

25   not confidential, it's only on a project-by-project
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 1   basis.

 2        A    Depending on what the numeric denominator

 3   is, it's approaching 70 percent of the total on a

 4   net present value basis.

 5        Q    And then on line 666, you indicate that

 6   the long-term benefit, much of the benefit -- I

 7   guess here on line 665 you say, "Much of the benefit

 8   is derived from the years 20 to 30 of the projects,

 9   the life extension period."  Do you see that?

10        A    Yes.

11        Q    And that's because that's when the

12   existing facilities are assumed to be retired, based

13   on the expiration of their 30-year life?

14        A    Correct.

15        Q    And during years 20 to 30, that's when the

16   Company estimates an approximate 3,500 of gigawatt

17   hours annually of incremental generation?

18        A    I'll accept your number.  I don't have it

19   in front of me.

20        Q    Do you understand that during those years,

21   repowering will also provide a capacity benefit,

22   approximately equal to a thousand megawatts of wind

23   resources?

24        A    But that would not be the capacity.

25   That's the nameplate of the total installation, but
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 1   that would not be the capacity benefit.

 2        Q    But it would provide a substantial

 3   capacity --

 4        A    Well, that would be some small fraction of

 5   the thousand --

 6        Q    -- off of the --

 7        A    I don't know the exact ratio, but it's

 8   somewhere in the 100 to 200 watt range of capacity.

 9        Q    So I wanted to ask you about your

10   testimony on -- your response testimony on lines 584

11   to 586.

12        A    Yes.

13        Q    And there, you indicate -- with respect to

14   the PTC qualification risks -- you indicate that PTC

15   qualification risks that remain are largely within

16   the Company's control to manage, but as in the prior

17   testimony, the Company is not agreeing to assume any

18   of the remaining risk.  Were you here yesterday when

19   Mr. Hoogeveen testified about the Company's

20   willingness to guarantee PTC qualification for all

21   risks within the Company's control?

22        A    Within the Company's control, yes.

23        Q    And so here, you indicate that the risks

24   are largely within the Company's control to manage,

25   but the Company is not agreeing to assume those
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 1   risks.  Isn't it true that the Company has agreed to

 2   assume PTC qualification risk for all risks within

 3   its control?

 4        A    My statement may not be as articulate as

 5   it should have been, but the distinction I was

 6   trying to draw here is, there are certain risks that

 7   the Company assumes within its control.  But one in

 8   particular we talked about yesterday is the risk

 9   that the production in the first ten years is not --

10   is clearly a risk that the Company is not willing to

11   take.  And that was the risk remaining that I was --

12   one of the risks remaining that I was referring to

13   is that the Company has claimed it's outside of its

14   control and it's not willing to take.

15        Q    But that's not a PTC qualification risk,

16   is it?

17        A    No.  That's what I'm saying.  I could have

18   said this better.  If you said, the PTC risks that

19   remain are largely within the Company's control to

20   manage.  However, there are risks outside the

21   Company's control that they're not willing to take,

22   and the production risk is one of those.  And so

23   that was my intent here, and I'm sorry that was not

24   articulated as it should have been.

25        Q    So this is a -- I have a final line of
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 1   questioning that will involve some confidential

 2   information.  And it's just a short amount of

 3   confidential information, so I don't know if it

 4   makes sense for me to finish up all my questions and

 5   then just have those questions at the very end and

 6   just indicate to you when I'm going to be asking

 7   about confidential information.

 8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  That would be

 9   the most efficient way to do it.

10   BY MS. MCDOWELL:

11        Q    So I have a couple of questions before I

12   get into confidential information.  In your summary

13   yesterday, you indicated that the benefits of the

14   project have declined from the Company's rebuttal

15   case in the fall to its supplemental filing in

16   February.  Do you recall that?

17        A    Yes.

18        Q    And isn't it true that the declining

19   benefits is associated largely with the tax reform

20   changes and the reduction in the corporate income

21   tax rate?

22        A    That would be my expectation.  I don't

23   have a breakdown of all the changes between those,

24   but that would be my expectation, that that would be

25   one important driver of the change.
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 1        Q    So can you turn to your direct testimony,

 2   this is your testimony from last fall on

 3   September 20, at pages 54 to 55?

 4        A    I'm there.

 5        Q    So just to -- before I ask you about that

 6   specific testimony, I just want to provide a little

 7   background.  Yesterday, Commissioner Clark asked

 8   Mr. Hemstreet about the voltage of frequency support

 9   equipment that's part of the repowering.  Do you

10   recall those questions?

11        A    I do.

12        Q    Do you recall that Mr. Hemstreet's

13   testimony was that this equipment would help the

14   Company comply with FERC guidelines on inertial

15   response?

16        A    I recall that.

17        Q    And just to summarize what we're talking

18   about, the particular equipment is referred to as

19   the wind-free and wind inertia equipment.  Do you

20   understand that?

21        A    Yes.

22        Q    And I've come to understand that the

23   wind-free equipment provides reactive power to the

24   grid, and the wind inertia equipment provides

25   inertial response capability during under-frequency
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 1   events.  Is that your understanding also?

 2        A    It's been a while since I've looked at

 3   these, but I'll take your representation of that.

 4        Q    So in your direct testimony, you opposed

 5   this equipment, claiming that the Company had not

 6   shown a need for it, correct?

 7        A    Correct.

 8        Q    And I wanted to ask you about surrebuttal

 9   testimony on this same point, and this is when I

10   will be asking about some confidential information.

11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  So

12   I'll take that as a motion to close the hearing to

13   the public.  There's a section of Title 54 -- I

14   don't have the section number handy -- that gives

15   the Commission the authority to do that upon a

16   finding that it is in the public interest to do so.

17   So I'll first ask all the parties if there's any

18   objection to a Commission finding that would be in

19   the public interest to -- sorry, Mr. Burnett, you

20   might have to go sit in our lobby if we do this --

21   but if any party objects to that motion for the

22   Commission to make a finding, that it would be in

23   the public interest to close the hearing for a

24   period of time -- and I'll turn to my colleagues if

25   we need any deliberation.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  I'd support

 2   whatever is necessary to flesh out this issue for

 3   us.

 4                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  I likewise

 5   support.

 6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  With that, we

 7   make a finding that it is in the public interest to

 8   close the hearing while this confidential material

 9   is discussed.  We'll stop the streaming temporarily,

10   and then this material will be reflected only in the

11   confidential transcript, not the public one.

12                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Thank you very much.

13   I appreciate that accommodation.

14    (The following testimony was deemed confidential.)

15   ///

16   ///

17   ///

18   ///

19   ///

20   ///

21   ///

22   ///

23   ///

24   ///

25   ///
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 1                  MS. MCDOWELL:  So I would like to

 2   offer Cross-Exhibit 4, and with that, I'll conclude

 3   my cross-examination.

 4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If anyone

 5   objects to the admission into the record of RMP

 6   Cross-Exhibit 4, please indicate to me.  And I'm not

 7   seeing any objection, so that motion is granted.

 8   Thank you.

 9      (Confidential RMP Cross-Exhibit 4 admitted.)

10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Any redirect,

11   Ms. Schmid?

12                  MS. SCHMID:  Yes, but may we have a

13   moment and maybe go off the record for one second?

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Would a five or

15   ten-minute break be appropriate?

16                  MS. SCHMID:  That would be very

17   appropriate.  Thank you.

18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Why don't we

19   just take a ten-minute recess.

20                  (A brief recess was taken.)

21                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We're back on

22   the record, and we're with Ms. Schmid's redirect of

23   Mr. Peaco.

24

25
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 1                  REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 2   BY MS. SCHMID:

 3        Q    Thank you very much.  Good morning.  You

 4   were asked a series of questions about negative and

 5   positive values.  And you were asked questions about

 6   the statute that applies to voluntary request for

 7   resource decision review and things the Commission

 8   should, or actually must -- shall consider.  Do you

 9   recall that line of questions?

10        A    I do.

11        Q    Is it true that the Commission has many

12   things that it must take into consideration?

13        A    That's my understanding, yes.

14        Q    And is it true that those are (1) whether

15   it will most likely result in the acquisition,

16   production, and delivery of utility services at the

17   lowest reasonable cost to the retail customers of an

18   energy utility located in this state, (2) the

19   long-term and short-term impacts, (3) risk,

20   (4) reliability, (5) financial impacts on the energy

21   utility, and (6) other factors determined by the

22   Commission to be relevant?

23        A    That's my understanding, yes.

24        Q    And is it also your understanding that

25   these things, including 6, the other factors
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 1   determined to be -- determined by the Commission to

 2   be relevant, are what the Commission shall take into

 3   consideration when it is determining whether or not

 4   the requested resource is in the public interest?

 5        A    That's also my understanding.

 6        Q    So we talked just a little bit about the

 7   other factors, and you were also asked -- or

 8   actually, we talked a lot about what net present

 9   values mean and things like that.  Isn't it possible

10   that net present values may not reveal when costs

11   and benefits actually hit the system and actually

12   impact customers?

13        A    The net present value collapses all of the

14   nominal benefits and costs as they play out over

15   time into a single number of present value.  So it

16   does not have any information about when those

17   benefits in costs occur, it just aggregates into one

18   metric over the life of the project.

19        Q    And so the fact that those values are

20   aggregated, is it something that the Commission, in

21   your opinion, should take into consideration as one

22   of those others factors?

23        A    The net present value metric will not tell

24   you anything about the timing of cost and benefits

25   and how it would impact customers over time.
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 1        Q    Thank you.  You were also asked questions

 2   addressing long-term market heat rates.  Do you

 3   recall that line of questioning?

 4        A    Yes.

 5        Q    I'd like you to turn, please, to your

 6   response testimony on page 16, figure 1.

 7        A    I'm there.

 8        Q    Could you tell us what you see in this

 9   chart?

10        A    This chart shows our analysis for the low

11   and the medium gas cases, the two cases that we

12   evaluated, and it shows that we tested the market

13   heat rates from 2017 to 2042.

14        Q    Thank you.  Turning now to what's been

15   entered into evidence as RMP Cross-Exhibit 4 and,

16   again, this chart and exhibit does contain

17   confidential information, so I will refer to things

18   by rows.  Could you please explain why columns P and

19   Q should not be the basis for the Commission's

20   decisions, but R and S should be considered by the

21   Commission?

22        A    The values in P and Q are based upon the

23   Company's two provided Palo Verde scripts that are

24   at a hundred percent of that price script.  And we

25   tested it, the market heat rate -- which was part of
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 1   the prior line of questioning about the market heat

 2   rate test -- we tested those prices, and we found

 3   that those price scripts were well in excess of the

 4   Company's own natural gas price forecast for those

 5   scenarios.  And from that, we concluded that these

 6   clearly overstated the market value of energy, and

 7   so we believe that the medium and low numbers that

 8   most closely align with the Company's own medium and

 9   low natural gas prices are the numbers in columns R

10   and S.

11                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  Those are

12   all my redirect questions.

13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  Any

14   recross, Ms. McDowell?

15                  MS. MCDOWELL:  No, thank you.

16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

17   Commissioner Clark, do you have any questions for

18   Mr. Peaco?

19   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:

20        Q    Yes.  I want to start with the last

21   questions you had from Counsel, because I just want

22   to make this as clear as I can in my own mind what R

23   and S -- columns R and S are.  I think what Mr. Link

24   did is he used a Palo Verde price script for the

25   years subsequent to 2036; is that right?
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 1        A    Yes.  He used those numbers to provide an

 2   alternative methodology to what he used as an

 3   extrapolation method that we've talked about.  So he

 4   used that to provide an alternative to that

 5   methodology for that part of his analysis, but he

 6   kept the System Optimizer PaR results intact and

 7   just used that for the extrapolation period.

 8        Q    And am I right that here, you have used

 9   the Palo Verde price script for the entire period

10   under analysis, right?

11        A    Correct.

12        Q    And are there price scripts that apply to

13   a low natural gas, or a medium natural gas, or a

14   high natural gas scenario, or is there just one

15   price script that would be utilized?

16        A    The Company actually offered in its

17   analysis a separate Palo Verde price script for its

18   medium case and its low case.  So we used those two

19   separate ones.

20        Q    Okay.  So in Column S, is the Palo Verde

21   price script that you've taken 70 percent of

22   associated with the Company's low natural gas

23   scenario or the medium?

24        A    The numbers in there are the Company's low

25   Palo Verde price script.  And what we did separately
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 1   is to compare that price script to the Company's low

 2   natural gas price, times the market heat rate to see

 3   where those compared.  And when we did that analysis

 4   to compare, you know -- did the Palo Verde prices

 5   make sense relative to the, basically, marginal cost

 6   of energy on their system, we found that 70 percent

 7   of Palo Verde prices was most closely aligned with a

 8   reasonable price for gas fire generation on their

 9   own system.  And that's how we came to get

10   comfortable that that was a number that was useful

11   to look at.

12        Q    And just to be clear, it's 70 percent of

13   the Palo Verde price script that's associated with

14   the low natural gas forward price scripts?

15        A    The Company represented it as their low

16   Palo Verde price script, but they also separately

17   have a low natural gas price.  And so we looked at

18   both of those to see where those two prices lined up

19   to each other.

20                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  That concludes

21   my questions.  Thank you.

22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

23   Commissioner White.

24                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  No questions,

25   thank you.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And I don't have

 2   anymore, so thank you, Mr. Peaco.  We appreciate

 3   your testimony this morning.  Ms. Schmid.

 4                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  The Division

 5   would like to call its next witness,

 6   Mr. Charles Peterson.

 7                   CHARLES E. PETERSON,

 8   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

 9            examined and testified as follows:

10                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

11   BY MS. SCHMID:

12        Q    Good morning.

13        A    Good morning.

14        Q    Could you please state your full name,

15   title, employer, and business address for the

16   record?

17        A    Yes.  Charles E. Peterson.  I'm a utility

18   technical consultant with the Division of Public

19   Utilities.

20        Q    And your business address?

21        A    160 East 300 South, Heber Wells Building,

22   Fourth Floor, Salt Lake City, Utah.

23        Q    Thank you.  In connection with your

24   employment by the Division, have you participated in

25   this docket?
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 1        A    Yes.

 2        Q    Did you prepare or cause to be filed

 3   what's been pre-marked as DPU Exhibit 4.0 Direct,

 4   DIR, your prefiled direct testimony, DPU Exhibit No.

 5   4.0-SR, your prefiled surrebuttal testimony, and

 6   what's marked at DPU Exhibit No. 4-RESP, which is

 7   your prefiled response testimony, and that was filed

 8   on April 2nd, 2018?

 9        A    Yes.

10        Q    Do you have any changes or corrections to

11   that testimony?

12        A    None that I'm aware of.

13        Q    If I were to ask you today the same

14   questions that were presented in your prefiled

15   testimony, would your answers be the same?

16        A    Yes.

17                  MS. SCHMID:  With that, the Division

18   moves for the admission of DPU Exhibit No.

19   4.0-Direct, 4.0-SR, and 4.0-RESP.

20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party

21   objects to that motion, please indicate to me.  I'm

22   not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.

23     (DPU Exhibit Nos. 4.0-DIR, 4.0-SR, and 4.0-RESP

24                        admitted.)

25   BY MS. SCHMID:
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 1        Q    Mr. Peterson, do you have prepared

 2   comments and live testimony to give today?

 3        A    Yes, I do.

 4        Q    Please proceed.

 5        A    Good morning, Commissioners.  My testimony

 6   covers three matters in this docket.  The first

 7   matter pertains to a statutory requirement of

 8   whether the Company has the financial capabilities

 9   or the financial impacts on the Company of the

10   repowering proposal.

11             The second point is whether or not it's

12   appropriate under traditional regulatory practice to

13   recover the cost on and earn a return on property

14   that is no longer useful, and if so, under what

15   circumstances that is allowable.

16             And the third issue is the issue of

17   intergenerational equity.  With respect to the

18   first, I believe that it is well within the

19   Company's financial capacity to pursue the

20   repowering projects as it has proposed them.  This

21   is especially true if the Company maintains a

22   capital structure of approximately 50 percent

23   equity, which the Company has at least implied that

24   it will do.  And also implicitly, is the Company has

25   regulatory support and recovery for the projects.
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 1             With respect to the second point, the

 2   Division understands that the Company's

 3   justification for the repowering project is

 4   primarily economic.  That is, ratepayers and the

 5   Company will be economically better off with the

 6   repowering projects as proposed than without them.

 7   As I detailed in my direct testimony, the

 8   authorities I cited suggest that it may be

 9   appropriate to allow recovery of equipment that is

10   no longer used and useful for purely economic

11   reasons.  One authority, Phillips, for example,

12   presents cases where the recovery of equipment taken

13   out of service was over a four- or five-year period.

14   I concluded that, for economic reasons alone, it may

15   be appropriate for the recovery of equipment that is

16   no longer used and useful but, if so, it should be

17   over a relatively short period of time.

18             This leads into my final issue of

19   intergenerational equity.  The Company cites three

20   cases that have come before the Commission as

21   precedential to the recovery of equipment taken out

22   of service.  In the Powerdale decision, the

23   Commission allowed a recovery over three years.  The

24   other two cases, which the Division believes were

25   inappropriately cited by the Company because they
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 1   were parts of settlements, had recovery periods of

 2   approximately five years.  I did not find any

 3   evidence, neither did the Company offer any

 4   evidence, of a regulator anywhere allowing recovery

 5   of and return on equipment taken out of service over

 6   a 30-year period.  The intergenerational equity

 7   issue is this:  There will be future ratepayers who

 8   will receive no benefit from the production tax

 9   credits -- the economic justification for the

10   repowering projects -- and there will be future

11   ratepayers toward the end of the ten years of the

12   PTC benefits that will inadequately be compensated

13   by the PTCs to offset the payment on the equipment

14   removed from service.

15             The Company proposes to remove the legacy

16   equipment, the equipment that is currently

17   operating.  And after removal, this legacy equipment

18   will no longer be used and useful.  However,

19   ratepayers who would receive no PTC benefits and

20   ratepayers who would be inadequately compensated

21   with the PTCs for the cost of those -- for the cost

22   those ratepayers incur, will both pay the Company

23   for the legacy equipment for its remaining

24   amortizable value over 20 years or more.  This

25   scenario is unprecedented, to my knowledge.
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 1             I made the suggestion that the Commission

 2   consider -- that if the Commission considers the

 3   intergenerational issue to be of some importance,

 4   then the amortization period of the legacy

 5   equipment -- the equipment which will no longer be

 6   used or useful -- could be reduced to at least match

 7   the period of the PTC benefits.  While even ten

 8   years is beyond the length of recovery of legacy

 9   equipment that has typically been given, it at least

10   can be justified by matching costs with benefits.

11   It is also true that any benefits to current

12   ratepayers will be reduced over that ten-year

13   amortization period, which could undermine the

14   project's justification.

15             In its latest filings, the Company

16   witness, Ms. Joelle Steward, made some new

17   observations concerning my testimony.  It is

18   noteworthy that she makes no specific mention of

19   intergenerational equity issue, which implies to me

20   that Company is aware of and has no answer for it.

21   Ms. Steward correctly notes that I did not include

22   the Company's return on the legacy equipment that it

23   is proposing to continue to receive from ratepayers

24   for 30 years in the calculations I made in

25   estimating the value or cost of reducing the
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 1   amortization period to ten years.  Including the

 2   return on the equipment only makes it worse for

 3   future ratepayers, in that they will not only pay

 4   the Company for the cost of the equipment, but will

 5   also reward the Company for keeping it out of

 6   service.

 7             Ms. Steward also suggests that the

 8   Company's proposal to amortize the legacy equipment

 9   is consistent with typical ratemaking.  At best, the

10   typical ratemaking treatment has been to amortize

11   equipment over the remaining original life of that

12   equipment.  She continues to ignore the fact that

13   amortizing equipment that is not used or useful over

14   a 30-year period is unprecedented and creates an

15   intergenerational equity issue that is also

16   unprecedented.  This is not typical ratemaking in my

17   view.

18             And finally, Ms. Steward suggests that the

19   Company should wait until the next depreciation

20   study cycle to determine the appropriate

21   amortization of this legacy equipment.  This is a

22   new idea that the Company is proposing, and has the

23   effect of delaying a decision on this matter.  The

24   Company itself did not wait for the depreciation

25   study cycle to make the unprecedented proposal to
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 1   amortize equipment that was not used or useful over

 2   a 30-year period.  And that concludes my opening

 3   comments.

 4                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  Mr. Peterson

 5   is now available for questions.

 6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or

 7   Mr. Snarr, do you have any questions for

 8   Mr. Peterson?

 9                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.

10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?

11                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

12   BY MR. RUSSELL:

13        Q    Mr. Peterson, on that last point regarding

14   the depreciation study, as you note, Ms. Steward has

15   testified that the Company would recommend that we

16   address the length of the period of amortization in

17   the upcoming depreciation study.  I note your

18   comments, but it's unclear to me, what is your view

19   as to when the Commission ought to address that

20   issue?  In this docket or in some other docket?

21        A    If the Commission considers the issue of

22   intergenerational equity to be important, it should

23   definitely be decided in this docket.

24                  MR. RUSSELL:  That's all I have.

25   Thank you.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey?

 2                  MS. HICKEY:  I think I'll waive in

 3   the interest of time.

 4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. McDowell or

 5   Mr. Lowney?

 6                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Just one moment.  No

 7   questions.

 8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, any

 9   redirect based on Mr. Russell's questions?

10                  MS. SCHMID:  None.  Thank you.

11   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:

12        Q    I just want to be clear.  So are you --

13   you're suggesting it would be inappropriate to

14   postpone consideration of this matter until the

15   depreciation study?  Do we need to decide now, or

16   would that be something you would consider

17   appropriate during that time?

18        A    Well, obviously, we could re-debate it at

19   that time, but I can't see that the position of the

20   Division would be any different.  The Company is

21   taking this equipment out of service and putting it

22   somewhere.  That puts time -- it becomes an

23   amortizable amount on the balance sheet that is not

24   considered depreciation at that point.  It's just

25   simply, purely cost recovery, and not tied to any
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 1   particular economic period, which normal

 2   depreciation is supposed to be at least nominally

 3   tied to.  So the issue is, over what period are you

 4   going to amortize this equipment to give the Company

 5   cost recovery.  And so, yes, you could delay making

 6   a decision on it, but I think it's more appropriate

 7   to be done here, in this setting here, so that we

 8   tie up any loose ends with that.

 9        Q    Would it be appropriate also to discuss --

10   to address the question of return of as well as a

11   return on during that time period, or is that

12   something that would also be more appropriate?

13        A    Well, if you want to delay to another

14   docket setting, then I guess we could, but I think

15   we can decide in this docket whether a return on or

16   a return of is appropriate.  The Division is taking

17   the position that the legacy equipment -- it would

18   be appropriate for the Company to return or to

19   receive cost recovery from this equipment, assuming

20   the Commission believes that the proposal, the

21   repowering proposal, is appropriate.  If the

22   Commission approves the repowering proposal as being

23   appropriate, then the equipment that would be taken

24   out of service for that proposal, whether it's for

25   the entire package that the Company is proposing or
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 1   some reduced package -- that reduced number of

 2   projects -- but in any case, whatever equipment is

 3   taken out to implement a repowering of any size, the

 4   Division takes the position that it would be

 5   appropriate for the Company to receive a return of

 6   its costs, which would include the return of capital

 7   costs.

 8             Otherwise, I think the Company is correct

 9   in its assertion, or its implicit assertion, that it

10   will not pursue projects because they don't make

11   sense without the recovery of the legacy equipment.

12        Q    Putting aside the intergenerational -- how

13   to depreciate or what period of time to recover the

14   investment, are you aware of any case, at least of

15   this Commission, where there's been an initial

16   approval and then when an investment is retired

17   earlier than -- the return-of portion is then taken

18   out when you're recovering that strata portion?

19        A    I'm not aware of any, but that doesn't

20   mean it's never happened.

21                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the

22   question I have.

23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

24   Commissioner Clark?

25
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 1   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:

 2        Q    I have a few questions.  Good morning,

 3   Mr. Peterson.  Do you have enough understanding of

 4   the Company's economic analysis to know whether or

 5   not its analysis assumes both a return of the

 6   investment, as well as a return on the investment in

 7   this, what would be the stranded plant?

 8        A    My understanding is that the Company has

 9   not included the legacy equipment in these economic

10   calculations.  My understanding of what the Company

11   is saying here is that we can go and repower this

12   equipment and pay for the repowering with the PTC

13   benefits, and in addition to paying for the

14   repowered equipment with the PTC benefits, there

15   will be additional benefits left over, say, in the

16   $150 million range that would then go to effectively

17   reducing the cost of the legacy equipment.  So

18   therefore, ratepayers are better off because -- I'm

19   just kind of picking a number out of the air, but I

20   think it's in the ballpark -- $150 million better

21   off because without doing the repowering, they would

22   have to pay for the full cost -- the full remaining

23   cost of the legacy equipment, and they would not get

24   the benefit of this $150 million.  And so that's, at

25   least, how I conceptualize what the Company is
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 1   saying here.

 2        Q    Have you evaluated, or has anyone at the

 3   Division, evaluated the Company's proposals,

 4   assuming that the cost of the stranded assets would

 5   be recovered over the life of the PTCs, for example,

 6   over that 10-year period, so that it would be

 7   matched against the credits?

 8        A    I have performed that sort of analysis.

 9   If I understand your question correctly, you are

10   comparing the 30-years versus the 10-year period?

11        Q    Right.

12        A    Yes.  And I've suggested in my testimony

13   that the present value of the -- the present value

14   as of 2019 -- the present value of the equipment

15   that would be recovered under the Company's 30-year

16   proposal, in other words, from year 10 to year 30,

17   is in the ballpark of $200 million.  Now, I need to

18   clarify this.  The $200 million is part of the

19   intergenerational equity issue, but the $200 million

20   would be -- if it's part of the -- let me try to

21   start over.  Obviously, there's going to be turnover

22   in the Company's mix of customers over the years.

23   The full $200 million would only be applicable if

24   the Company experienced a 100 percent turnover in

25   customers in the 10 years, which is extremely
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 1   unlikely.  But there would be some portion of the

 2   future customers that the Company will undoubtedly

 3   have who will not be adequately compensated from the

 4   PTC benefits who would be paying into some of that

 5   $200 million figure and those -- so you have an

 6   intergenerational equity that has a present value of

 7   about $200 million, and the $200 million would apply

 8   if every customer were changed out in the next 10

 9   years.  And it would be zero if no customer is

10   changed out over 30 years.

11             It's hard to say what the churn rate would

12   be, and even if we knew that, there might be

13   difficulties with interpreting it.  But the Division

14   believes that there would be some sizable fraction

15   of customers in the future that will fall into this

16   category, that they will not receive any benefits

17   from the PTCs, but they will have to continue to pay

18   on the legacy equipment if you follow the 30 years.

19        Q    And in the Division's view, is this an

20   important consideration for the Commission in

21   evaluating the proposal?  You've said a few times,

22   if the Commission feels that it's -- this

23   intergenerational equity issue is of importance.

24   What's the Division's position?

25        A    The Division's position is, first of all,
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 1   to the best of my knowledge -- again, there hasn't

 2   been a clear statement by the Commission of

 3   intergenerational equity, per se, and what would

 4   constitute inequity.  So we're struggling a little

 5   bit to say what the Commission should do, based on

 6   precedent.  However, the Division's position is that

 7   the -- there is intergenerational inequity, and that

 8   the best way to solve it would be to shift the costs

 9   of the legacy equipment to at least the period of

10   time when the ratepayers would be receiving the

11   benefits, which is amortizing it over the 10-year

12   period.  I have the feeling I lost some of your

13   question.

14                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  I think you've

15   answered my questions.  That concludes my questions.

16   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

17        Q    Thank you.  And just maybe one or two

18   questions in addition to that.  Some years back,

19   there was a stipulated agreement to establish, I

20   believe, a 5-year depreciation study cycle; is that

21   correct?

22        A    A 5-year depreciation -- you're talking

23   about the depreciation study cycle?

24        Q    Is it five years; is that right?

25        A    You know, since I haven't been intimately
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 1   involved with those matters that have come up since

 2   I've been here, I'm not sure it's five years.  That

 3   sounds correct.

 4        Q    So you don't have information on the

 5   agreement that led to that cycle or how it's been

 6   implemented since then?

 7        A    I'm not familiar with it.  I'm sorry.

 8        Q    So you wouldn't be able to answer whether

 9   what you're suggesting would be in any way

10   inconsistent with the stipulation that established

11   that cycle?

12        A    I couldn't speak that directly, no.

13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank

14   you, Mr. Peterson.  We appreciate your testimony

15   today.

16                  MS. SCHMID:  Pardon me.  Would I be

17   permitted to ask one question, or would that not --

18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We typically

19   don't, but I think we'll allow that right now.

20                  REDIRECT EXAMINATION

21   BY MS. SCHMID:

22        Q    Thank you.  Mr. Peterson, in your opinion

23   and in the opinion of the Division, is it likely

24   that some customers will be worse off if the

25   application is approved?
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 1        A    As a whole?

 2        Q    Yes.

 3        A    Yes.

 4                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.

 5                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Commissioner Levar,

 6   I'm going to ask for your indulgence for one other

 7   follow-up question, if it's possible.

 8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  I think since we

 9   allowed that question, it's only fair to allow a

10   follow-up.

11                  MS. MCDOWELL:  I really appreciate

12   that.  I just want to be sure the record is clear.

13                  RECROSS EXAMINATION

14   BY MS. MCDOWELL:

15        Q    Were you here when Ms. Steward gave her

16   summary of her testimony yesterday?

17        A    Yes.

18        Q    And do you recall, she summarized her

19   testimony on the cost recovery of the legacy

20   equipment, and that testimony included the rebuttal

21   testimony of Jeff Larsen, which states, "The Company

22   included cost recovery of the legacy plant in its

23   economic analysis that demonstrated repowering is

24   lower cost than other alternatives."  Does that

25   refresh your recollection on whether the legacy
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 1   plant was included in the Company's economic

 2   analysis?

 3        A    Well, if it was, we don't know where it

 4   was included because I've attempted to ascertain the

 5   lines from the testimony that included that.

 6        Q    Mr. Peterson, isn't the legacy equipment,

 7   including the full return on that equipment as

 8   Ms. Steward testified yesterday, included within the

 9   project-cost side of the equation?

10        A    My answer is the same, is that, to the

11   best of my knowledge, the -- and I did attempt to

12   ascertain this -- the legacy equipment was not part

13   of the benefits that the Company calculated.  Now,

14   that's to the best of my knowledge.

15        Q    Just to be clear, it's not part of the

16   benefits, but did you review the cost side to see

17   whether it was within -- embedded as one of the

18   costs within the project costs?

19        A    I attempted to look at that and I asked

20   for help, with my colleagues, to see if that was in

21   there, and we were unable to identify specific line

22   items, at least when I asked about it.

23                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Thank you.  Because

24   this an important point, we would be pleased to

25   provide additional data on that point to verify that
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 1   the legacy equipment, including the return of and

 2   return on, is included in the project-cost side.  It

 3   is in there, and we're happy the demonstrate that it

 4   is in some way.

 5                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  To clarify, are

 6   you asking to recall a witness in rebuttal to this

 7   testimony or --

 8                  MS. MCDOWELL:  We could do it that

 9   way, or we could just produce -- for example, in

10   response to a bench request or clarification -- just

11   verification that that cost and the return of and

12   return on is in the cost side of the Company's

13   economic analysis.

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do

15   you have a response?

16                  MS. SCHMID:  I do.  The Division

17   believes this question could be answered by

18   Mr. Peaco, and he would be the appropriate person to

19   address it.

20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  If we go

21   that route, we probably ought to allow the Utility

22   to bring up a witness to address the issue also.  Is

23   there interest in moving forward that way from the

24   parties?

25                  MS. MCDOWELL:  It seems like an
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 1   important point.  It would be one question, and we

 2   could establish it in that way.

 3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Well, I think

 4   we'll excuse Mr. Peterson.  Thank you for your

 5   testimony.  And while we're still on the Division's

 6   presentation, it seems to make sense to go

 7   forward -- Commissioner Clark, did you want to add

 8   something?

 9                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No.  I just

10   wanted to say, I'm interested in the process you

11   described.  Thank you.

12                  MS. SCHMID:  Pardon me.  If the

13   Company provides information, the Division

14   respectfully requests the opportunity to respond to

15   that.

16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.

17   Well, I think what we'll do is allow the Utility to

18   call a witness to rebut this issue, and then we'll

19   allow the Division to call a witness to rebut this

20   issue.  We'll allow cross-examination on both, if

21   there's no objection from anyone in the room to that

22   process.

23                  MS. SCHMID:  Or the Division -- okay.

24   Thank you.

25                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Commissioner LeVar, is
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 1   it your intention to do that now or at the

 2   conclusion?

 3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Why don't we do

 4   that now.

 5                  MS. MCDOWELL:  All right.  One moment

 6   while I figure out which of my witnesses.  It will

 7   be Mr. Link.

 8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Well, I hadn't

 9   really thought of that question.  If the parties

10   would prefer to do this at the end, I was thinking

11   while it's fresh in everyone's mind --

12                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Let's just do it.

13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Mr. Link,

14   you're still under oath from yesterday.

15                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

16   BY MS. MCDOWELL:

17        Q    Good morning, again, Mr. Link.

18        A    Good morning.

19        Q    So were you present during Mr. Peterson's

20   testimony?

21        A    Yes.

22        Q    And did you hear the question that

23   Commissioner Clark asked Mr. Peterson regarding

24   whether the legacy equipment was included in the

25   Company's economic analysis?
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 1        A    Yes.

 2        Q    And can you explain how you've included

 3   the legacy equipment in the Company's economic

 4   analysis of repowering in this docket?

 5        A    I can.

 6             Good morning, Commissioners.  I'm happy to

 7   verify and clarify precisely what was in our

 8   economic analysis.  And I'll start by simply stating

 9   that the return on, return of the existing equipment

10   is included in every study that we've performed in

11   our economic analysis.  The way that that is

12   included -- and it probably helps explain, in part,

13   Mr. Peterson's response as to why he couldn't find

14   it -- I think there's a rational explanation for

15   both of these.

16             Essentially, as I think I discussed

17   yesterday in my testimony, we do two runs of our

18   system, one with and one without repowering.  And in

19   essentially both of those runs, the assumption is

20   that all embedded cost is the same, and so they net

21   out as a difference.  And so if one is looking at

22   the change in results, it doesn't show up that there

23   is a return on and return of the existing equipment.

24   But became virtue of making that assumption in the

25   approach, it is to say that regardless of whether we
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 1   repower or don't repower, we still recover our

 2   return on and return of the existing equipment.

 3   It's the same in either case over the term of the

 4   existing -- the amortization period of that

 5   equipment, so roughly, an additional twenty years.

 6        Q    So, Mr. Link, just to be clear, that

 7   including the legacy equipment with a full return of

 8   and return on in both the "with repowering" and

 9   "without repowering" than in the "with repowering"

10   case, return of and return on the legacy equipment

11   would be included in the cost-side of the equation?

12        A    Yes.  It's included in the overall project

13   economics.

14        Q    So when you're calculating the net

15   benefits, those are benefits over and above the

16   Company's recovery of the legacy equipment,

17   including return of and return on?

18        A    Right.  I think if we had assumed anything

19   other than what I described -- let's say we assumed

20   there was no return on, then in the case with

21   repowering, there would be a separate cost item to

22   account for that, and there is not.  It's a net to

23   zero.

24                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's all the

25   questions I have.  Thank you.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey, do

 2   you want to ask Mr. Link any questions on this

 3   issue?

 4                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you, sir.

 5                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?

 6                  MR. RUSSELL:  No, Chairman.  Thank

 7   you.

 8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or

 9   Mr. Snarr?

10                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.

11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid?

12                  MS. SCHMID:  Yes.

13                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

14   BY MS. SCHMID:

15        Q    So is it true that because of the way that

16   you've included return on and return of in your

17   analysis, it doesn't make any difference because

18   it's --

19        A    I wouldn't quite characterize it that way.

20   I would say the way that we applied it is that it

21   nets to zero, which implies we have the same revenue

22   requirement on that equipment, whether we repower or

23   we don't.  And so by not repowering or repowering,

24   we're capturing the return on and return of that

25   equipment in either scenario.
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 1        Q    But you're capturing the return on with or

 2   without, but if you add the new equipment, you'll

 3   also be recapturing -- or capturing a new return on

 4   rate base; is that correct?

 5        A    No, it's not correct.  By virtue of making

 6   the same assumption in both views of the system

 7   going forward with or without, the case without, if

 8   we did not repower, we would continue to earn our

 9   return on and return of the existing equipment.  In

10   the next case, we have the exact same assumption,

11   return on and return of, the net impact of that in

12   our present value revenue requirement differential

13   analysis is zero, so it has no impact on the net

14   benefits, but it is included in the economic

15   analysis.  We think about directionally, if we had

16   not included that, that would essentially improve

17   the present value revenue requirement benefits for

18   customers because the case without repowering would

19   be lower cost relative to what we reported, but of

20   course, result in a lower return on that investment

21   in the Company's side of the equation.

22                  MS. SCHMID:  May we have just one

23   moment?

24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Yes.

25                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  The Division
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 1   has no further questions.

 2                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.

 3   Commissioner Clark, do you have any questions for

 4   Mr. Link?

 5   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:

 6        Q    Thank you.  Is there any aspect of the

 7   Company's proposal or analysis that would have the

 8   affect of altering the normal depreciation schedule

 9   for the assets that would be -- I'll call them

10   stranded -- or would be retired early if we approve

11   the application that would extend them beyond the

12   lives that they have now?  In other words, are they

13   going to be recovered for 30 years beginning with

14   the implementation of the new equipment, or do they

15   just -- are they recovered over the lives that they

16   currently have on the Company's books?

17        A    I would say as assumed -- I'll start with

18   as assumed -- in our economic analysis, they were

19   not extended on the existing equipment to go the

20   full new 30-year life of the repowered assets once

21   those are placed in service.  They're retained by

22   virtue of how we did this by saying it's the same in

23   either case, that they would continue to be

24   amortized over their current depreciable lives,

25   which would be roughly that approximately additional
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 1   20 years or so, depending on the project.  And I

 2   believe, just to reiterate some of the description

 3   of Ms. Steward's testimony, the latest proposal

 4   here, then, is actual treatment of that would be

 5   picked up again and reassessed in the depreciation

 6   study, which we plan to file later this year.

 7                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  That concludes

 8   my questions.  Thank you.

 9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

10   Commissioner White, any other questions?

11   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:

12        Q    I think I understood, but I just want to

13   make sure, like, one more time.  The economic

14   analysis the Company did in these projects assumed

15   that the overall benefits would incorporate the

16   concept that you're retiring these assets earlier

17   that were previously approved with return on and

18   return of, back in 2000-whatever, right?

19        A    Yes.  It accounts for the continued return

20   on and return of those assets.

21        Q    And even with that early retirement, the

22   overall benefits for the Company's case, you know,

23   shows a net benefit?

24        A    Yes.  That assumption is included in all

25   of the numbers in my testimony.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all I

 2   have.  Thanks.

 3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do

 4   you want to supplement this issue further?

 5                  MS. SCHMID:  The Division has nothing

 6   further.  Thank you.

 7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  And then,

 8   nothing further, generally?  You're finished with

 9   all your witnesses?

10                  MS. SCHMID:  Both.  Yes.  Thank you.

11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or

12   Mr. Snarr?

13                  MR. SNARR:  We'd like to proceed with

14   the presentation of the case on behalf of the

15   Office.  I do have an exhibit list here that I'd

16   like to distribute here to the Commissioners and

17   others that might help.

18                  The Office would like to first call

19   Cheryl Murray as a witness.

20                      CHERYL MURRAY,

21   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

22            examined and testified as follows:

23                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

24   BY MR. SNARR:

25        Q    Ms. Murray, could you please state your
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 1   name and your employment, and provide your business

 2   address?

 3        A    My name is Cheryl Murray.  I am employed

 4   by the Office of Consumer Services, and my business

 5   address is 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.

 6        Q    And in connection with your duties with

 7   the Office, have you caused to be filed, testimony,

 8   or had the opportunity to review testimony filed by

 9   others who were employed by the Office, such as you

10   could adopt their testimony in connection with this

11   proceeding?

12        A    Yes.

13        Q    And would that include the direct

14   testimony that was filed by Gavin Mangelson on

15   September 20, surrebuttal testimony, again, by

16   Mr. Mangelson on November 15, 2017, as well as your

17   responsive testimony, filed on April 2, 2018?

18        A    Yes.

19        Q    And if you were asked all those questions,

20   would you provide the same answers today?

21        A    I would.

22        Q    Do you have any corrections?

23        A    Yes.  On the Mangelson surrebuttal

24   testimony cover page, there was a date of

25   October 2017, and the correct date is November 15,
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 1   2017.

 2        Q    Are there any other additions or

 3   corrections?

 4        A    Not that I'm aware of.

 5                  MR. SNARR:  With that explanation, we

 6   would offer these exhibits into testimony.

 7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party

 8   objects to that motion, please indicate to me.  I'm

 9   not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.

10   (OCS Exhibit Nos. 1D Mangelson, 1S Mangelson, and 1

11                Response Murray admitted.)

12   BY MR. SNARR:

13        Q    Ms. Murray, have you prepared a summary to

14   present today?

15        A    Yes.

16        Q    Can you proceed to provide that?

17        A    Yes.

18             Good morning, Commissioners.  In my

19   testimony, I introduced two expert witnesses for the

20   Office, and briefly summarized the Office's

21   positions that were informed by the analyses

22   conducted by those experts.  Mr. Philip Hayet

23   conducted the analysis regarding the costs,

24   benefits, and risks associated with the wind

25   repowering projects.  He determined that the Company
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 1   has not demonstrated that repowering its wind

 2   projects will most likely result in the acquisition,

 3   production, and delivery of electricity to its

 4   customer at the lowest reasonable cost considering

 5   risk, thus he recommends that the wind projects be

 6   rejected by the Commission, or in the alternative,

 7   that a much more limited set of projects receive

 8   pre-approval.  Mr. Hayet also recommended several

 9   ratepayer protection measures.

10             Ms. Donna Ramas testified regarding cost

11   recovery of the projects and the proposed revenue

12   tracking mechanism.  Based on her analysis and

13   extensive background with revenue requirement and

14   accounting issues, Ms. Ramas explains why the RTM

15   is unnecessary, adds complexity to the regulatory

16   process, and should be rejected by the Commission.

17   Both witnesses are available today to respond to

18   questions related to the analyses they conducted,

19   their conclusions, and their ultimate

20   recommendations.

21             In summary, the Office recommends that the

22   Commission reject the Company's request for

23   pre-approval for the wind repowering project in its

24   entirety.  However, if the Commission decides not to

25   reject the Company's request for approval, it should
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 1   grant pre-approval of only a limited number of the

 2   resources, as explained fully by Mr. Hayet.

 3             Finally, the Office is concerned with the

 4   uncertainty surrounding the multi-state process and

 5   the allocation of costs and perhaps even resources

 6   among PacifiCorp's six states.  In order to mitigate

 7   that uncertainty as it pertains to the projects at

 8   issue in this docket, the Office recommends that if

 9   the Commission approves all or any of the wind

10   projects, it should only pre-approve Utah's share

11   of the projects as calculated under the current MSP

12   allocation methods.

13             And that concludes my statement.

14                  MR. SNARR:  Ms. Murray is available

15   for cross-examination.

16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do

17   you have any questions for Ms. Murray?

18                  MS. SCHMID:  No questions.

19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?

20                  MR. RUSSELL:  No questions,

21   Mr. Chairman.

22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey?

23                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you.

24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. McDowell or

25   Mr. Lowney?
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 1                  MS. MCDOWELL:  No questions.

 2                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

 3   Commissioner White?

 4   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:

 5        Q    On that last point about MSP, is it the

 6   Office's recommendation to -- if the Commission were

 7   to approve -- you mentioned that you would be

 8   limited to Utah's share of the costs.  Would that

 9   include Utah's share of the benefits, or would that

10   be an open question going forward?

11        A    I believe we would view it as symmetrical.

12                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  Thank you.

13   That's all the questions I have.

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

15   Commissioner Clark?

16                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No further

17   questions.

18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And I don't have

19   any either.  Thank you for your testimony this

20   morning.  Mr. Moore?

21                  MR. MOORE:  The Office calls

22   Donna Ramas and ask that she be sworn.

23                       DONNA RAMAS,

24   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

25            examined and testified as follows:
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 1                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

 2   BY MR. MOORE:

 3        Q    Could you please state and spell your

 4   name, and give your business address, and state for

 5   whom you are testifying?

 6        A    My name is Donna, D-o-n-n-a, Ramas,

 7   R-a-m-a-s.  My business address is 4654 Driftwood

 8   Drive, Commerce Township, Michigan.  And in this

 9   case, I'm testifying on behalf of the Office of

10   Consumer Services.

11        Q    Did you prepare and cause to be filed

12   redacted confidential versions of a September 20,

13   2017, direct testimony, a November 15, 2017,

14   supplemental rebuttal testimony, an April 2, 2017

15   response testimony together with exhibits, and did

16   you participate in the filing of the April 30, 2018,

17   errata?

18        A    Yes, I did.  And that errata was directed

19   to my April 2nd, 2018, response testimony.

20        Q    Do you have any corrections to these

21   testimonies?

22        A    Outside of the errata, no, I do not.

23        Q    If I asked you the same questions, would

24   your answers be the same today?

25        A    Yes, they would.
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 1                  MR. MOORE:  The Office moves for

 2   admission of the testimony and associated exhibits.

 3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If anyone

 4   objects to that motion, please indicate to me.  I'm

 5   not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.

 6   BY MR. MOORE:

 7        Q    Have you prepared a summary of your

 8   testimony?

 9        A    Yes, a brief summary.

10        Q    Please proceed.

11        A    Good morning, Commissioners, Chair.

12             In my testimonies, I recommend that the

13   new resource tracking mechanism proposed by the

14   Company in this case be rejected.  It's my opinion

15   that there's no need to establish a new recovery

16   mechanism that adds a substantial amount of

17   complexity to the regulatory process.

18             If the Company does, in fact, go forward

19   with the repowering projects in this case, or a

20   subset of those projects, adequate means currently

21   exist to address the revenue requirements associated

22   with those projects without the need for this

23   complex new recovery mechanism.  As I explained in

24   my direct testimony, if the Company forecasts that

25   the projects will cause it to be unable to earn its
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 1   Commission-authorized rate of return in the State of

 2   Utah when taking into consideration all of the items

 3   that impact its overall revenue requirements, it has

 4   the ability to file a rate case before the

 5   Commission.  The Company also has the ability to

 6   seek the use of a future test in a general rate case

 7   that would include the period the projects are in

 8   service.

 9             As pointed out in my direct testimony, my

10   surrebuttal testimony, and again in my response

11   testimony, the Company has provided no information

12   in this case addressing whether or not the wind

13   repowering projects at issue in this case will cause

14   it to be unable to earn its authorized rate of

15   return if the resource tracking mechanism is

16   rejected.  Under the Company's resource tracking

17   mechanism proposal, the Company could, in fact, end

18   up earning in excess of its authorized rate of

19   return during the period the repowering projects are

20   in place and in service, and yet still be able to

21   recover additional costs from Utah ratepayers under

22   its proposed mechanism.  In addition, under the

23   Company's new proposal, they could also defer

24   additional amounts to be recovered from customers

25   beyond the amounts flowing through the resource
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 1   tracking mechanism with impacts of tax reform.

 2   That's being addressed in a completely separate

 3   docket that's been established.  Again, both the

 4   resource tracking mechanism and the newly proposed

 5   deferral of cost would operate under the Company's

 6   proposal regardless of the rate of return being

 7   earned by the Company under the current rates in

 8   effect.

 9             As addressed in my surrebuttal testimony,

10   I also recommend that any deferrals authorized by

11   the Commission in this proceeding be limited only to

12   the unrecovered costs associated with the projects

13   being replaced.  That would be the stranded costs

14   that were discussed earlier today.  Thus, if the

15   Commission determines that the projects or a subset

16   thereof are prudent and in customer interest, the

17   Company would not have to write off the unrecovered

18   costs associated with existing wind assets being

19   recovered earlier.  As discussed earlier today, this

20   could be achieved early either through the Company's

21   proposal of transferring the costs, the unrecovered

22   costs into the accumulated depreciation reserved to

23   be addressed in the depreciation case, or the

24   Commission could authorize the establishment of a

25   regulatory asset to address those costs in a future
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 1   rate case, or potentially as part of the decision in

 2   this case.

 3             In my direct testimony, I also point out

 4   several problems and concerns with actual mechanics

 5   in calculations that go into the resource tracking

 6   mechanism.  It's my opinion that these problems and

 7   concerns were not alleviated by the information

 8   presented in the Company's rebuttal testimonies.

 9             In conclusion, I strongly continue to

10   recommend that the Company's proposed resource

11   tracking mechanism be rejected in this case.  Thank

12   you.

13                  MR. MOORE:  Ms. Ramas is available

14   for cross.

15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.

16   Ms Schmid, do you have any questions for Ms. Ramas?

17                  MS. SCHMID:  No questions.

18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?

19                  MR. RUSSELL:  No questions.

20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey?

21                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you.

22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. McDowell or

23   Mr. Lowney?

24                  MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, the Company does

25   have a few questions.  Before I get started, we've
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 1   got a few cross-examination exhibits, so we'll

 2   distribute those to the group before we start

 3   questioning.

 4                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

 5   BY MR. LOWNEY:

 6        Q    Good morning, Ms. Ramas.  My first few

 7   questions are not going relate to those exhibits.  I

 8   would just like to ask you a few questions about tax

 9   reform to get started.  So, Ms. Ramas, would you

10   agree that you testified extensively in your direct

11   and surrebuttal testimony related to the

12   uncertainties surrounding potential tax reform?

13        A    Yes, I did.

14        Q    And would you agree -- and I believe you

15   testified -- that a lot of that uncertainty is now

16   resolved, correct?

17        A    Yes.  The majority of that has been

18   resolved through the new tax act that was passed in

19   December 2017.

20        Q    If you could, turn to your response

21   testimony.  That would be the most recent testimony

22   you filed.  Page 3, if you're on page 3, lines 60 to

23   63.  At the bottom of that page, you testified that,

24   "The recommendations presented in my direct and

25   surrebuttal testimonies will not be repeated
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 1   herein."  But you continue to stand behind those

 2   recommendations, correct?

 3        A    Yes.  But I did then elaborate in the

 4   following paragraph that a lot of the concerns and

 5   uncertainties pertaining to the tax law have since

 6   been resolved.

 7        Q    Okay.  I just wanted to clarify.  In your

 8   surrebuttal testimony, you had a specific

 9   recommendation related to accounting for tax reform

10   in the economic analysis, and I wanted to make sure

11   that recommendation of yours has been resolved.  Is

12   that fair?

13        A    For the most part.  There's still one

14   issue that I see as -- at least, in the areas I

15   reviewed -- as being a concern.  And that is in, I

16   believe it's Mr. Hoogeveen's testimony yesterday, he

17   indicated that the hold harmless provisions or the

18   guarantees the Company is making in this case

19   wouldn't include future changes in tax law.  But as

20   part of that discussion, my recollection was that he

21   specifically referenced IRS guidance because, again,

22   it's -- a lot of the safe harbor provisions at issue

23   in this case to get the hundred percent production

24   tax credit allowances are dependent on IRS guidance,

25   so not necessarily anything in the new tax code,
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 1   but guidance issued by the IRS.  And I took his

 2   testimony -- and I may be wrong -- but my

 3   understanding of his testimony was that if the IRS

 4   changes that guidance such that ratepayers no longer

 5   get that hundred percent -- or the Company no longer

 6   qualifies for the hundred percent production tax

 7   credits, that that's not something the Company would

 8   be willing to assume the risk for.  And that's a big

 9   concern for me because absent those production tax

10   credits, I'm not even sure the Company could argue

11   that any of these projects could be considered

12   economic.  So I do still have that concern, and it's

13   still my view that if something changes the

14   qualification for the hundred percent production

15   tax credits, that that should be a risk that the

16   Company is willing to accept in that case and not

17   pass on to ratepayers.

18        Q    And just one quick qualifier.  With

19   respect to those provisions that the Company is

20   relying on in order to allow the repowering

21   facilities to become PTC eligible, it is your

22   understanding that, during the tax reform debate

23   that occurred last year, there were proposals out

24   there that would have changed substantively the

25   treatment and eligibility of PTCs in all of those
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 1   proposals, ultimately did not make it into the final

 2   bill that was passed, correct?

 3        A    Yes, that's my understanding.  But again,

 4   my concern is just with my understanding of

 5   Mr. Hoogeveen's qualification that if those

 6   guidelines change going forward, that that risk

 7   isn't a Company risk.  And it's my view that that

 8   should be a Company risk and not a ratepayer risk.

 9        Q    Let's turn to your direct testimony,

10   please, page 24.

11        A    I'm there.

12        Q    And I'm going to direct your attention to

13   the Q and A that begins on line 509.  And really,

14   the substantive portion of your response begins on

15   511.  And you state that -- this is in response to

16   the RTM -- you say, "Shifting costs from base rates

17   to automatic recovery mechanisms removes some of the

18   incentive to control costs."  Do you see that?

19        A    Yes, I do.

20        Q    And then on lines -- so the next sentence,

21   you refer to the RTM as an automatic true-up.  Is

22   that a fair characterization of your testimony?

23        A    Yes, because that's my understanding of

24   how it would operate, that you're truing up certain

25   components of the revenue requirements associated
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 1   with the assets at issue in this case.

 2        Q    And I guess the word that I'm going to ask

 3   you about is the word "automatically," because would

 4   you agree that the Company must demonstrate the

 5   prudence of any expenses before they're included in

 6   the RTM mechanism?

 7        A    I guess it's my understanding that, if the

 8   RTM is approved -- which I'm advising against --

 9   that you would still have an annual review, such as

10   you do with the EBA mechanism or the renewable

11   energy credit balancing account that's in place.  So

12   there would still be a review of those costs under

13   the Company's proposal.

14        Q    And are you familiar with the Voluntary

15   Approval Statute that the Company is relying on in

16   this case?

17        A    Yes.  I've read the statute.  I'm not an

18   attorney, but I am familiar with it.

19        Q    I'm going to ask a very general question.

20   Is it your understanding that under the terms of

21   that statute, even if the Company were to receive

22   pre-approval in this case, it is still obligated to

23   implement the resource decision prudently and can

24   experience a disallowance if it doesn't do so?

25        A    If you give me a moment to look at the

0098

 1   statute -- I agree the Company would still be

 2   required to do so and at risk for amounts above the

 3   amount that's pre-approved.  I'm not sure that

 4   parties could go back and challenge up to the level

 5   that's pre-approved under the statute.

 6        Q    And I'll direct your attention -- the

 7   statute is 54-17-403, subsection 2A.  And it reads,

 8   "The Commission may disallow some or all costs

 9   incurred in connection with an approved resource

10   decision if the Commission finds that an energy

11   utility's actions in implementing an approved

12   resource decision are not prudent because of

13   information or changed circumstances that occur

14   after."  And then it has a couple of events,

15   including approval.

16        A    Yeah, that's contingent on the new

17   information or changed circumstances.

18        Q    So given that the Company is still

19   required to demonstrate the prudence of all costs

20   before they go into the RTM, isn't the difference

21   between the RTM and the general rate making only an

22   issue of timing, not of substance, in terms of the

23   incentive to control costs?

24        A    First, I would disagree that the RTM

25   mechanism follows, necessarily, the statute.  My
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 1   understanding of the statute is the pre-approval of

 2   the resource decision, not approval of the RTM,

 3   because there's nothing within the statute

 4   addressing the allowance of such a recovery

 5   mechanism.  The costs are still subject to review,

 6   however, that review doesn't consider overall

 7   revenue requirements of the Company.  So even though

 8   those costs would be reviewed in an annual review of

 9   the resource energy tracking mechanism, that doesn't

10   mean the Company has a revenue requirement need to

11   have that special mechanism.  There is the potential

12   the Company could still earn its authorized rate of

13   return, even without that mechanism in place.

14        Q    Let's move on to a different topic.  If

15   you could, turn to page 31 of your direct testimony,

16   please.  This section of your testimony is

17   addressing the impacts of renewable energy credits,

18   correct?

19        A    Correct.

20        Q    And it's your understanding that the

21   Company's economic analysis in this case did not

22   include any specific value for the RECs that would

23   generated -- incremental RECs that would be

24   generated by the repowering projects, correct?

25        A    It wasn't included in the SO -- in the PaR
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 1   runs is my understanding, but Mr. Link did reference

 2   it as a potential benefit in his testimony and did

 3   include some dollar amounts based on a dollar per

 4   REC value in his testimony.  So in this section of

 5   testimony, I'm recommending that that not be

 6   considered in evaluating whether or not this project

 7   should be approved.

 8        Q    And that's exactly what I was going to ask

 9   you about.  So if you go to your testimony on line

10   661, you testify that the Commission not give

11   credence to the possibility of future revenues from

12   the increment RECs, correct?

13        A    Correct.  For the reasons cited on that

14   same page and the next page in my testimony.

15        Q    And I see a lot of your reasoning is

16   confidential, so I don't want to ask you about those

17   specific reasons.  But obviously, if something I ask

18   requires to you to go there, just let us know and

19   we'll close the hearing.

20        A    And I'll try my best to respond without

21   having to do that.

22        Q    So if I could direct your attention to the

23   document that's labeled RMP Cross-Exhibit 8.

24        A    I have that.

25        Q    And just to give everybody a frame of
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 1   reference, these are comments filed by the Office of

 2   Consumer Services on August 4, 2017, in the

 3   Company's annual -- in the docket that reviews or

 4   audits the Company's Renewable Energy Credits

 5   Balancing Account.  Is that correct?

 6        A    Yes, it is.

 7        Q    And if you could, just turn to page 2 of

 8   that document.  Under the heading, "Office

 9   Analysis," it indicates that you provided assistance

10   in reviewing the Company's application, correct?

11        A    Correct.

12        Q    And I'd like to direct your attention now

13   to the very bottom of that page 2, the first

14   sentence of the last paragraph which says, "The

15   Office notes that the annual amount of REC revenues

16   received by the Company are increasing."  Do you see

17   that?

18        A    Yes, I do.

19        Q    And then, if you could turn to the top of

20   the next page, page 3, the second paragraph that

21   begins with "The Office agrees," and if you go down

22   a little bit to the next line, it says, "Given the

23   increase in REC revenues being realized by the

24   Company, coupled with the Company's outstanding

25   proposals to expand its wind resources which would
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 1   increase the RECs available for sale, the RBA

 2   benefits ratepayers by ensuring that they receive

 3   the advantage of the increased revenues during the

 4   long span between general rate cases."  Do you see

 5   that?

 6        A    Yes, I do.  But, again, this goes to the

 7   revenues received and the amount available for sale.

 8   Without giving anything confidential, my testimony

 9   goes more towards the ability to sell those and not

10   necessarily the sale price received on each of

11   those.

12        Q    Fair enough.  But what I'd like to ask is,

13   it appears that you're testifying in this case that

14   there's going to be very little, if any, future REC

15   revenues, while just a matter of months ago the

16   Office was testifying that, in fact, those revenues

17   are increasing and increasing specifically because

18   of projects like wind repowering.

19        A    I think you're misrepresenting what I'm

20   saying in these documents.  In Cross-Exhibit 8, we

21   acknowledge that the resources would increase the

22   RECs available for sale, and we indicate that the

23   revenues in this time frame being addressed in

24   this -- the revenues have increased, but that it

25   doesn't include only the amount billed.  That's
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 1   based on the amount actually sold and the price

 2   received for those sales.  In my testimony in this

 3   case -- if you give me a moment, I just want to make

 4   sure I don't say anything that falls under the

 5   confidential section, so just give me a moment,

 6   please.

 7             In the interest of utmost caution, my

 8   confidential testimony section -- which I believe

 9   the Commissioners have or have access to --

10   addresses more the ability to sell additional RECs,

11   and the fact -- the nonconfidential part addresses

12   the fact that there are going to be a lot more RECs

13   out there in the market between if these projects go

14   forward and other companies throughout the country

15   that are adding wind resources as a result of the

16   production tax credit allowances will put further

17   downward pressure on the ability to sell additional.

18   So even though the Company anticipates generating a

19   lot more RECs in the event that it goes forward with

20   these projects or the Commission finds them prudent,

21   or a subset thereof prudent, that doesn't

22   necessarily translate to more REC revenues overall

23   in the long term.

24        Q    If I could direct your attention, please,

25   to Cross-Exhibit 7.  And just for reference, this is
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 1   testimony that you filed in Docket No. 10-035-124 in

 2   May of 2011, correct?

 3        A    Correct.

 4        Q    And again, one of the issues you addressed

 5   in this testimony is -- and I should represent this

 6   an excerpt.  The testimony is much longer, but in

 7   the interest of conserving paper, I've included just

 8   the section where you address additional REC

 9   revenues.  So that began on page 25 of your prefiled

10   testimony in that case.  And if I could direct your

11   attention to page 33.  And on lines 721 to 722, you

12   recommended that in 2011 --

13        A    I'm sorry.  Just a moment.  What line is

14   that?

15        Q    I'm sorry.  Lines 721 and 722.  You

16   recommended that the REC revenues for purposes of

17   the Company's revenue requirement be calculated on a

18   price per REC of $36, correct?

19        A    Yes.  In that case, based on the facts and

20   circumstances at that time.  I do distinctly

21   remember this issue in that case and some

22   frustrations that I had with the Company with regard

23   to getting information on this issue in that case.

24   But yes, that was amount, as of the -- when this

25   testimony was filed back in 2011, but since that the
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 1   market has changed substantially.  And I think I'll

 2   leave it with that for now to try not to get into

 3   confidential information from prior dockets and this

 4   docket.

 5        Q    And I guess my question is, if the market

 6   can change substantially between 2011 and today,

 7   it's quite possible it could change substantially

 8   over the next 30 years, correct?

 9        A    It could, but I don't see that happening

10   because the circumstances currently and as projected

11   going forward are substantially different than what

12   was the case back in this docket.  There's been

13   changes in California legislation and other states

14   regarding RECs and REC qualification, as well as a

15   significant increase in the amount of RECs available

16   in the market since that time frame.

17        Q    And just to be clear, despite that fact

18   that there are more RECs in the market, the Office's

19   position is that the Company is going to be earning

20   greater revenue on those RECs, based on the comments

21   that were filed in August?

22        A    The comments filed in August said that the

23   revenues were increasing received by the Company --

24   and I don't want to get into confidential

25   information -- I don't recall if that was more
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 1   volume sale in that time frame, or the dollar per

 2   REC had changed, and again, it may very well happen

 3   that the Company does generate some additional

 4   revenues from RECs coming in this case.  But based

 5   on my opinion, the current circumstances, the

 6   confidential section of my testimony, and what I

 7   just seen happening out there coming up, in

 8   evaluating whether or not these projects are prudent

 9   and in customer's best interests, it's my view that

10   not lot of weight, if any, should be given to those

11   additional RECs that are generated.  I'm not saying

12   they may not result in a good benefit in the future,

13   but they're way too uncertain at this point to give

14   them any weight in deciding if this project is

15   economic or not.

16                  MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Ms. Ramas.  I

17   have no further questions.  I would move to admit

18   RMP Cross-Exhibit 7 and 8 into the record.

19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If anyone

20   objects to this motion, please indicate to me.  I'm

21   not seeing any objections, so that motion is

22   granted.

23        (RMP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 7 and 8 admitted.)

24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore, any

25   redirect?
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 1                  MR. MOORE:  No redirect -- excuse me.

 2   No redirect, Mr. Chairman.

 3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank

 4   you.  Commissioner White, any questions for

 5   Ms. Ramas?

 6                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  No questions.

 7   Thank you.

 8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

 9   Commissioner Clark?

10                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.

11   Thank you.

12                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And I don't

13   either.  So thank you, Ms. Ramas.

14                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.  Have a good

15   afternoon.

16                  MR. MOORE:  Excuse me.  Ms. Ramas has

17   to catch a plane.  I wonder if she could be excused?

18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Let me just ask

19   any party or Commissioner if they see any reason not

20   to do so.  I'm not seeing any indication from

21   anyone.  So thank you, Ms. Ramas.

22                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

23                  MR. SNARR:  Could we take just a

24   five-minute break before we commence with the next

25   witness?
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.  And

 2   looking at the time, we probably won't have time to

 3   do cross-examination before lunch.  But maybe we can

 4   get through the -- if, in your opinion, we can get

 5   through the direct examination after a five-minute

 6   break before lunch, that would probably be good.

 7                  MR. SNARR:  Let's proceed in that

 8   fashion.

 9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  So we'll

10   take a five-minute recess and then we'll go with

11   direct.

12               (A brief recess was taken.)

13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We'll go ahead

14   with presenting Mr. Hayet's direct testimony.

15                  MR. SNARR:  Yes.  May he be called as

16   a witness?

17                      PHILIP HAYET,

18   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

19           examined and testified as follows:

20                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

21   BY MR. SNARR:

22        Q    Mr. Hayet, could you please state your

23   name and tell us about your employment and

24   association with the Office of Consumer Services?

25        A    Yes.  My name is Philip Hayet.  My Company
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 1   is J. Kennedy and Associates.  And did you say my

 2   address?

 3        Q    I didn't say address, but you can provide

 4   that and then tell us how you're associated with the

 5   Office.

 6        A    Okay.  My address is

 7   570 Colonial Park Drive, Roswell, Georgia 30075.

 8   And I've been asked to assist the Office with the

 9   economic analysis that the Company has conducted.

10        Q    In connection with that assignment, have

11   you prepared or caused to be prepared, testimony to

12   be filed in this docket?

13        A    I have.

14        Q    Did that include direct testimony and

15   related exhibits on September -- in September

16   of 2017, surrebuttal testimony in November of 2017,

17   responsive testimony in April of 2018, and rebuttal

18   to response testimony in late April of 2018?

19        A    Yes.

20        Q    And with respect to the testimonies that

21   you have presented, do you have any corrections that

22   need to be made to anything that's been filed?

23        A    I have one correction to my April 2nd

24   testimony, at Page 34, Line 300 -- 677.

25   There's a number, it refers to Table 4, as typed, and that
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 1   should be Table 5, at that line.

 2        Q    Thank you.  With that correction, if you

 3   were asked the same questions today in various filed

 4   testimonies, would your replies be the same?

 5        A    They would.

 6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  I don't think we

 7   have the line number right on the correction.

 8   You're in your April testimony?

 9                  THE WITNESS:  April 2nd and Page 34,

10   Line 677.  I thought that I got this off the

11   Commission website.

12                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That works for

13   me.

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Somehow, my

15   correct copy is different, but I'll -- Commissioner

16   Clark's matches yours, so I'm --

17                  MR. SNARR:  Do you have the

18   confidential version?

19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No.  I -- oh,

20   yes, I did have a copy.  I thought I printed the

21   confidential version, but, no, I have the redacted.

22   I'm going to go back and -- so that's the different

23   supplemental.  Okay.  We're good.  Thank you.

24   BY MR. SNARR:

25        Q    You did provide both confidential and
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 1   nonconfidential --

 2        A    Yes.

 3        Q    -- versions of some of the testimony; is

 4   that correct?

 5        A    Yes.

 6        Q    All right.

 7                  MR. SNARR:  The Office would move the

 8   admission of the identified testimony, including the

 9   correction that was made to those, as Office

10   Exhibits 2-D, for the testimony, Exhibits 2.1

11   through 2.7-D, as exhibits related to direct

12   testimony, Office Exhibit 2-S, for the surrebuttal,

13   and Office Exhibit 2 Response, for the responsive

14   testimony, and Office Exhibit 1-2, rebuttal, as

15   indicated in our exhibit list provided to the

16   Commission.  We move for the admission of those

17   exhibits.

18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party

19   objects, please indicate that to me.  I'm not seeing

20   any objections, so the motion is granted.

21    (OCS Exhibit Nos. 2-D, 2.1-2.7D, 2-S, 2-RESP,

22                 1-2 Rebuttal admitted.)

23   BY MR. SNARR:

24        Q    Mr. Hayet, did you prepare a summary of

25   your testimony for presentation today?
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 1        A    Yes.

 2        Q    Could you provide that now?

 3        A    Good morning, Commissioners.  I think it's

 4   still morning.  In my testimony, I address concerns

 5   with the Company's proposal to repower

 6   nearly 1,000 megawatts of wind capacity, while

 7   continuing to recover the revenue requirements

 8   associated with its existing investment in the same

 9   currently operating facilities.

10             While the Company asserts that these

11   projects will provide net benefits to customers

12   primarily by increasing wind energy production and

13   PTC benefits, the benefits are not substantial,

14   given the magnitude of the investment and the risk

15   of the project, that under some circumstances may

16   actually increase costs to ratepayers.  Furthermore,

17   the repowering projects are unnecessary as the

18   existing resources are being maintained and are

19   currently operating, and the Company has no resource

20   need driving the decision to repower these

21   resources.  Despite the risk that the benefits might

22   be small or might not materialize at all, the

23   Company desires these projects greatly because it

24   will benefit by increasing its rate base and growing

25   its earnings and profits.

0113

 1             In my direct and surrebuttal testimony, I

 2   discuss concerns about potential tax law changes,

 3   the need to conduct evaluations on a

 4   project-by-project basis, and flaws in the Company's

 5   economic analysis.  I reviewed the Company's two

 6   economic analyses.  One, covering a 20-year, and the

 7   other covering a 34-year time horizon, and I

 8   concluded that both analyses have problems.  I

 9   identified potential problems in the Company's

10   modeling assumptions related to tax law changes that

11   appeared likely, and I addressed flaws in the

12   Company's longer term analysis, stemming from the

13   Company's decision to use an extrapolation approach

14   to develop net power cost benefits beyond 2036

15   instead of running its normal PaR and system

16   optimizing models.

17

18             In recognition that the pending tax law

19   changes would have a substantial impact on the

20   results, the Company filed an unopposed motion to

21   amend the procedural schedule in late November to

22   further evaluate impacts.  While it appeared that

23   the Company was going to report a much lower benefit

24   after the corporate tax rate drop from 35

25   to 21 percent, the Company's February supplemental
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 1   direct filing reported benefits in its 20-year study

 2   that surprisingly were higher than the benefits

 3   presented in its October testimony.

 4             A major reason for the increase was

 5   attributed to PacifiCorp's sudden decision to make a

 6   change to the way production tax credits were

 7   modeled in its economic analysis.  Apparently,

 8   PacifiCorp decided that it had not been modeling

 9   PTCs accurately enough all along, when it had been

10   modeling them using a levelized cost representation

11   and it concluded it would be necessary to model

12   them, instead, using a non-levelized or nominal cost

13   representation.  While PacifiCorp could have made

14   this change prior to filing two rounds of testimony

15   in this proceeding, or earlier than that in the 2017

16   IRP or even in an earlier IRP, the sudden decision

17   to make this change increased net benefits

18   nearly $200 million in its 20-year studies, at

19   nearly the same time the tax law impacts reduced

20   benefits by a similar amount.

21             Table 1 of my April 2 response testimony

22   indicates that every single one of PacifiCorp's nine

23   price policy cases showed positive economic

24   benefits, but after reverting back to PacifiCorp's

25   prior PTC modeling approach, just three out of nine
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 1   price policy cases had positive benefits.  And the

 2   positive benefits in those three high gas price

 3   cases were small.  Table 2 of my response testimony

 4   indicates that on a project-by-project basis, not

 5   only is Leaning Juniper uneconomic as PacifiCorp's

 6   results indicated, but eight other repowering

 7   projects are uneconomic after reverting back to

 8   PacifiCorp's prior approach in the low gas, zero CO2

 9   case.

10             I found that PacifiCorp's to-2050 analysis

11   was also flawed, based on the extrapolation approach

12   that PacifiCorp used.  Instead of running its SO and

13   PaR models to derive optimal expansion plans and

14   produce energy related benefits, PacifiCorp never

15   conducted any modeling tests to demonstrate the

16   reasonableness of this extrapolation technique.

17   This was especially concerning in this repowering

18   docket because replacement energy costs produced

19   when the difference in the repowering energy was

20   around 750 gigawatt hours, was then used to

21   extrapolate energy benefits at a later period when

22   the difference in repowered energy was

23   over 3,000 gigawatt hours.  This necessarily

24   overstated the energy benefits and biased the

25   results in favor of repowering.
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 1             Recognizing that PacifiCorp's to-2050

 2   analysis was flawed, I still evaluated the Company's

 3   results and concluded that on a project-by-project

 4   basis, there were significant differences in

 5   benefits between the projects.  Based on the results

 6   of both the to-2036, and the to-2050 analysis, I

 7   concluded there were significant modeling risks that

 8   led to the benefits of the projects being overstated

 9   and that several of the repowering projects, if not

10   all, were likely uneconomic.  In addition, despite

11   PacifiCorp's claims that the risk of the projects

12   have been mitigated, I found there were risks that

13   the Company simply did not consider, including the

14   risk that the cost to repower the wind resources

15   could ultimately exceed PacifiCorp's approximately,

16   $1 billion estimate and that the energy and PTCs

17   produced by the repowered projects might not fully

18   materialize.

19             Based on analysis that I conducted, I

20   found that even small increases in costs or small

21   reductions in energy and PTCs could lead to a

22   significant erosion of the benefits of the

23   repowering project.  Furthermore, I'm not convinced

24   that PacifiCorp has evaluated all resource

25   alternatives to repowering, and the possibility
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 1   still exists that other more economic resources,

 2   such as solar, could be part of the Company's

 3   least-cost, least-risk resource plan.  While the

 4   Company updated its modeling for the latest

 5   repowering cost assumptions, it has not updated its

 6   solar resource cost assumptions, based on more

 7   current information that is available, such as from

 8   the 2007 RFP.

 9             Based on these concerns, my primary

10   recommendation is that the Commission should deny

11   the Company's repowering request.  However, if the

12   Commission is inclined to permit the Company to

13   proceed with repowering any of its wind projects, I

14   have conducted an analysis to determine the most

15   cost-effective set of projects to repower, that I

16   believe would result in a significant savings and

17   capital cost without substantially reducing the

18   total repowering benefits, if they really exist.

19   Table 6 in my response testimony includes the results of my

20   analysis in which I have grouped the best performing and

21   worst performing projects separately, and I found that by

22   repowering just half of the projects, 87 percent of the

23   total benefits could be preserved, while a significant

24   portion of the capital costs could be eliminated.  Figure 3

25   in my response testimony presents this graphically.  And it
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 1   shows that year by year, the amounts of benefits lost by

 2   only repowering half of the projects is inconsequential

 3   compared to the annual pattern of benefits preserved.

 4   Table 7 and 8 of my response testimony demonstrates further,

 5   how the benefits of the best performing projects are

 6   preserved in the faces of the risks that I identified,

 7   including higher capital cost and lower and PTC benefits.

 8             The six projects that the Commission

 9   should consider if it decides to allow PacifiCorp to

10   repower some of its wind resources include, Goodnoe

11   Hills, Marengo I and II, Seven Mile Hill I, Dunlap

12   Ranch and Glenrock.  My April 23rd rebuttal

13   testimony revisited the notion of limiting

14   repowering to more optimal portfolio and compared my

15   subset of repowering projects to the subsets the

16   Division and UAE recommended as well.  I provided a

17   comparison of the different repowering proposals that each

18   of us made in Table 1 of my April 23rd testimony.  Though

19   each of those primarily recommended that the Company's

20   repowering proposal should be rejected, we all provided

21   reasonable subsets of projects that could be repowered and

22   would reduce ratepayer risk if the Commission decides to

23   allow PacifiCorp to repower just some of its wind resources.

24             In summary, I continue to recommend that

25   the Company's repowering request be denied, but
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 1   should the Commission decide to allow PacifiCorp to

 2   proceed with repowering any of its wind projects, I

 3   recommend that the Commission allow the Company to

 4   repower a limited set of wind resources.  And given

 5   these projects primarily intend to provide economic

 6   benefits, I believe that the Commission should

 7   impose ratepayer protection conditions.

 8   These conditions include:  (1) PacifiCorp should be required

 9   to assume all the responsibility for the successful

10   completion of the projects that the Commission authorizes

11   PacifiCorp to repower, based on the schedule and cost for

12   those projects as identified in Mr. Hemstreet's supplemental

13   direct testimony.

14   (2) I recommend that PacifiCorp should be limited to

15   recovery of future capital expenditures and O&M cost for the

16   approved repowering projects to the amount that it included

17   in the economic evaluation in the supplemental direct

18   filing.  And Ms. Ramas has an additional recommendation to

19   limit pre-approval based on the current Utah jurisdictional

20   allocation.

21   And (3) in addition, given all the assurances of the

22   accuracy of the Company's modeling assumptions, I recommend

23   that PTCs and energy benefits be guaranteed at 95 percent of

24   the amounts that PacifiCorp assumed in its supplemental

25   filing analysis for the life of the repowered wind projects.
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 1             This concludes my summary.

 2                  MR. SNARR:  Mr. Hayet is available

 3   for cross-examination.

 4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you,

 5   Mr. Snarr.  With that, I think we will recess

 6   until 1:00, and we will begin with

 7   cross-examination.

 8                  (A recess was taken.)

 9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We are back on

10   the record.  Mr. Hayet is still under oath.  You

11   just finished your direct examination summary, so

12   I'll go first to Ms. Schmid.

13   Do you have any questions for Mr. Hayet?

14                  MS. SCHMID:  The Division does not

15   have any questions.

16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank

17   you.  Mr. Russell, do you have any questions for

18   Mr. Hayet?

19                  MR. RUSSELL:  I do not.  Thank you.

20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.

21   Ms. Hickey.

22                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you, sir.

23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank

24   you.  Ms. McDowell or Mr. Lowney?

25                  MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, the Company does
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 1   have some questions.

 2                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

 3   BY MR. LOWNEY:

 4        Q    Good afternoon, Mr. Hayet.

 5        A    Good afternoon.

 6        Q    Now, in your response testimony, you

 7   conducted an economic assessment of each facility on

 8   an individual basis, correct?

 9        A    Yes.

10        Q    And in that analysis, you used what you

11   described as non-levelized capital costs and

12   non-levelized PTCs, correct?

13        A    Yes.

14        Q    And that would be the same -- same thing

15   as saying nominal capital costs and nominal PTCs,

16   correct?

17        A    Yes.

18        Q    And you also focused on the 20-year

19   planning horizon to, as you say, "ensure the

20   projects are economic in the near-term horizon,"

21   correct?

22        A    Yes.

23        Q    And your results are presented on Table 5,

24   which is on Page 28 of your response testimony; is

25   that right?  And if you could just turn to that
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 1   page, please?

 2        A    Okay.

 3        Q    All right.  And this is the scenario -- or

 4   excuse me.  This Table 5 represents your individual

 5   assessment of each of the 12 projects under both the

 6   low and medium gas scenarios, correct?

 7        A    Yes.

 8        Q    And looking at each of those columns, it's

 9   true that 11 of the 12 projects produced net

10   benefits for customers, correct?

11        A    They do.

12        Q    Under both scenarios?

13        A    That's correct.  But these analyses don't

14   take into consideration other risk factors that are

15   also important to consider.

16        Q    But at a minimum, your economic assessment

17   of these projects indicates that even under a low

18   gas scenario, for 11 of the 12 projects, it's more

19   expensive to not repower them than to repower them,

20   correct?

21        A    And -- and what I respond to that is:

22   It's true, but there are also fairly moderate

23   benefits in -- in many of these.  I think that if

24   you look across these, you can see a wide variation

25   in benefits, some that are fairly small, there's a
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 1   benefit of one, two, and so up to -- up to four or

 2   five.  We consider those to be pretty moderate --

 3   pretty small benefits.  And therefore, in the fact

 4   that these are economic projects, we're concerned

 5   about proceeding necessarily with projects that have

 6   benefits this low without also taking into

 7   consideration other factors.

 8        Q    And just to be clear, though.  Your

 9   study -- given that your study goes only

10   through 2036, your benefit assessments here do not

11   account for the roughly 3,500 gigawatt hours that

12   will be generated in the 2037 --

13        A    No.  And I also talked about some other

14   factors related to that as well.

15        Q    Okay.  And if you could, turn to Line 487

16   of your response testimony, please.  And on that

17   line, you state that, "If any consideration is to be

18   given to the to-2050 analysis results, the focus

19   should be on Mr. Link's Table 3-SD."

20   Do you see that testimony?

21        A    Yes.  But I'll have to explain what I mean

22   by that.

23        Q    Well, let's just turn to -- you re-created

24   that table --

25        A    Right.
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 1        Q    -- as Table 4, on the following Page 24 of

 2   your response --

 3        A    Right.

 4        Q    -- testimony, correct?

 5        A    Yes.

 6        Q    And just examining those results, which,

 7   again, is your -- the results through 2050 -- that

 8   you say should receive consideration if any results

 9   should receive consideration -- you provide a

10   project-by-project assessment under both the medium

11   and low gas scenario.  And in the medium scenario,

12   every single project produces net benefits, correct?

13        A    Right.

14        Q    And under the low gas scenario, the only

15   project that does not produce net benefits is

16   Leaning Juniper and that's a net breakeven

17   essentially, correct?

18        A    Essentially, but it's -- that's -- what I

19   meant by that was, if any of the benefits should be

20   considered -- and I meant on a project-by-project or

21   on a -- looking across the price policy scenarios I

22   was referring to, this should be considered more.

23   And the reason for that, is because, again, you can see that

24   there is a wide variation in benefits across the projects,

25   and that leads you to conclude that it probably -- that
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 1   given that these are economic projects, it leads you to the

 2   conclusion that, if you're going to do them at all, you

 3   ought to do just the subset of the projects or the most

 4   economic of these projects.  And that's the point that I try

 5   to make.

 6        Q    So following up on that statement, if you

 7   could turn to Page 31 of your response testimony.

 8        A    I'm there.

 9        Q    And Table 6, at the top of that page is

10   sort of the table that describes your projects that

11   you identify as the most economic and the least

12   economic, correct?

13        A    Exactly.

14        Q    And I will note, there's a confidential

15   column in that table.  My goal is to not ask any

16   questions that would require that information to be

17   disclosed, but if you need to, please let me know.

18   Now, just looking down that table, the top six projects are

19   the most economic, the bottom six are the least economic,

20   according to your conclusions, correct?

21        A    Yes.

22        Q    And to identify the projects that you say

23   are the least economic, you examined the net

24   benefits only, correct?

25        A    Yes.
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 1        Q    And arbitrarily, anything under $7 million

 2   in net benefits is a least economic project, in your

 3   assessment, correct?

 4        A    I wouldn't call it arbitrarily.  I think

 5   that what you can see is that we -- we perhaps could

 6   have excluded another one that's on that list, the

 7   Marengo II.  There's a -- there's a fairly wide gap

 8   in that range.  We decided to include the

 9   Marengo II, but from -- there's a -- there's a clear

10   delineation between Marengo II and Goodnoe Hills,

11   but even if you consider where we did break it,

12   which was at five, there is a -- is a very big gap

13   between five, 11, all the way up to a net benefit

14   of 23.

15             So we've -- we've kept significant

16   benefits in this portfolio of the best projects, and

17   we've eliminated the worst performing.  And through

18   all of the testing that we've done, it -- it seemed

19   to confirm that that was a reasonable set to accept,

20   on a risk basis.

21        Q    Well, and going back to something you said

22   in your summary, which was that one of the issues

23   you had -- you -- one of the considerations you --

24   one of the items you considered in making your

25   recommendations in this case, is the relative
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 1   quantity of benefits -- or the quantity of benefits

 2   relative to the cost, correct?

 3        A    Yes.

 4        Q    I believe I heard you say that.

 5        A    I -- I'm not sure that I -- I'm not sure

 6   exactly what I said that you're referring to.  So I

 7   don't necessarily want to say yes, but maybe if you

 8   can explain.

 9        Q    Fair enough.  Let me just follow-up on

10   that.  When you are identifying what you described

11   as the least economic projects, you didn't consider

12   the relationship between the net benefit

13   quantification and the overall project cost, this --

14   the benefit-to-cost ratio that we discussed this

15   morning with Mr. Peaco.  That was not part of your

16   consideration, correct?

17        A    No.

18        Q    So, for example, if you look at the Seven

19   Mile Hill II project, which is one that you

20   described as least economic -- and I don't want to

21   divulge the confidential investment cost number --

22   but just examining the net benefit relative to that

23   cost, it has a fairly high benefit-to-cost ratio

24   relative to some other projects, correct?

25        A    Say -- which -- I'm sorry, which project?
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 1        Q    Seven Mile Hill II.  It's the second,

 2   below Glenrock III.  So it's second in the list of

 3   least economic projects.

 4        A    And you said it has a fairly high,

 5   compared to the other ones?

 6        Q    If you compare the net benefit that you

 7   report in the far right-hand column to the

 8   investment cost, the confidential number in the

 9   middle column, the ratio of those two numbers.  In

10   other words, the benefit-to-cost ratio.

11        A    Fairly small.

12        Q    Relative to the other projects?

13        A    Well, I'd have to do the -- I -- I told

14   you that I haven't done that math, but --

15        Q    Well, I'm just comparing five to the

16   confidential number in the column next to it,

17   relative to example -- to, for example, the seven

18   for Marengo II, relative to its cost in the column

19   next to it.  You would agree that Seven Mile Hill II

20   has higher benefits, relative to its cost, than, for

21   example, Marengo II?

22        A    Yeah.  But I mean, I have -- I wouldn't

23   necessarily dispute you on that point, but I -- I've

24   done it on an impact basis, and I think that's the

25   basis that we did it to come up with this -- this
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 1   list.  Now, I understand that the Division did it on

 2   a benefit-cost ratio approach, and except for two

 3   projects that they accepted, two projects that we

 4   accepted, we had the same list.

 5        Q    Let's move on and discuss some of the

 6   risks that you describe, both in your summary today

 7   and in your response testimony.  And in particular,

 8   two risks you highlighted are the risks of cost

 9   overruns and the risk that there will be less energy

10   production than expected, correct?

11        A    Yes.

12        Q    And you performed a sensitivity analysis

13   to specifically understand how these risk factors

14   impact the net benefits of the repowering project,

15   correct?

16        A    Yes.

17        Q    If you could turn to Line 657 of your

18   response testimony, please.

19        A    I'm there.

20        Q    Now, to test the cost overrun sensitivity,

21   you modeled a 5 percent increase in total capital

22   costs, correct?

23        A    Yes.

24        Q    And you acknowledge, however, down

25   beginning on Line 657, that because some of these
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 1   projects have a high proportion of fixed costs,

 2   a 5 percent overrun is actually a much larger

 3   percentage relative to the unfixed costs?

 4        A    Yes, I acknowledge that.

 5        Q    And I note, on Line 661, you include that

 6   percentage and I -- I've talked to my client and the

 7   number that is on 661, at 50 percent, that's not a

 8   confidential number.  Again, going back to what we

 9   said earlier, the individual project cost

10   information is confidential, but given that you

11   can't use this number alone to back into that, we

12   can discuss it non-confidentially.

13        A    Okay.

14        Q    So I will ask you to confirm that what

15   you're essentially testing with your 5-percent cost

16   overrun is the impact of a 50-percent cost overrun,

17   for the costs that are not currently fixed?

18        A    That's possibly true, but there are other

19   things that potentially -- that are force majeure

20   conditions.  There are other things that could lead

21   to cost overruns.  There is project management cost.

22   So it's -- yes, I -- this does say 50 percent of the

23   non-fixed costs, but there are other costs as well, that

24   possibly could increase, so it wouldn't just only be the

25   non-fixed costs.  So there are other things that could lead
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 1   to cost overruns that could drive up the cost such that

 2   a 5-percent total cost -- I don't see that on a project of a

 3   billion dollar magnitude, coming up with 5-percent increase

 4   when all the different ways there could be a cost overrun,

 5   is out of the question.

 6   So I -- I consider that 5 percent of the billion dollars,

 7   not to be out of the realm of possibility.

 8        Q    Let's turn to Table 8 of your testimony.

 9   It's on Page 35, and this is the results of your two

10   sensitivities.  And, again, just to provide a little

11   context, this is the medium/medium case, and you're

12   studying it to 2036, using both nominal capital and

13   PTC costs, correct?

14        A    Correct.

15        Q    And if we just look at the 5-percent cost

16   overrun column, which, again, you had previously

17   acknowledged and it sounds like maybe you're

18   qualifying it a little bit here, that's equivalent

19   in some sense to a 50-percent cost overrun?

20        A    Plus, it could equivalent to having a cost

21   overrun on other components.  So it's not just

22   a 50-percent cost overrun on -- on the non-fixed

23   costs.

24        Q    And -- and just to be clear.  Your

25   analysis shows that both the, what you describe as
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 1   the least economic and the most economic projects,

 2   can withstand a 5-percent cost overrun and still

 3   provide net benefits, correct?

 4        A    They do, but -- but if you look at it,

 5   the 5-percent overrun case supports the fact that we

 6   can still achieve -- for the same exact cost, we can

 7   still achieve, in that case, 94 out of 107 of the

 8   total benefits, 94 out of a total --

 9   that's 87 percent of the total benefits can still be

10   achieved.

11

12             So if it were my money being invested on a

13   risk basis, I would want to take -- take advantage

14   of the opportunity to select those projects that are

15   going to give me the opportunity to still

16   get 87 percent of the benefits.  And I forgot if you

17   released me to talk about -- you didn't release me

18   to talk about the percentage of the costs.  So I

19   won't -- I won't say that.  But the point being, I

20   can still achieve a big portion of the benefits

21   at -- at a much reduced capital cost.  I think

22   that's a pretty good bet.

23        Q    Well, and -- and let's move onto the next

24   column.  The next column is the 5 percent reduced

25   production.  And just to be clear, what you're
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 1   modeling in this case is the assumption that over

 2   the life of these projects, they're going to produce

 3   systematically a sustained 5-percent reduction in

 4   energy?

 5        A    Yes, that's true.  Because there could be

 6   inaccuracies in -- in the modeling.  Despite all the

 7   great data and the millions of data points, I don't

 8   think it's out of the question, over the life of the

 9   project, for anybody to consider that you could not

10   achieve 90 -- that -- that the ultimate result at

11   the end of the period would be that the wind

12   resources have produced 95 percent of the total

13   energy that you had expected you would produce.

14   And if that reasonable case were to occur, you'll

15   achieve 91 percent of all the benefits at a much greatly

16   reduced capital cost.

17        Q    And just to be clear.  Even that

18   sensitivity, the least economic projects as you

19   describe them, still provide net benefits?

20        A    Small.

21        Q    But they provide net benefits?

22        A    Very small.

23        Q    Now, going to the final column on Table 8,

24   the combined column.  This models a scenario where

25   there's both a 50-percent cost overrun and a
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 1   sustained 5-percent reduction energy production

 2   across all projects, correct?

 3        A    Yes.

 4        Q    And that is the only scenario where the

 5   least economic projects result in a net cost --

 6        A    In a scenario that I don't believe is out

 7   of the realm of possibility, and I would put -- I

 8   would note that, either the Company has 100 percent

 9   confidence in its assumptions about the energy and

10   about the capital costs, or the -- if it doesn't,

11   then the Company should have studied cases such as

12   this, but if it does, the Company certainly could --

13   could accept the total risk that you'll achieve

14   this -- these outcomes.  But I think it's reasonable

15   to study the possibility that you may not achieve

16   the entire amount of energy, production, capital,

17   PTC benefits, capital costs that you're expecting,

18   necessarily.

19        Q    Well, and while I won't disagree that it's

20   within the realm of possibility, you would agree

21   that it's not the most likely scenario, correct?

22        A    I wouldn't say that.

23        Q    You'd say it's --

24        A    I would not say that a 5-percent cost

25   overrun or a 5-percent reduction in the energy and
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 1   PCC is unlikely.  I wouldn't say that.

 2        Q    My question is the most unlikely or the

 3   most -- are you saying that's the most likely

 4   scenario?

 5        A    I don't -- I don't think that -- that I

 6   would say -- I would say that it's -- it's entirely

 7   possible and could occur.  That's all I -- that's

 8   all I can say.

 9        Q    So it's possible?

10        A    Yeah.  I think it's entirely possible

11   that -- that this outcome could be -- could be the

12   outcome that occurs.  And it's surprises me that the

13   Company wouldn't -- you know, the Company stopped

14   short by saying it was sufficient to look at price

15   policy cases.  You've got to look at all the

16   variables for which could potentially lead to having

17   your project that you're putting forth becoming

18   uneconomic.

19        Q    Well, and your own analysis shows that's

20   not necessarily the case, because net benefits are

21   still produced even in these extreme scenarios?

22        A    No.  I -- I'm sorry.  I have -- if both of

23   these cases were to occur, we'd have -- it'd be --

24   you'd be better off doing the six projects that I've

25   talked -- suggested that you do.
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 1        Q    All right.  Now let's turn back to

 2   Page 31, and that's Table 6.  And let's talk a

 3   little bit more about the specific projects that you

 4   described as the least economic, and that's the

 5   bottom -- the bottom six in that table, correct?

 6        A    Correct.

 7        Q    Now, were you here yesterday when

 8   Mr. Hemstreet described the protections and

 9   mitigations measures included in the GE contracts

10   that will cover the projects being repowered in

11   Wyoming?

12        A    Yes.

13        Q    And isn't it true that of the projects

14   that you've described as the least economic, five of

15   those projects are subject to the protections

16   provided by that GE contract --

17        A    Yes, but --

18        Q    -- that Mr. Hemstreet described?

19        A    But I might also note that there are also

20   provisions in those contracts that are excluded that

21   would still subject PacifiCorp to at risk -- to be

22   at risk.  There's a force majeure provision, there's

23   a provision -- and I know that the contract is

24   confidential, so I don't know how far I can go to --

25   to talk about the fact that there are still
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 1   provisions built into that contract that put

 2   PacifiCorp back on the hook if certain conditions

 3   occur.

 4             And so there's not -- the note -- to

 5   suggest -- to suggest that the contract perfectly

 6   protects ratepayers and PacifiCorp for every

 7   outcome, I think is going a step too far.

 8        Q    And -- and just to be clear, I don't think

 9   anybody in the Company testified that customers are

10   perfectly protected, correct?

11        A    I don't know that anybody has.  I'm -- I

12   would say, it's been -- it seems like that's what --

13   I wouldn't necessarily say I can recall hearing that

14   somebody said that, but it seems like that's the

15   impression that has been left.

16        Q    I'm sorry.  I just want to jump back.  I

17   got a little bit out of order.  Going back to the

18   sensitivity studies that you analyzed, consistent

19   with everything else, with the other results that we

20   already discussed, those sensitivities only go

21   through 2036, correct?

22        A    Correct.

23        Q    So, again, when you're calculating those

24   benefits, the capacity and energy benefits that are

25   provided after 2036 are completely left out of that
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 1   analysis?

 2        A    That's a long time in the future, and --

 3   and the fact that the analysis that the Company did

 4   without looking at technology that could exist in

 5   the future, at -- the advancement in technology, and

 6   the fact that a different optimal plan that could be

 7   derived through running the models, led me to be

 8   concerned that, taking all those factors together,

 9   that I'd rather have these projects show and be

10   analyzed, at this point in time, especially given

11   the modeling issues that I've pointed out, or all

12   those factors taken together, we came to the

13   conclusion that for this analysis, it was reasonable

14   to consider it on a 2036 basis.

15        Q    And just to be clear, the Company's

16   testimony -- and I don't think this has been

17   disputed -- is that after 2036, these projects are

18   expected to generate approximately 3,500 gigawatt

19   hours of incremental energy annually.

20   Would you agree with that?

21        A    I would, assuming that there's no

22   extension, of course, on the existing wind

23   resources, which could potentially happen.  Those

24   units could operate longer and, therefore, the

25   differential is not necessarily the 3,600.
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 1        Q    And you agree -- we can dispute how to

 2   value that, but you agree that energy has value,

 3   correct?

 4        A    Yes.

 5        Q    And would you also agree that those

 6   repowered wind facilities are going to provide a

 7   capacity value after 2036, that is also not

 8   accounted for in your sensitivities?

 9        A    Yeah.  It's like on the order of a hundred

10   and something out of a 10,000 megawatt peak.

11        Q    I'd like to ask you a few questions about

12   how to model PTCs.  That's something that has come

13   up in this case, and you discussed it in your

14   summary today.  So just to sort of set the table

15   here, the Company refined the way it modeled PTCs in

16   its February 2018 supplemental filing, correct?

17        A    I believe refinement has been used,

18   inaccurate has been used, different words have been

19   used to describe the changes that the Company has

20   made.  I've heard a number of different

21   representations of how PacifiCorp --

22        Q    We can agree it was a change?

23        A    It was a change.

24        Q    It was a change.  And we can also agree

25   that that change did not impact the -- any of the
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 1   analysis that extended through 2050, correct?

 2        A    We can agree.

 3        Q    Now, if you could turn to Page 26 of your

 4   response testimony.  And I'd like to ask you a few

 5   questions about Figure 2, at the top of that page,

 6   and, again, I note that's a confidential figure.  I

 7   don't intend to ask you about specific numeric

 8   values, more just, sort of, shape and directional

 9   questions.  So obviously, if you need to speak

10   confidentially, let me know.

11        A    Okay.

12        Q    Now, this table is for one specific

13   project and it demonstrates the differences in the

14   modeling based on different treatment of production

15   tax credits, correct?

16        A    Yes.

17        Q    And just to be clear, that this, sort of,

18   solid line is the levelized capital, levelized PTC

19   technique?

20        A    Yes, and that --

21        Q    And that was the modeling that the Company

22   used prior to February 2018, correct?

23        A    Yes.

24        Q    And if you look at the dashed line, that

25   is levelized capital, non-levelized PTC, and that's
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 1   the modeling the Company is using right now,

 2   correct?

 3        A    Yes.

 4        Q    And then the, sort of, the middle curve

 5   that has the diamonds, is non-levelized capital,

 6   non-levelized PTC, correct?

 7        A    Correct.

 8        Q    And that would also be the nominal

 9   capital, nominal PTC, which is the same modeling

10   used through 2050, right?

11        A    Yes.

12        Q    And would you agree that the non-levelized

13   capital -- I'm just going to say, the line with the

14   diamonds on it -- is the line that best reflects the

15   ratemaking impact of this particular project?

16        A    Yes.

17        Q    And looking at these curves, would you

18   agree that the Company's modeling, as it stands

19   today, the dashed line is closer, both in shape and

20   value to that diamond line than was the earlier

21   modeling that relied on levelized PTCs?

22        A    Yes.  And -- and what I would say about

23   that is that, first, it is higher.  It's -- it's

24   definitely closer, but it is higher.  And the fact

25   is, it does add in additional costs not accounted
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 1   for in that analysis within the Company's study.

 2   And it does lead -- there is no doubt the Company cannot

 3   deny that, based on using the old approach that it did, that

 4   that old approach led to adding in a lot more cost and

 5   therefore, the Company abandoned that because it wanted to

 6   make sure it had every -- you know, at -- at least it was

 7   able to show that all of its projects were economic.

 8             It couldn't -- it -- in my view, it seems

 9   that the Company could not report, "Oh, we have this

10   to-2036 analysis, which is our standard, we could

11   not show results that had a large number of cases

12   that were uneconomic," and then at the same time

13   say, "Oh, but ignore those cases.  Look at the

14   to-2050."  And that's essentially what you're asking

15   me right now.  You're asking me to forget about

16   the -- you know, we've changed our approach, you

17   know, don't even look at the old results.  We're

18   now -- we're now advising using this new approach,

19   and the -- but if we just focus on the to-2050, you

20   know, that's the reason why the Company had -- had

21   gone away from that approach.

22        Q    Well, and just to be clear, regardless of

23   motives, the new approach is more accurate --

24        A    No.

25        Q    -- just based on looking at this diagram,
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 1   isn't it?

 2        A    No.  The new approach is not necessarily

 3   more accurate.

 4        Q    Well, I think we established it's closer

 5   in value, as well as shape, to the --

 6        A    Let --

 7        Q    -- nominal/nominal modeling, correct?

 8        A    Let me -- let me explain something.  The

 9   reason that the Company believes that protection tax

10   credits should be done on a nominal basis, is

11   because it says that that's closer to the way that

12   production tax credits will be flowed through to

13   ratepayers through rates.  The same -- the same

14   thing is true about capital revenue requirements.

15   To represent them as levelized, which is what the

16   Company still wants to do, it also is not levelizing

17   those in the way that the Company does it.  And we

18   should all be clear that levelization, by the way,

19   in the way that the Company is doing it, doesn't

20   necessarily mean flat, straight-across levelization.

21   It's real levelization, which is adding -- it's

22   taking a real discount rate, and the ultimate result

23   of that is that something that is charged through

24   rates over the life of a project that is front-end

25   loaded over the life, and declines over the life,
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 1   for modeling purposes, the Company is saying -- and

 2   I'm not sitting here necessarily disagreeing that

 3   economic analyses are done this way, but the Company

 4   is saying that is it appropriate, necessarily, to

 5   use a profile for which you begin at the first year,

 6   at the lowest point you possibly can, and you rise

 7   over the life.  So you've taken -- you've actually

 8   flipped the profile entirely.

 9             And in doing that, that puts the least

10   amount of capital revenue requirements into the

11   analysis as a result, since there's a point in time

12   in which the costs are cut off, and at the same

13   time, it puts the highest amount or the greatest

14   amount of production tax credits in because it

15   ensures the entirety of the production tax credits

16   are in.

17             So I'm -- I'm going to suggest to you that

18   that's still a problem with the way that you're

19   modeling production tax credits and capital revenue

20   requirements.  And I will also suggest to you, the

21   Company -- the notion that the Company never, ever

22   supported in this case, the idea of doing

23   levelized/levelized is wrong, because there was a

24   point in this case where the Company responded to

25   data requests that -- that justified, that's how you
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 1   have to model the cost.  You have to model the cost

 2   on a levelized/levelized basis that's in discovery

 3   that we have, in my testimony, in my -- in my

 4   April 2nd testimony, OCS 5.8.  It's in there and

 5   explains that that was the right way to do it.

 6   I think at the point in time that the Company found it

 7   produced results that were undesirable, the Company went to

 8   this levelized capital approach with nominal PTCs.

 9        Q    And created a more accurate result --

10        A    No.

11        Q    -- according to this table, correct?

12        A    No.

13                  MR. LOWNEY:  No further questions.

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.

15   Any redirect, Mr. Moore or Mr. Snarr?

16                  MR. SNARR:  No redirect.

17                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No redirect?

18   Okay.  I think I have a couple questions.

19   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

20        Q    Excuse me if I ramble a bit as I'm trying

21   to get this question, but, you know --

22        A    These are complicated.

23        Q    We have -- we have a lot of different

24   sensitivity runs with different inputs and, you

25   know, levelized and non-levelized talk, different --
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 1   different starting points.  There's been discussion

 2   earlier in the hearing of what happened a few years

 3   ago in the Jim Bridger SCR case.  I don't know if

 4   you were involved in that one, but -- but one high

 5   level, as we were shown the orders, that the

 6   Commission chose a somewhat objective standard, if

 7   we're going to average some six different

 8   sensitivity runs.  Now, that may or may not be the

 9   appropriate outcome here.  But as we're looking at

10   the choice between repowering or not repowering, and

11   we're looking at all these different sensitivity

12   runs, can we -- can we articulate any kind of

13   objective standard for what's an acceptable level of

14   risk?  What's an adequate level of benefit, that's

15   not just a -- a gut check for each project?

16        A    I think that's a good question and a fair

17   question.  And I recall, I asked that myself, to the

18   Company, or raised that issue -- we'll call it

19   that -- in this regard early on in the case, or in

20   the 40 Docket, which is a similar case to this, I

21   noticed, of course, that we did have the nine price

22   policy scenarios.  And the question then becomes,

23   how much weight should you give to the different

24   cases?  How much weight should you give to the CO2?

25   And we, in fact, don't, at this time, have CO2, and
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 1   we just don't know what will happen with CO2.  How

 2   much weight should you give to high gas cases?  And

 3   I ask -- I raise the question of, does -- is there a

 4   weighting to the cases and to the results that we

 5   should apply?  Should we consider the low gas, low

 6   CO2 case to have a higher probability of occurring?

 7   I've taken the position in the case, that I think

 8   that my view is that there ought to be a higher

 9   weighting given to the low gas and the low to

10   moderate gas CO2 cases because that's the future I

11   believe, at this time, is more likely, given that --

12   what we know now about -- about -- especially about

13   gas and especially about CO2.

14             So I think I'm answering your question, in

15   that, I don't necessarily think you ought to do an

16   average of the nine cases.  I think a higher

17   probability ought to be assigned to cases that you

18   believe to have a higher likelihood of occurring.

19   And so I don't think you can necessarily take the nine

20   cases, average them, get a number, compare it against all

21   the other cases that way and say that's the outcome.  I

22   think you've got to weight the cases that you think have a

23   higher chance of occurring and then come to the conclusion,

24   you know, that that might be a better way for you to

25   evaluate.
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 1             And I also think you ought to -- I want to

 2   emphasize, I also think you ought to take into

 3   consideration the risk factors that aren't included

 4   in those tables.  And I tried to make that point

 5   clear, that there are other factors besides price

 6   policy.  And when there are other factors besides

 7   price policy, they ought to be studied, and two

 8   alone -- I think I raised a couple, and I know

 9   Mr. Peaco raised a few more.  Those factors need to

10   be considered in making a decision.  Is this a valid

11   project that should go forward?

12        Q    So would I be correctly summarizing what

13   you're saying is, to do that requires us as a

14   Commission to make some findings and conclusions

15   based on which scenarios we consider more or less

16   likely, which risks we consider more or less likely?

17        A    Well, the Company is doing it and the

18   parties are disagreeing that they don't think

19   that -- I think it's clear that -- that several

20   parties don't have a belief, necessarily, that the

21   highest likelihood is going to be the higher gas

22   cases.  So I think the advice the parties are

23   giving, is to give much less weight to the higher

24   gas, higher CO2 cases.

25        Q    Okay.  And I think I just have one more
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 1   question.  If I were to -- looking at your Table 6,

 2   on Page 31, for Glenrock III, Seven Mile Hill II,

 3   Rolling Hills, High Plains, McFadden Ridge and

 4   Leaning Juniper, if I were to ask you, individually,

 5   for each one of those you have listed on your

 6   second -- in your second box, does your analysis

 7   lead to your professional conclusion, that not

 8   repowering gives more benefit to ratepayers than

 9   repowering, for each individual project?

10        A    In this regard, we don't know what the

11   outcome will be, nobody does.  But we're -- we're

12   being asked to take a risk on doing every one of

13   these 12 projects, and every one of them should be

14   done because there's a dollar benefit or -- or

15   higher than a dollar benefit.  They're -- that's a

16   pretty small benefit.  This range of benefits is

17   fairly small, in my view.  If you were going out and

18   investing your money to make a decision on something

19   that has risk and you -- and you think it has the

20   potential economic reward, wouldn't you want to try

21   to limit your exposure in the case -- in the chance

22   that the risks manifest themselves and that the

23   benefits don't materialize?

24             And if you eliminate these six projects

25   and the cost of those six projects, you knock out a
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 1   huge amount of the costs, but you're not eliminating

 2   a substantial amount of the benefits.  So the

 3   ratepayers are still -- would still be getting a

 4   considerable benefit, just not having the Company

 5   spend a billion dollars, you know, and the -- since

 6   it's confidential, it's a sizable amount of dollars

 7   not being spent, but you're still achieving a great

 8   deal of the benefits.

 9        Q    I said that was my last question, but one

10   follow-up.

11        A    That's okay.

12        Q    Would you describe the answer you just

13   gave then, as suggesting that we should look at

14   the 12 projects holistically rather than one by one?

15        A    No.  No, I don't think I --

16        Q    You don't think -- that's not how you

17   would describe your answer?

18        A    No.  I think -- I think I'm recommending

19   you look at the -- when you do DSM, typically,

20   DSM -- people want to try to avoid the trap of

21   adding in additional measure -- DSM measures where

22   they have small value.  But if you add it into the

23   portfolio, you wind up having still an economic

24   portfolio, but you've added in a measure that maybe

25   had a very small value or had a negative value.  You
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 1   added it in and nobody sees a difference because the

 2   overall portfolio still has a positive value.

 3   So that's -- I view that the same way.  I think you can

 4   eliminate these projects that are fairly marginal and still

 5   keep a considerable benefit.  So I think I've answered your

 6   question, that I would look at it project by project.

 7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  I

 8   appreciate your answers.

 9   Commissioner Clark, do you have questions for Mr. Hayet?

10                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.

11   Thank you, Mr. Hayet.

12                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

14   Commissioner White?

15   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:

16        Q    I assume you were here when Mr. Peaco was

17   testifying earlier.  You -- you both have kind of

18   identified different projects that may or may not

19   be -- you know, have a higher risk profile or have

20   less benefits.  Do you share his view, that if the

21   Commission were to determine that some of the

22   projects were more economic or less economic, that

23   it would require a whole separate application for

24   those projects?

25        A    You know, we gave that consideration and
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 1   if -- the fact is, our first recommendation is to

 2   reject.  However, if you decide that you'd prefer to

 3   go forward and have some of the projects, then we

 4   didn't make the same recommendation that you have a

 5   separate proceeding.  We think that you have the

 6   information you need.  It places too much -- there

 7   are too many problems that are -- if you really want

 8   to do it, there's not time to be able to take it

 9   back and study it further, and there's probably a

10   chance you wouldn't achieve the PTC benefits that's

11   you're looking for anyway.  So we're not making that

12   recommendation.  We think that you can make the

13   recommendation on the basis of the information you

14   have.

15        Q    Then there's the final question.  I mean,

16   there's been a lot of discussion about risk, and I'm

17   just looking at the statute and that's certainly

18   one of the things to consider.  But in your view,

19   typically -- and, again, I think the only time we've

20   ever actually utilized this statute, and I could be

21   wrong, is the SCR case.  Is there a different -- is

22   there something, from your perspective, that creates

23   a heightened, you know, risk look, I guess, here in

24   this case, because of the measure -- because, again,

25   every commercial transaction has a risk shifting
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 1   that has --

 2        A    Right.

 3        Q    -- costs that go along with it.

 4   Is there something that -- that you're reading into this,

 5   that's beyond the typical risk --

 6        A    Well, I -- I'm sorry.

 7        Q    That's okay.

 8        A    It definitely isn't your typical.  I mean,

 9   we all have to recognize, this is not a typical

10   utility type of investment, and you may never see

11   another investment like -- you know, recommendation

12   like this again, to this degree.  When you count

13   this case and the new wind/new transmission,

14   billions of dollars are at stake.  And it's not, you

15   know, my view.  I know that the Company has a

16   different view, but there's not a need built in

17   that's -- that's a burning need for reliability and

18   a burning need for capacity to add those.

19             And therefore, then you have to give it a

20   heightened standard for the risk that ratepayers are

21   being placed at, because we know that the ratepayers

22   are taking on most of the risk, unless you adopt

23   conditions that we have proposed in this case.  And

24   that would go to, you know, helping to mitigate --

25   mitigating the risk for the ratepayers.  But it --
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 1   again, it's not your typical situation.  And

 2   therefore, I think you have to look at it in a -- in

 3   a different way than you would look at the other --

 4   like, there's a need for capacity, we need a

 5   combined cycle, or some type of resource, then it's

 6   a decision between two resource choices you have to

 7   make, and you pick the best of the two.

 8             Here, it's pretty much a decision -- and I

 9   know the Company talks about it displacing front

10   office transactions, but it really is a need -- a

11   decision between -- we just don't upgrade perfectly

12   good wind turbine resources that are operating right

13   now.  I know that there are all the benefits they

14   talk about in O&M savings and all these potential

15   for availability improvement and so forth, but,

16   again, you've got operating resources, ratepayers

17   could use their money for other purposes, all those

18   things go into it when you don't absolutely have a

19   critical, burning need to do these projects.

20        Q    One final question.  And, again, we've

21   heard a lot of testimony in the context of what was

22   agreed to in Wyoming, in terms of potential risk

23   mitigation or what the Company has agreed to.

24   But is there something, in your mind, that -- is there any

25   level of, you know, additionality, in terms of risk
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 1   protection or risks that would -- that would ultimately

 2   satisfy that?  I mean, I know -- I understand we can't

 3   control -- the Company can't control Congress or the

 4   President or what have you, but is there anything in your

 5   mind that provides something that's beyond what they've

 6   already offered?

 7        A    Well, they've given assurances.  Haven't

 8   they built a strong case to say that -- they're

 9   highly confident that they're going to achieve the

10   level of energy production that they've estimated

11   and that they're going to produce the PTC benefits.

12   Why not just have them accept the risk of that, hold

13   harmless the ratepayers, in the event that they

14   don't achieve those benefits over a period of time?

15             I made a recommendation that you require

16   the Company to achieve 95 percent.  I gave a margin

17   of 5 percent that -- in other words, the energy

18   production could be 5 percent under, which is what I

19   used, by the way, in my sensitivity analysis.  I

20   said a 5-percent reduction in energy.  So I have

21   given them what I've found to be uneconomic, but

22   in -- in some of the cases.  So the Company has to

23   be -- protect the ratepayer and that's, by the way,

24   not unheard of.  I'm understanding there's some

25   settlements in other states on proposals that are
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 1   similar to this that are just coming out in late

 2   April, in Oklahoma, that are being agreed to by the

 3   utility that they're going to accept the risk of

 4   these kinds of projects.

 5             It's another build a transmission, build

 6   wind power resources, billions of dollars of

 7   investment and the ratepayer, at considerable risk,

 8   and the utility has agreed that it's going to adopt

 9   the risk.

10             So I -- my recommendation is to give

11   consideration to the conditions of -- that I've put

12   into my testimony that would protect the ratepayer.

13                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the

14   questions I have.  Thanks.

15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Do you have a

16   follow-up?

17                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Do you mind if I

18   do?

19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No, and I have

20   one more, too.  Go ahead.  Mine is kind of related

21   to his answer he's just given to Commissioner White.

22                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Please.

23   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

24        Q    I kind of asked this question before, but

25   after hearing your answer to Commissioner White,
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 1   I'll ask it in a different way.  Should we or

 2   shouldn't we -- considering the comparisons you've

 3   drawn on and said, I think what you said to him is,

 4   "This isn't a situation of choosing option A or

 5   option B."

 6        A    Right.

 7        Q    But shouldn't we be looking at each of

 8   these 12 projects and consider option A, repowering,

 9   option B, not repowering, and look at the cost

10   benefits and risks of each of those -- of those two

11   options for each of the 12 projects; is that how we

12   should be looking at it or is that -- is that the --

13        A    Well --

14        Q    -- wrong way to look at it?

15        A    Are you saying to look at it as a bundle

16   or look at them one at a time?  Because if

17   looking --

18        Q    What I'm suggesting is, should it be one

19   at a time, that he take Seven Mile Hill I, and

20   compare cost benefits and risks of repowering and

21   cost benefits and risks of not repowering?

22        A    That's what's been done actually,

23   Commissioner.  That's what the project-by-project

24   analysis that, in fact, you as a Commission got the

25   Company to agree to do.  That they would look at the
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 1   cost and benefits on a project-by-project basis, and

 2   that's what's been done to develop the --

 3   these cases -- any of the table that you see where

 4   they have the names of the units and they have the

 5   net benefits, that's a project-by-project

 6   evaluation.  The tables in which they have the price

 7   policy cases, where they have the nine price policy

 8   cases, that was a bundle of projects put into the

 9   model all as one unit, put in at one time.  And that

10   was a -- that was not a project-by-project net

11   benefit evaluation.

12        Q    Okay.  Well, at the risk of beating the

13   dead horse, if we're looking at it that way, though,

14   doesn't that mean, even if the benefit is small --

15   you know, I mean, there's been a lot of discussions.

16   Should it even be a -- what about if there's a

17   dollar benefit?  But if we're really comparing

18   repowering with not repowering, should the size of

19   the benefit matter, as long as one is above the

20   other?

21        A    I hear you.  And that is the argument.

22   I'm not going to suggest -- I won't suggest that --

23   that is an argument that I, perhaps, would make.

24   That, look, it's a $1 benefit, you know.  I mean,

25   I'd like a little cushion by the way, but -- but
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 1   that presumes that you're only looking at the price

 2   policy cases because the Company was the one that

 3   put in the testimony that says, "Here's our

 4   analysis," and they did -- what about -- what about

 5   when you also consider the other risk factors?

 6   Now, let's get a single economic number.  Is it still these

 7   numbers that the Company -- no, it's not.  And that's why I

 8   attempted to look at other factors, like a reduction in

 9   energy and a cost overrun and -- and Mr. Peaco also spoke

10   about additional risk factors.

11   So when you take all those into consideration, it's a

12   different story than just the $1 of benefit on the price

13   policy cases to consider.

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank

15   you.  I really do appreciate your indulging my

16   stream of consciousness thought process.

17                  THE WITNESS:  No, I don't find it to

18   be --

19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Commissioner

20   Clark.

21   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:

22        Q    I'm also going to address this general

23   area of risk and, particularly, your testimony on

24   the bottom of Page 38, and the top of 39, where

25   you're talking about conditions that might be
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 1   imposed.  On Line 785 -- or actually, 784, you say

 2   that you would be concerned if PacifiCorp is taking

 3   the position that nonperformance by one of its

 4   contractors would be outside of its influence to --

 5   or its ability to influence.  So as you have sat

 6   through the hearing, and I think you've been here

 7   throughout --

 8        A    I have.

 9        Q    -- have you heard anything that's given

10   you an impression that contractor performance that

11   the Company would use that -- or has reserved the

12   opportunity to use that as an excuse for not meeting

13   the project cost of -- I'll call them guarantees,

14   that have been given?

15        A    Well, they've given guarantees to us that

16   they will have the project online, on time,

17   guaranteed that they're going to be able to achieve

18   the PTCs.  I've heard that.  But they also say, to

19   the extent that it's within their control or their

20   ability to control.  And what my testimony is and

21   that I'm concerned about is, what does that mean?

22   And I've raised the -- the question is:  Are they saying

23   that if -- let's say there's a bankruptcy of one of their

24   contractors and that contractor was on the critical path.

25   It caused a year's delay, half a year's delay, Dunlap, which
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 1   is coming in the latest, is unable to come online by the

 2   end, it loses the opportunities to get to the -- get the

 3   PTCs.  Is PacifiCorp taking responsibility, under that

 4   circumstance, and holding the ratepayer harmless for the

 5   PTCs that will be lost, or will they say, No, it was outside

 6   of our ability?  We couldn't control their means and methods

 7   and their ability to operate their business and the fact

 8   that they went bankrupt, we had no control over.  Therefore,

 9   we are not going to hold the ratepayer harmless in that

10   condition.

11             That's what I'm trying to hope to impress

12   upon you, that that ought to be -- it should be a

13   clear statement:  PacifiCorp, you're the party

14   that's managing the development, you're managing

15   your contractors, you're the one, the ratepayer is

16   not.  Hold the ratepayer harmless if you're giving a

17   guarantee, and that guarantee has to be almost

18   unconditional.

19                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Thanks for

20   illustrating what you had in mind there.  That

21   concludes my questions.

22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you,

23   Mr. Hayet.  We appreciate your testimony today.

24                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

25                  MR. SNARR:  May Mr. Hayet be excused?
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Yeah.  I'll ask

 2   if any party or Commissioner in the room sees any

 3   reason not to excuse Mr. Hayet from the proceeding?

 4   I'm not seeing any indications, so he's excused.  Thank you.

 5                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or

 7   Mr. Snarr, anything further from the Office?

 8                  MR. SNARR:  No, that concludes are

 9   presentation.

10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank

11   you.  Mr. Russell.

12                  MR. RUSSELL:  UAE calls Kevin Higgins

13   to the stand.

14                    KEVIN C. HIGGINS,

15   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was

16            examined and testified as follows:

17                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

18   BY MR. RUSSELL:

19        Q    Can you please state and spell your name

20   for the record, please?

21        A    My name is Kevin C. Higgins H-i-g-g-i-n-s.

22        Q    Mr. Higgins, by whom are you employed and

23   in what capacity?

24        A    I'm a principle in the consulting firm

25   Energy Strategies.
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 1        Q    And what is your business address, please?

 2        A    My business address is

 3   215 South State Street, Suite 200, Salt Lake City,

 4   Utah 84111.

 5        Q    And in your capacity as a principle of

 6   Energy Strategies, have you offered testimony on

 7   behalf of Utah Association of Energy Users in this

 8   docket?

 9        A    Yes, I have.

10        Q    And, specifically, did you prepare and

11   submit direct testimony on September 20, 2017,

12   identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0, along with

13   Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, surrebuttal testimony on

14   November 16, 2017, identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0-S,

15   along with UAE Exhibits 1.1-S and 1.2-S, and

16   response testimony on April 2nd of 2018, identified

17   as UAE Exhibit 1.0-RE, along with UAE

18   Exhibits 1.1-RE, 1.2-RE and 1.3-RE?

19        A    Yes.

20        Q    Do you have any corrections to make to any

21   of that testimony?

22        A    I have two minor corrections that are the

23   same correction that has to be made twice.  They are

24   in my response testimony, Page 40, Line 714.

25   The correction is to replace the number of 150 million
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 1   with 142 million.  Then, again, on Page 49 --

 2        Q    I'm sorry.  Was that 142?

 3        A    Yes.

 4        Q    Thank you.

 5        A    Then on Page 49, Line 865, the same

 6   correction, replace 150 million with 142 million.

 7        Q    And with those two corrections, if you

 8   were asked the same questions today that you were

 9   asked in your pre-filed testimony, would you answer

10   it the same way?

11        A    Yes, I would.

12                  MR. RUSSELL:  With that, I will move

13   for the admission of Mr. Higgins' pre-filed

14   testimony, as previously identified.

15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party

16   objects to the motion, please indicate to me.

17   I'm not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.

18             (UAE Exhibit No. 1.0 admitted.)

19   BY MR. RUSSELL.

20        Q    Have you prepared a summary of your

21   pre-filed testimony?

22        A    Yes, I have.

23        Q    Please proceed.

24        A    Good afternoon.

25             I recommend against approval of the
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 1   repowering project.  Rocky Mountain Power's wind

 2   repowering proposal is not a typical utility

 3   investment proposition.  The wind repowering project

 4   might best be described as an opportunity investment

 5   in that it seeks to take advantage of the

 6   availability of PTCs before the Federal Tax Credit

 7   Program begins to phase out.  Since it is an

 8   opportunity investment, the relative benefits to

 9   customers, taking account of the range of risks to

10   customers in relation to the benefits to Rocky

11   Mountain Power, should be considered as part of the

12   Commission's review.

13             The magnitude of the claimed benefits to

14   customers identified by the Company in relation to

15   certain benefits -- to certain benefits to the

16   Company, does make a compelling case for UAE's

17   endorsement of this project, particularly in light

18   of the large capital cost required, the lack of

19   public necessity for this project, the Ad-Hoc

20   deviation from the integrated resource plan process

21   surrounding this project, and the uncertainties that

22   may impair the realization of projected customer

23   benefits.  Additional risks that could further

24   affect customer benefits include deviations in the

25   actual performance, maintenance costs, or durability
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 1   of the new assets as compared to the Company's

 2   assumptions.

 3             In its supplemental filing, Rocky Mountain

 4   Power has changed the evaluation method it uses to

 5   project claimed customer benefits for the 20-year

 6   period, 2017 to 2036.  I have three serious concerns

 7   with this change.  First, it is highly problematic

 8   and troubling for the Company to change a key

 9   measurement method at this late juncture of the

10   proceeding.  After three rounds of prior Company

11   testimony, particularly given that, without this

12   change in method the Company would not be able to

13   show claimed net benefits for multiple scenarios,

14   the change, thus, appears to be aimed at supporting

15   the Company's desired result.

16             Second, the changed valuation approach for

17   PTCs is inconsistent with the valuation method that

18   has long been used for PTCs in the Company's IRP,

19   which I have been able to check as far back as 2003.

20   So for at least 15 years, the method -- methodology

21   for valuing PTCs has been in place in the IRP that

22   was now just recently changed.

23             And third, the changed valuation approach

24   for PTCs is inconsistent with the Company's

25   treatment of capital costs for the repowering
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 1   projects, which the Company continues to measure on

 2   a real levelized basis in its 20-year benefits

 3   analysis.  By changing the method for valuing PTCs

 4   without also changing the method for valuing capital

 5   costs, the Company is effectively cherry picking the

 6   combination valuation method that achieves the most

 7   favorable optics for the projects.  If these

 8   concerns not withstanding, the Commission considers

 9   approval of the Company's proposal, I offer some

10   recommendations for better aligning risks and

11   benefits of the proposal between the Company and

12   ratepayers.

13             First, I recommend the Commission

14   expressly condition the Company's future cost

15   recovery associated with the wind repowering project

16   on the Company's ability to demonstrate that

17   construction costs have come in at or below its

18   estimated cost in this case, and that measured over

19   a reasonable period of time, the megawatt hours

20   produced by the repowered facilities are equal to or

21   greater than the forecasted production that is

22   provided in this proceeding.

23             If those conditions are not satisfied, not

24   withstanding any determination of prudence in this

25   proceeding, I recommend that the Commission
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 1   expressly reserve the right, in a future rate case,

 2   to reduce the Company's recovery of costs associated

 3   with the repowering project, to allow for a

 4   reasonable sharing of the risks and benefits of the

 5   project between the Company and customers.

 6

 7             Second, I am concerned that when measured

 8   over the 20-year period, used in the Company's

 9   2017 IRP, the benefits from this opportunity

10   investment are significantly weighted in favor of

11   the Company.  To address this concern, if the

12   Commission approves the wind repowering project, I

13   recommend that it be made conditional on a reduction

14   of 200 basis points to the authorized rate of return

15   on common equity applicable to the undepreciated

16   balance of the retired plant.  This adjustment would

17   have the effect of better balancing the benefits

18   between customers and the Company.

19             I note that, although my recommendation --

20   recommended modifications would improve the terms of

21   the outcome for customers, they will not, by

22   themselves, overcome UAE's overall objections to

23   this project.  And since this 200-basis point aspect

24   of my conditional recommendation is a bit unusual,

25   let me spend a moment elaborating on the basis for
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 1   it.

 2             Rocky Mountain Power would have you

 3   believe that if these projects were to produce $1 of

 4   net benefits, then they should be approved as

 5   proposed, irrespective of the relative distribution

 6   of benefits between customers and the Company.  I

 7   disagree.  I disagree that simply providing some

 8   amount of projected benefits to customers is

 9   sufficient justification for committing customers to

10   pay off a $1.1 billion investment for a project that

11   is not needed to meet reliability requirements, not

12   needed to meet load growth, and not needed to

13   replace a retired plant that has come to the end of

14   its useful life.

15             The balance of equities is important here.

16   We need to bear in mind that the Company is a

17   monopoly provider.  Consequently, Utah customers do

18   not have the benefit of alternative providers

19   offering to undertake repowering on better terms

20   than the Company is offering.  The only place for

21   Utah customers to get a better deal on repowering is

22   in the approval process.  And a key lever that the

23   Commission has is the allowed return on the retired

24   plant.

25             To make this deal happen, the Company will
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 1   be removing equipment that has around 20 years left

 2   on its useful life and seeking a full return on and

 3   of that retired investment, as if it remained

 4   useful.  Absent the pre-approval process, the

 5   Company would run the risk of disallowance of the

 6   recovery of this early retired plant.

 7             Taking all factors into account, I believe

 8   it is appropriate to make any approval of this

 9   project conditional on a reduced return on this

10   retired plant to achieve a better balance of

11   equities.  And if requiring such a condition means

12   that the project does not move forward, then as the

13   Commission is hearing from parties advocating on

14   behalf of customer interests, that would be okay.

15   Utah customers are not here to serve as a vehicle to

16   facilitate the Company's financial aspirations for

17   projects that are not necessary.

18             If the repowering project is allowed to

19   proceed, my third recommendation is that the overall

20   project should be scaled back to exclude at least

21   the Leaning Juniper project, as this project fails

22   to provide net benefits over a 20-year period, even

23   when measured using nominal PTCs and nominal capital

24   costs, in either the medium gas, medium CO2 or the

25   low gas, zero CO2 scenarios.  Moreover, the
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 1   Commission should also consider excluding

 2   Glenrock III, High Plains, McFadden Ridge, Dunlap

 3   Ranch, Rolling Hills, Marengo I, Marengo II and

 4   Goodnoe Hills from any pre-approval because these

 5   projects, as well as Leaning Juniper, failed to

 6   provide net benefits over a 20-year period, using

 7   the measurement metrics from the IRP, that is, real

 8   levelized PTC values for one or both of the gas CO2

 9   scenarios.

10             Fourth, the resource tracking mechanism

11   proposed by the Company to defer and recover

12   projects should not be approved.  The proposed

13   mechanism is quite complex.  This departure from

14   conventional ratemaking practice is not necessary,

15   and taken as a whole, not desirable.  Because the

16   RTM is an exercise in single issue ratemaking, it

17   brings with it attended concerns about the efficacy

18   of identifying costs and setting rates in isolation.

19   Rather than adopting the RTM, I believe it would be

20   preferable for the Company to instead file a general

21   rate case at the appropriate time to recover its

22   repowering costs in the context of the Company's

23   overall costs and revenues.

24             However, if the RTM is approved, it should

25   be modified.  In particular, the Company's proposed

0172

 1   long-term continuation of the RTM as a PTC tracking

 2   mechanism should be eliminated.  PTCs are not

 3   tracked today in the manner proposed by the Company,

 4   nor is it necessary to track PTCs going forward to

 5   ensure just and reasonable rates.

 6   Therefore, I recommend that if the RTM is approved, the

 7   Company's proposal for a long-term PTC tracker be rejected.

 8   In addition, the Company's original proposal to cap the

 9   surcharge at the amount of incremental net power cost

10   benefits should be retained, with no deferral of costs

11   exceeding the cap, as proposed by the Company in its

12   supplemental filing.

13             And finally, if a form of the RTM is

14   adopted, the treatment of property tax expense

15   should be modified to take into account the expected

16   reduction in property tax on existing plant that

17   would occur as the repowering project is implemented

18   and the existing plant is retired.

19             And that concludes my summary.

20        Q    Thank you, Mr. Higgins.

21   Before I turn you over to cross-examination, I did have a

22   question.  You've had the opportunity to listen to the

23   testimony yesterday and today, right?

24        A    Yes, I have.  When I wasn't here

25   physically, I was listening to the online broadcast.

0173

 1        Q    Okay.  And did you hear -- there have been

 2   a number of witnesses who've testified with respect

 3   to the amortization of the retired plant, included

 4   in that was Ms. Steward yesterday, Mr. Peterson

 5   today, as well as Mr. Link.

 6   Did you hear testimony on behalf of those witnesses on that

 7   topic?

 8        A    Yes, I did.

 9        Q    And do you -- I'm interested in your view

10   on whether the Commission ought to address the

11   period of time of amortization in this proceeding or

12   in some separate proceeding?

13        A    I would strongly recommend that the

14   Commission consider this issue in the context of the

15   depreciation docket that will be forthcoming in the

16   future.  I have concerns that, if the Commission

17   were to lock in, say, to a ten-year amortization,

18   for example, as proposed by Mr. Peterson, that that

19   would have implications for customers in the

20   near-term that have not been fully vetted.

21   I also have -- I also believe that it would be appropriate,

22   as part of the discussion, to take into consideration the

23   impacts on customers in the years '21 through '30.  I

24   understand that the Division of Public Utilities is

25   concerned about customers in years '11 through '20, but
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 1   customers in the years '21 through '30, if this project were

 2   to go forward, would in fact be -- have a bequest given to

 3   them by the customers of today, by investing in a plant

 4   today that is likely to be providing benefits 21 years from

 5   now, and obviating the need for new investments 21 years

 6   from now.

 7             And so I think that when you take all of

 8   those things into consideration, the most reasonable

 9   course of action is to consider all those questions

10   in the context of the larger depreciation study

11   that's going to come that's going to have

12   implications for Utah ratepayers from issues outside

13   of this docket.  And I think that it would be best

14   to consider the implications and the impacts of the

15   amortization period, if there be one, for -- for

16   this -- the retired plant in that larger context.

17                  MR. RUSSELL:  Thank you, Mr. Higgins.

18   Mr. Higgins is available for cross-examination.

19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.

20   Mr. Moore or Mr. Snarr, any questions for

21   Mr. Higgins?

22                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.

23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid or

24   Mr. Jetter?

25                  MS. SCHMID:  No questions.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey.

 2                  MS. HICKEY:  No, I think I'll waive.

 3   Thank you.

 4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank

 5   you.  Ms. McDowell or Mr. Lowney?

 6                  MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, the Company does

 7   have questions.

 8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.

 9                  MR. LOWNEY:  And, again, I've got a

10   few cross-examination exhibits, so I'll just pause a

11   moment while those get distributed.

12                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

13   BY MR. LOWNEY:

14        Q    Good afternoon, Mr. Higgins.

15        A    Good afternoon.

16        Q    Now, I'd just like to ask you a question

17   about something you said in your pre-filed

18   testimony, as well as in your summary today.

19   And that is, that according to your testimony, to be

20   analytically consistent, PTCs must be modeled on the same

21   basis as capital costs, correct?

22        A    Correct.  For the -- certainly for the

23   purposes of this docket, in which there's been a

24   separation made, in my view, from the IRP structure

25   and the IRP valuation methods, that if we were to
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 1   look at impacts, ratepayer impacts, in isolation for

 2   a 20-year period, then I do believe that a

 3   consistent approach is going to be necessary, yes.

 4        Q    But you would agree that you've filed

 5   prior testimony where you've questioned why PTCs are

 6   treated in the same ways as capital costs, correct?

 7        A    The -- are you --

 8        Q    Let me point your attention to --

 9        A    What are you referring to in the

10   testimony?

11        Q    This the document that's labeled RMP

12   Cross-Exhibit 9.

13        A    Yes.

14        Q    And this was testimony you filed in May of

15   last year, 2017, before the Public Utility

16   Commission of Oregon?

17        A    Yes.

18        Q    And, again, I'll represent to you, this is

19   a short excerpt of that testimony, just in the

20   interest of conserving paper.  And this case

21   involved a calculation of avoided cost pricing,

22   correct?

23        A    That's correct.

24        Q    And one of the issues in the case, at

25   least a marginal issue in the case, was how to
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 1   account for PTCs in calculating avoided cost

 2   pricing, correct?

 3        A    The -- I actually discussed this issue in

 4   my testimony, which is the excerpt that you have

 5   here, and I don't know that it was necessarily an

 6   issue for other parties, but I certainly did a walk

 7   through of the issue in this excerpt.

 8        Q    And I'll just direct your attention to

 9   Page -- it's Page 14 of the testimony, footnote 10.

10        A    Yes.

11        Q    And you testify there that, "PacifiCorp

12   apparently treats PTCs as a negative fixed cost and

13   thus an offset against capacity costs, even though

14   PTCs are actually a function of energy output and

15   arguably should be included in the calculation of

16   avoided energy costs."  That was your testimony

17   before the Oregon Commission, correct?

18        A    Yes.  And that testimony, as you pointed

19   out, was in the context of avoided cost, and that

20   testimony was really speaking about the curiosity of

21   reflecting PTCs in the capacity payment to

22   qualifying facilities, as opposed to the energy

23   payment.

24             And, of course, as you can tell in

25   context, this was simply a footnote, it was a
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 1   parenthetical comment that I made in passing.  And I

 2   didn't challenge the Company's approach, nor does

 3   this discussion here speak to the issue that's being

 4   considered in this docket, which is real

 5   levelization versus nominal treatment of PTCs.

 6   This footnote says nothing, whatsoever, about real

 7   levelization or nominal treatment of PTCs.  This simply

 8   mentions the fact that, in the Company's avoided cost

 9   calculations, the avoidance of PTCs is reduced from a QFs

10   capacity payment, rather than its energy payment.    And I

11   did point out that, arguably, it could be reflected in the

12   avoided energy payment, as opposed to the avoided capacity

13   payment, but then didn't --

14        Q    Didn't pursue --

15        A    -- how it was done.

16        Q    Well, just to be clear, the avoided

17   capacity payment is essentially a reflection of the

18   capital costs of whatever resource is being avoided

19   in the context of a PURPA transaction, correct?

20        A    Correct.  Correct.

21        Q    And just to be clear, where you testified

22   in Oregon that PTCs are actually a function of

23   energy output, in this case, the energy output from

24   these projects is modeled on a nominal/nominal

25   basis, correct?
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 1        A    The energy output, the kilowatt hour, net

 2   power cost is modeled on a nominal/nominal basis,

 3   that's correct.

 4        Q    So at a minimum, your testimony in front

 5   of the Oregon Commission, even if it was in passing,

 6   suggests that there's no reason PTCs and capital

 7   costs need to be modeled on the same basis because

 8   they're reflected differently in rates, correct?

 9        A    I disagree.  That's not what I said.  What

10   I said is that one could treat the PTCs in the

11   context of a payment to a qualifying facility, as an

12   offset to the capacity payment or to the energy

13   payment, arguably.  You could look at it either way.

14   And -- but I did not say that one should treat the PTCs on a

15   nominal basis.  That's not what this footnote says, and

16   that's not what I was suggesting in this testimony.

17        Q    Now, something that you mentioned in your

18   summary, as well as in your pre-filed testimony, is

19   that it's your opinion that there is no need, no

20   resource need for the repowering projects, correct?

21        A    That's correct.

22        Q    Now, you've also testified that the energy

23   that's produced by these repowered facilities'

24   incremental energy is going to displace market

25   purchases or thermal generation, correct?
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 1        A    Correct.

 2        Q    And you previously testified that market

 3   transactions or market purchases represent a need

 4   that can be displaced by a lower cost resource,

 5   correct?

 6        A    That is correct, but if you -- but in

 7   terms of a nexus between that statement and my

 8   statement that there is no need for these projects,

 9   the context is important.  The current facilities,

10   the current repowering facility -- the current

11   facilities that would be repowered, today, produce

12   about 2,600,000-megawatt hours per year of energy.

13   Okay?  The new proposal would generate

14   about 3-and-a-half-million megawatt hours a year of

15   energy.  So there's an increase of

16   about 600,000-megawatt hours a year from this

17   project.  So in essence, there's -- there is some

18   incremental energy coming out of this project, but

19   it's really a byproduct of the larger project to

20   generate new PTCs.  And so one -- I don't think one

21   could say, with a straight face, could assert that

22   you would make a $1.1 billion investment for the

23   purpose of generating 600,000 -- 600,000 extra

24   megawatt hours a year.

25             So, yes, while there is some incremental
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 1   energy, that is not the underlying driver of this

 2   project and why it's being presented for approval.

 3        Q    Let me direct your attention to the

 4   document that I've labeled RMP Cross-Exhibit 10.

 5   And this is testimony you filed in front of the

 6   Commission in Docket 15-035-53.  And I'd just like

 7   to direct your attention, please, line -- excuse

 8   me -- to Page 3, and beginning on Line 46.

 9   You testified that, "The IRP," -- this is PacifiCorp's IRP

10   -- "anticipates a need to acquire hundreds of thousands of

11   megawatt hours every year through market purchases."  Do you

12   see that testimony?

13        A    Yes.

14        Q    And then on -- if I could direct your

15   attention to Page 6, of that same testimony.  On

16   Line 108, you testified, with respect to a

17   transaction with the QF, "Thus" -- and I'm quoting

18   you, "it is not a matter of taking unneeded or

19   uneconomic energy, rather substituting one source of

20   energy for another source."  Do you see that

21   testimony there?

22        A    Yes.

23        Q    Now, in this case, if repowering generates

24   incremental megawatt hours or energy at a lower cost

25   than the alternative in the same way you're
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 1   describing QFs meeting a resource of need, the

 2   repowering project meets that same resource need,

 3   correct?

 4        A    Only the incremental amount of energy,

 5   which, as I said, is a byproduct of the investment.

 6   There's about a 25-percent increase in the kilowatt

 7   hour production relative to the existing facilities,

 8   and in terms of context, I will point out, this

 9   case -- that this testimony was in a case, which I

10   testified, in which the Company's position was -- it

11   did not need new resources for a decade.  So the

12   Company's position in 2015 was, it did not need new

13   resources for a decade.  That was in Mr. Clements'

14   testimony in this very docket, and I was pointing

15   out the QF power would -- would displace market

16   purchases, but of course, that was all incremental.

17             This proposal before the Commission now

18   has -- essentially replaces existing Company

19   generation, two-and-a-half million megawatt hours of

20   existing generation, and then produces, on top of

21   it, an extra 600,000-megawatt hours.  So I would

22   agree, to the extent you want to talk solely about

23   the increment, there is some displacement of

24   resources taking place, but you're also paying

25   $1.1 billion for that.
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 1        Q    If you could turn to your direct

 2   testimony, please, Page 18.  I'm sorry.  I lost

 3   myself in the wrong testimony, so if you could just

 4   give me a moment.

 5   Okay.  I'm there.  The last one in there.  So if I could

 6   direct your attention, please, to Line 358?

 7        A    Is this my response testimony?

 8        Q    This is your direct testimony.

 9        A    My direct testimony.  I'm sorry.  I

10   thought that's what you said.

11        Q    And I went to the response, was my

12   problem, so I excuse myself on that one.

13   Are you there on Page 18?

14        A    Yes, I am.

15        Q    And on Line 358, you testified that, "RMP

16   has made it clear that recovering the costs and

17   earning a return on the retired assets is an

18   integral part of its proposal," correct?

19        A    Yes.

20        Q    And then you continue that you believe

21   it's a significant reason for the Company seeking

22   pre-approval, is to ensure that that will occur.

23   And then you testified that it would not make sense

24   for the Company to present an opportunity investment

25   designed to reduce long-term rates that exchange --
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 1   the Company was susceptible to an after-the-fact

 2   disallowance.  Do you see that testimony?

 3        A    The after-the-fact disallowance on its

 4   retired plant?

 5        Q    On its retired plant.

 6        A    Yes.

 7        Q    Now, if I could direct your attention --

 8   I'm sorry, now back to your response testimony,

 9   Line 767.  And actually, it begins a little bit

10   further up.  It's one of the conditions that you

11   proposed, you begin on Line 764, and the condition

12   recommends that the future cost recovery associated

13   with repowering be conditioned on the ability to

14   demonstrate the construction cost coming at or below

15   the estimates and then measured over a reasonable

16   amount of time.  The energy is equal to a

17   greater-than forecast, correct?

18        A    Correct.

19        Q    And if those conditions are not met, you

20   specifically ask the Commission to have the

21   opportunity to, after the fact, reassess the

22   prudence of the repowering project, correct?

23        A    I recommend that the Commission keep open

24   the option to evaluate whether the cost and benefits

25   should be redistributed between the Company and
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 1   customers.

 2        Q    So doesn't this -- this condition that you

 3   recommend, is indeed the exact type of

 4   after-the-fact disallowance you specifically

 5   testified would not make sense in this case?

 6        A    No.  And the -- with respect to the

 7   reduction in -- in the term and basis upon reduction

 8   on the return on the retired plant, I do believe

 9   that it would make sense for the Commission to

10   address that up front in this case and make that as

11   a condition of any approval up front, rather than

12   make it an after-the-fact risk that was not tied

13   down at some point.

14             Separate and apart from that, the

15   projected benefits from this project are contingent

16   on the Company's plants performing in the way the

17   Company has projected.  And if over a reasonable

18   period of time, it turns out that that -- the plants

19   just don't perform, I do believe it would be

20   reasonable to reexamine the relationship of the

21   benefits between the Company and customers.  And,

22   yes, after the fact.

23             But, again, it would be -- the Company

24   would be put on notice now.  So that's why I'm

25   saying these things now and up front.  It wouldn't
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 1   be the case that it gets through and then someone

 2   necessarily raises the issue later, but I think the

 3   Commission should make it clear now, the Commission

 4   is open to looking at reassessment.

 5        Q    And, Mr. Higgins, your proposed condition

 6   if the opposite occurs -- let's say, for example,

 7   the energy production is more than expected, where

 8   the costs come in at less than forecast.  I presume

 9   you would be open to also reexamining the sharing of

10   costs and benefits and perhaps giving the Company a

11   larger return on its investment or increasing its

12   rates somehow, to account for the fact that the

13   performance increased over what gets accrued in this

14   case?

15        A    That's not part of my proposal.  If the

16   Commission were to feel that that would make it a

17   more symmetrical approach, the Commission could

18   consider that, but that's not part of my proposal.

19   And, you know, it's part of my proposal, in part, because

20   the -- I already see the benefits of this project as skewed

21   in favor of the Company to start with.  And so the -- to the

22   extent that things turn out a little bit better than the

23   Company has afforded -- I mean, the Company has several

24   different scenarios in this forecast.  Things turn out a

25   little bit better, say, than the low-end case, I think it's
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 1   reasonable for the customers to see those benefits because

 2   that was part of how this whole thing was sold, if you will.

 3   So nevertheless, depending on the specific re-openers that

 4   the Commission wishes to consider, I suppose that they could

 5   consider a better deal for the Company if the project

 6   outperforms, but that's not specifically part of what I'm

 7   proposing.

 8        Q    Now, if you could turn to your response

 9   testimony, Page 36, please, and beginning on

10   Line 636.  You recommend that the project be scaled

11   back to exclude Leaning Juniper, correct?

12        A    Correct.

13        Q    And the basis for this recommendation, as

14   described on Line 639 and 40, is that Leaning

15   Juniper, according to your analysis, fails to

16   provide projected net benefits under a 20-year

17   period, using nominal PTCs and nominal capital costs

18   under either the medium or low gas scenarios,

19   correct?

20        A    Correct.

21        Q    And if we just turn back one page, to

22   Page 35, the table on that page is the table that

23   describes those results that you were describing.

24   It shows, under the medium gas case, Leaning Juniper as a

25   cost under all three of the models, correct?
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 1        A    Correct.

 2        Q    And then on Page 14, it shows your low gas

 3   results, correct?

 4        A    On Page 36?

 5        Q    Yeah.  Excuse me.  Table KCH-14.

 6        A    Correct.

 7        Q    Now, Mr. Link testified that the Company's

 8   economic analysis in this case conservatively did

 9   not include any values for REC's, correct, the

10   renewable energy credits?

11        A    Correct.

12        Q    And are you familiar with the fact that

13   Mr. Link testified that for Leaning Juniper in

14   particular, for every dollar of REC, for every

15   dollar assigned to an incremental REC, the benefits

16   of that project increased by $1.1 million?

17        A    I am familiar with his testimony, yes.

18        Q    Now, isn't it true that you've testified

19   in the last several cases in front of the Oregon

20   Commission about how valuable REC's are?

21        A    I have testified, not about -- not

22   necessarily about how valuable REC's are, but I've

23   testified that direct access customers should

24   receive credit for renewable energy that their

25   producer, their supplier, supplies them because
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 1   they're also paying PacifiCorp for the same kilowatt

 2   hours of renewable energy, and that there should be

 3   a recognition of that.  And I've had disagreements

 4   with the Company in Oregon about an appropriate

 5   approach to value that.  But I did not argue that

 6   they had tremendous value; I argued that, what value

 7   they have should be recognized.  And I argued about

 8   the method for -- for which it should be of value.

 9   And, of course, the Company countered by arguing

10   that they had very, very little value.

11        Q    And I guess you've made that

12   recommendation, at least, in the last three annual

13   power cost filings in Oregon, correct?

14        A    That is correct.

15        Q    And presumably, if you believed REC's had

16   no value or had de minimis value, you wouldn't be

17   making the same recommendation three years in a row,

18   right?

19        A    I -- it was a -- it was an argument that I

20   made that I stand by and I believe is valid, but it

21   wasn't based on the REC's having a tremendous amount

22   of value, it was based on the fact that they have

23   value in Oregon.  And I believe that the value

24   should be recognized, yes.

25        Q    Now, if you could turn to document RMP
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 1   Cross-Exhibit 13.

 2        A    Sure.

 3        Q    And this is testimony that you filed in

 4   one of the cases we were just discussing.  This

 5   testimony was filed with the Public Utility

 6   Commission of Oregon in August of 2016.  And if you

 7   could turn to page 7 of that testimony, please?

 8   Beginning on line 3, of page 7, you're describing a

 9   hypothetical to value the exercise you just described, and

10   you assume the hypothetical value of $1 for an unbundled

11   REC, correct?

12        A    Correct.

13        Q    And then in the footnote, you say, "This

14   value, this $1 value is in the general range of REC

15   values that are identified in public sources,"

16   correct?

17        A    Correct.

18        Q    Now, if we could turn back, just briefly,

19   to Page 35 of your response testimony, that's the

20   table that shows the medium -- medium/medium

21   scenario for each project.  And assuming a $1 value

22   for RECs under the SO model results, Leaning Juniper

23   would go from a $1 million cost to a small

24   incremental benefit, correct?

25        A    Well, I believe it would go to about a
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 1   breakeven, based on the numbers you represented to

 2   me.

 3        Q    1.1 versus 1?

 4        A    Well, this one -- let's be clear, right?

 5   This one is a rounded number, right?  It's 1 million

 6   mas o menos.  So we don't -- we -- I don't know how

 7   many decimal points this goes out.  So if we're

 8   talking about rounding in the table, then you've got

 9   to round the number that you've got for the REC

10   value as well.  So I'd say that, you know, it rounds

11   to about zero in -- in the SO model case and it's

12   still a cost in the other two cases.

13                  MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Mr. Higgins.

14   I have no further questions.  I would move to admit

15   Rocky Mountain Power Cross-Exhibits 9, 10 and 13.

16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party

17   objects to the admission of those exhibits, please

18   indicate to me.  I'm not seeing any objections, so

19   the motion is granted.

20     (RMP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 9, 10, and 13 admitted.)

21                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell, any

22   redirect?

23                  MR. RUSSELL:  Yes, Chairman.

24

25
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 1                  REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 2   BY MR. RUSSELL:

 3        Q    Mr. Higgins, do you recall being asked

 4   questions about testimony you provided in

 5   Docket 15-035-53 in this Commission?

 6        A    Yes.

 7        Q    I've got a couple of follow-ups on that,

 8   but first I need to hand out some testimony, so I'll

 9   do that very briefly.

10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And if anyone

11   has a cellphone close to your microphone or an iPad

12   that's getting a signal or something, maybe move it

13   away from your microphone.  Or maybe my new sound

14   system just isn't quite good.

15                  MR. RUSSELL:  The document I've just

16   handed out is the direct testimony of Paul Clements.

17   It was filed May 11 of 2015.  It was filed with

18   Rocky Mountain Power's application and in support of

19   that application in Docket Number 15-035-53.  I

20   think for purposes of this hearing, we can identify

21   this document as UAE Hearing Exhibit 1.

22   BY MR. RUSSELL:

23        Q    Before I ask a specific question about

24   that testimony, Mr. Higgins, are you familiar with

25   the IRP that was in effect at the time of this

0193

 1   testimony that was filed in May of 2015?

 2        A    Generally, yes.

 3        Q    Okay.  And is it your recollection that

 4   that IRP included, as a method of meeting the

 5   Company's loaded resource requirements, that it

 6   would have included an expectation of acquiring

 7   energy through market purchases and front office

 8   transactions?

 9        A    Yes.

10        Q    Okay.  And you mentioned in

11   cross-examination that the Company's position was

12   that it did not need resources for a decade, and I

13   just -- I want to -- I'm going to explore that for

14   just a second.  I'll have you turn to Page 3 of UAE

15   Hearing Exhibit 1.  Do you have that?

16        A    I do.

17        Q    And Line 62, starting in the middle of

18   that line.

19        A    Yes.

20        Q    And it states, "The Company has no need

21   for resources for the next decade."

22        A    Yes.

23        Q    Okay.  And then let's turn to Page 18, and

24   Line 370.  And the testimony there reads, "The

25   Company primarily enters into long-term transactions
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 1   (those that exceed 36 months) only when there is a

 2   clearly identified long-term resource need in its

 3   IRP.  Long-term resource needs are typically

 4   identified in the IRP only after lower cost,

 5   lower-risk short-term resource opportunities are

 6   exhausted such that a long-term resource is required

 7   to meet customer load requirements."  My question to

 8   you is, the testimony that we've just highlighted

 9   from this, is this consistent with your recollection

10   of the Company's position in that docket?

11        A    Yes.  And this was the context that I was

12   referring to when I was responding to Counsel for

13   the Company.

14        Q    Okay.  And just to tie this up.

15   Do you recall what that docket was about?

16        A    Yes.  That docket was about -- the primary

17   issue in that docket was that Rocky Mountain Power

18   was recommending the QF contract terms be reduced

19   from 20 years to three years.  That was -- that was

20   the primary issue under consideration.

21                  MR. RUSSELL:  Okay.  No further

22   questions.

23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  Any

24   recross based on those questions?

25   Commissioner Clark, any questions for Mr. Higgins?
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 1                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.

 2   Thank you.

 3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

 4   Commissioner White?

 5                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  Yes, just one

 6   question.

 7   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:

 8        Q    To your proposal, I -- essentially, I

 9   guess, to be characterizing it incorrectly, but

10   essentially to give a haircut on the return on the

11   legacy assets, is that something you have ever seen

12   done before?  I mean, is that -- and I'm just

13   wondering, I mean, legally, those were approved --

14   those projects were approved -- I mean, I guess I'm

15   just wondering, is that something you've seen done

16   in this Commission or others?

17        A    I have seen haircuts given on existing

18   assets for various reasons, and the -- I've seen

19   them ordered by Commissions and I've also seen them

20   as a result of stipulations, which, of course, are

21   typically considered maybe not precedential.  But to

22   your specific question, for example, here in Utah,

23   there was a stipulation in which the Company agreed

24   to take a lower rate of return on regulatory assets

25   associated with the Klamath Dam Project, and
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 1   essentially, receives a debt return on that project.

 2   And, again, that -- that's something that was

 3   approved by the Commission, it wasn't mandated by

 4   the Commission.  It was something the Company agreed

 5   to do, but it has happened before here.

 6   I've also seen Commissions order lower rates of return on

 7   certain regulatory assets, which -- which this would be.

 8   This would be or could be structured as a regulatory asset,

 9   but as the unrecovered retired plant could be carved out and

10   considered to be a regulatory asset.  And I've seen lower

11   returns and regulatory assets in the context of prepaid

12   pension assets.  For example, the Kansas Commission, to my

13   recollection, has ordered that.

14             So you do see, from time to time, certain

15   assets singled out and treated that way.  And I

16   certainly think that in a case like this, where you

17   have an extraordinary retirement, that as a

18   retirement on an asset that's only ten years old, in

19   essence that's got another 20 years left on it, as

20   part of a proposal for, you know, an opportunity

21   investment, if you will, I do think that the return

22   allowed on a retired asset can be considered part of

23   the equation for coming up with a balanced result.

24                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the

25   questions I have.  Thanks.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  One

 2   follow-up to Commissioner White's question.

 3   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:

 4        Q    Just to the issue of whether that

 5   suggested baseline reduction would be a single-item

 6   rate case, were any of those examples you cited

 7   outside of a general rate case that you're aware of?

 8   I know they weren't your testimony.

 9        A    Those examples were in the context of a

10   rate case, and my recommendation is actually that it

11   would be addressed in rate cases.  So I'm not -- I'm

12   really not recommending that the 200 basis point

13   reduction be a single-issue ratemaking event.  I'm

14   recommending that it be part of the Commission's

15   pre-approval and that, as I've actually described in

16   my testimony, that it would be going forward,

17   adjustment in rate cases so that it wouldn't be

18   anything that necessarily took effect until there

19   was a rate case.  And at that time, this regulatory

20   asset, which would be carved out recognizing this

21   separate retired plant, would be subject to this

22   basis point adjustment.  And it would really be an

23   adjustment to whatever the allowed returned equity

24   happened to be in that case.  So it really would

25   look forward with rate cases and would happen purely
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 1   in the context of general rate cases moving forward.

 2        Q    Okay.  Thank you.

 3        A    Thank you.

 4        Q    And I don't want to belabor this issue.  I

 5   had some discussion with Mr. Hayet about it, but in

 6   search of some kind of objective standard where the

 7   statute arguably doesn't really give us one and

 8   gives us some things to consider, if we look at each

 9   of the individual 12 projects and try on one site

10   to -- to analyze or -- not analyze, but to find some

11   path for putting the numeric value to cost benefits

12   and low risks, for each repowering project compared

13   with cost benefits and unknown risks of not

14   repowering and then try to make a decision on each

15   of the 12 based on something like that, can you

16   suggest any kind of objective way to look at that?

17        A    This is what I would suggest.  I would

18   suggest that you look at each project separately and

19   see how they stand on their own merit.  I would

20   further suggest that you examine various of the

21   analyses that have been put forward by Mr. Peaco and

22   Mr. Hayet because they've looked at -- they've done

23   some framing of the analysis.  I also believe that

24   you could look at it in the context of two analyses

25   that -- that are grounded in the Company's analysis.
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 1             First, you could look at the nominal and

 2   nominal treatment, which is -- shows up in my -- my

 3   testimony.  It's not really the Company's analysis,

 4   but it's derived from the Company's numbers.  Look

 5   at each project there.  In that case, the Leaning

 6   Juniper would fail.  But you could also then look at

 7   it under the initial IRP method, which is also laid

 8   out in my testimony.  And in that case, about eight

 9   or nine of the projects would fail.  And so that

10   will at least allow you to really eliminate the

11   projects that appear to be least economic and I

12   would encourage you to -- in terms of a metric that

13   you're looking for, I would encourage you to look at

14   it conservatively.  That is, I would encourage you

15   to look at the low gas, zero CO2 case, and the

16   reason for that is that this a project that's not

17   fundamentally needed.  And so if what you're trying

18   to do is assess whether there's some upside for

19   customers that you don't want them to miss from all

20   of this, even though it's not a needed project, I

21   think the appropriate format to look at that is from

22   a conservative standpoint.  And look at it and say,

23   how -- how does it do under the, in essence, the

24   worst case scenario, because we don't otherwise

25   really need to do this.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  I

 2   appreciate that answer.  Do either of you have

 3   anything further?

 4                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Can I just

 5   follow up for a second?

 6   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:

 7        Q    So as we look at the projects, addressing

 8   the 200 basis point reduction on return on the

 9   assets that would be retired, are you offering that

10   as another lever or another mechanism that we can

11   use to -- in the event that we have concerns about,

12   especially, the -- some of the specific projects

13   where the benefits are slimmest, that another way we

14   could address that is to reduce the return on the

15   retired assets as a way to alter the balance of

16   benefits and burdens that has been a concern to you.

17   Is that -- is that what you're -- is that --

18        A    Commissioner, that is exactly what I'm

19   recommending.  And I wouldn't -- I would describe it

20   exactly as you described it, as another -- it's

21   another lever at your disposal.  And I really

22   believe that in the position that you're in, it's

23   important to have those levers available to you.

24                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Thank you.  That

25   concludes my questions.
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 1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Did you have

 2   anything further?

 3                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Nothing further.

 4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you,

 5   Mr. Higgins.  We appreciate your testimony today.

 6                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell,

 8   anything else from you?

 9                  MR. RUSSELL:  No, Chairman.  Thank

10   you.

11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  And,

12   Ms. Hickey, did you have anything else?

13                  MS. HICKEY:  No.  Thank you, sir.

14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Anything else

15   from anyone?  Okay.  Well, we will take this matter

16   under advisement and issue a written order in

17   reasonable time.

18                  Thank you for your participation in

19   this hearing yesterday and today.  We're adjourned.

20           (The hearing concluded at 2:50 p.m.)
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		394						LN		13		19		false		          19   result.  It's simply a demonstration of what that				false

		395						LN		13		20		false		          20   set of assumptions produces.  Correct.				false

		396						LN		13		21		false		          21        Q    And would you accept, subject to check,				false

		397						LN		13		22		false		          22   that a simple average of the Company's				false

		398						LN		13		23		false		          23   benefit-to-cost ratios using the medium case is 1.29				false

		399						LN		13		24		false		          24   and yours is 1.42?				false

		400						LN		13		25		false		          25        A    Simple average is not appropriate for				false

		401						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		402						LN		14		1		false		           1   these calculations.  I'll accept your math, but I				false

		403						LN		14		2		false		           2   reject the concept that a simple average has any				false

		404						LN		14		3		false		           3   meaning.  You would need to do a weighted average to				false

		405						LN		14		4		false		           4   have any meaning.				false

		406						LN		14		5		false		           5        Q    So if you're right that the SO and PaR				false

		407						LN		14		6		false		           6   models are flawed, at least in this instance, the				false

		408						LN		14		7		false		           7   flaws have understated the benefits of repowering in				false

		409						LN		14		8		false		           8   the medium case?				false

		410						LN		14		9		false		           9        A    No, that's not correct.				false

		411						LN		14		10		false		          10        Q    Well, your benefit-cost ratios are higher				false

		412						LN		14		11		false		          11   than the Company's, correct?				false

		413						LN		14		12		false		          12        A    That's not my recommended case.				false

		414						LN		14		13		false		          13        Q    With respect to the medium case, which is				false

		415						LN		14		14		false		          14   my question, in the medium case, don't the PaR and				false

		416						LN		14		15		false		          15   SO models understate the benefits as compared to				false

		417						LN		14		16		false		          16   your calculations?				false

		418						LN		14		17		false		          17        A    My calculation of the cost benefit using				false

		419						LN		14		18		false		          18   Mr. Link's assumptions of Palo Verde and 100 percent				false

		420						LN		14		19		false		          19   medium/medium does produce a higher result than the				false

		421						LN		14		20		false		          20   Company's modeling analysis, correct.  I don't				false

		422						LN		14		21		false		          21   accept the representation that it's anything other				false

		423						LN		14		22		false		          22   than the calculation of that result when you				false

		424						LN		14		23		false		          23   associate that with -- that's not a number that I				false

		425						LN		14		24		false		          24   would recommend the Commission put any weight on in				false

		426						LN		14		25		false		          25   terms of decision making, if that's where you're				false

		427						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		428						LN		15		1		false		           1   going, so I just want to make that distinction.				false

		429						LN		15		2		false		           2        Q    You know, your counsel can ask you				false

		430						LN		15		3		false		           3   questions on redirect, but I'm just asking you some				false

		431						LN		15		4		false		           4   specific questions about your analysis that you've				false

		432						LN		15		5		false		           5   provided in this case which you said was designed to				false

		433						LN		15		6		false		           6   assess the benefits of this project.				false

		434						LN		15		7		false		           7        A    Correct.				false

		435						LN		15		8		false		           8        Q    So if you could refer to Column Q, these				false

		436						LN		15		9		false		           9   are your results for the low gas, zero CO2 scenario,				false

		437						LN		15		10		false		          10   correct?				false

		438						LN		15		11		false		          11        A    At 100 percent Palo Verde, correct.				false

		439						LN		15		12		false		          12        Q    At 100 percent Palo Verde.  So under that				false

		440						LN		15		13		false		          13   column, every project except Leaning Juniper shows				false

		441						LN		15		14		false		          14   net benefits in your study, correct?				false

		442						LN		15		15		false		          15        A    Correct.				false

		443						LN		15		16		false		          16        Q    And if you compare those results, again,				false

		444						LN		15		17		false		          17   to the Company's results in Column O, your				false

		445						LN		15		18		false		          18   methodology produced higher benefit-cost ratios for				false

		446						LN		15		19		false		          19   8 of the 12 projects, correct?				false

		447						LN		15		20		false		          20        A    I haven't counted those.  There are some				false

		448						LN		15		21		false		          21   that are higher, some that are lower.				false

		449						LN		15		22		false		          22        Q    If you can accept, subject to check, you				false

		450						LN		15		23		false		          23   produced lower benefits only for Glenrock I, Seven				false

		451						LN		15		24		false		          24   Mile Hill I, Leaning Juniper, and Goodnoe Hills.				false

		452						LN		15		25		false		          25        A    I'm sorry.  Those four again?				false

		453						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		454						LN		16		1		false		           1        Q    Glenrock I, Seven Mile Hill I, Leaning				false

		455						LN		16		2		false		           2   Juniper, and Goodnoe Hills.				false

		456						LN		16		3		false		           3        A    That's correct.				false

		457						LN		16		4		false		           4        Q    So now, I'm going to ask you about your				false

		458						LN		16		5		false		           5   Columns R and S.  In those cases, I think we have				false

		459						LN		16		6		false		           6   already been through this, that you basically took,				false

		460						LN		16		7		false		           7   again, the medium and low price curves that the				false

		461						LN		16		8		false		           8   Company provided, and then you discounted them by				false

		462						LN		16		9		false		           9   another 30 percent?				false

		463						LN		16		10		false		          10        A    Correct.				false

		464						LN		16		11		false		          11        Q    And you did this even though you'd already				false

		465						LN		16		12		false		          12   run a low forecast in Column Q, correct?				false

		466						LN		16		13		false		          13        A    I'd run the -- Mr. Link's low hundred				false

		467						LN		16		14		false		          14   percent Palo Verde prices in Column Q.				false

		468						LN		16		15		false		          15        Q    So isn't the effect of reducing the medium				false

		469						LN		16		16		false		          16   Palo Verde curve by 30 percent to basically turn				false

		470						LN		16		17		false		          17   that into the low case?  If you look at the				false

		471						LN		16		18		false		          18   benefit-cost ratios between your 100 percent				false

		472						LN		16		19		false		          19   Palo Verde low curve and 70 percent Palo Verde				false

		473						LN		16		20		false		          20   medium, aren't those results virtually the same?				false

		474						LN		16		21		false		          21        A    They're very close, yes.				false

		475						LN		16		22		false		          22        Q    So you basically have two low curves then?				false

		476						LN		16		23		false		          23        A    I'm not following that question.				false

		477						LN		16		24		false		          24        Q    Well, you have -- Q is the low curve at a				false

		478						LN		16		25		false		          25   hundred percent Palo Verde, and Column R is the				false

		479						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		480						LN		17		1		false		           1   medium case at 70 percent Palo Verde, and they're				false

		481						LN		17		2		false		           2   essentially equivalent cases, low gas cases?				false

		482						LN		17		3		false		           3        A    No.  That's not true.				false

		483						LN		17		4		false		           4        Q    Well, they produce essentially the same				false

		484						LN		17		5		false		           5   results, don't they?				false

		485						LN		17		6		false		           6        A    Right, but your representation of the				false

		486						LN		17		7		false		           7   cases are what I'm objecting to.				false

		487						LN		17		8		false		           8        Q    So then if you go over to one more column,				false

		488						LN		17		9		false		           9   Column S, there you take the low benefit case -- so				false

		489						LN		17		10		false		          10   you basically take the low Palo Verde curve and you				false

		490						LN		17		11		false		          11   reduce it another 30 percent.  That's what that case				false

		491						LN		17		12		false		          12   does, right?				false

		492						LN		17		13		false		          13        A    Right.				false

		493						LN		17		14		false		          14        Q    So it's really a low/low case, correct?				false

		494						LN		17		15		false		          15   You're taking the low curve and then you're reducing				false

		495						LN		17		16		false		          16   it a step further; is that correct?				false

		496						LN		17		17		false		          17        A    We're taking Mr. Link's low Palo Verde				false

		497						LN		17		18		false		          18   prices and reducing those and taking the 70 percent				false

		498						LN		17		19		false		          19   value of those and running those in that case,				false

		499						LN		17		20		false		          20   correct.				false

		500						LN		17		21		false		          21        Q    And just to be clear, you did not test any				false

		501						LN		17		22		false		          22   of this using the high Palo Verde curve, correct?				false

		502						LN		17		23		false		          23        A    Correct.				false

		503						LN		17		24		false		          24        Q    Which you could have done, you had those				false

		504						LN		17		25		false		          25   numbers.				false

		505						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		506						LN		18		1		false		           1        A    There was no reason to.				false

		507						LN		18		2		false		           2        Q    Because you just want to look at the				false

		508						LN		18		3		false		           3   medium/low and low/low case here?				false

		509						LN		18		4		false		           4        A    No.  In other places in my testimony, I				false

		510						LN		18		5		false		           5   did -- I tested the Palo Verde prices against				false

		511						LN		18		6		false		           6   Mr. Link's natural gas prices and found that all of				false

		512						LN		18		7		false		           7   the Palo Verde prices tracked well above what				false

		513						LN		18		8		false		           8   natural gas prices would produce for values in				false

		514						LN		18		9		false		           9   PacifiCorp's system.  And that's the basis upon				false

		515						LN		18		10		false		          10   which I concluded that the results in Column R and S				false

		516						LN		18		11		false		          11   most closely align with what Mr. Link has assumed				false

		517						LN		18		12		false		          12   for natural gas price forecasts in the medium and				false

		518						LN		18		13		false		          13   low cases.  And so my -- based on that analysis, my				false

		519						LN		18		14		false		          14   conclusion is Column R most closely aligns with				false

		520						LN		18		15		false		          15   Mr. Link's natural gas price assumptions in the				false

		521						LN		18		16		false		          16   medium case, and Column S most closely aligns with				false

		522						LN		18		17		false		          17   his assumptions for natural gas prices in the low				false

		523						LN		18		18		false		          18   case.				false

		524						LN		18		19		false		          19        Q    Now, isn't it true that Mr. Link used that				false

		525						LN		18		20		false		          20   70 percent scenario only in the out years, beginning				false

		526						LN		18		21		false		          21   in 2017?				false

		527						LN		18		22		false		          22        A    That's my understanding.				false

		528						LN		18		23		false		          23        Q    And isn't it also true that when you test				false

		529						LN		18		24		false		          24   the implied heat rate -- which I think is the				false

		530						LN		18		25		false		          25   analysis you're talking about -- in those out years,				false

		531						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		532						LN		19		1		false		           1   the heat rate is much more aligned with the numbers				false

		533						LN		19		2		false		           2   that you say are appropriate?				false

		534						LN		19		3		false		           3        A    I'm sorry.  What are you referring to?				false

		535						LN		19		4		false		           4        Q    So you tested the heat rate in the				false

		536						LN		19		5		false		           5   near-term right, like 2022?				false

		537						LN		19		6		false		           6        A    Yeah, I'd have to look at the numbers.				false

		538						LN		19		7		false		           7        Q    But it was within the period of time that				false

		539						LN		19		8		false		           8   the Company uses, basically, available market data				false

		540						LN		19		9		false		           9   to set its curve, right?				false

		541						LN		19		10		false		          10        A    I don't have -- I'd have to look at the				false

		542						LN		19		11		false		          11   numbers to see what you're referring to.				false

		543						LN		19		12		false		          12        Q    But do you recall that your test for the				false

		544						LN		19		13		false		          13   heat rate was in the near-term, not out in 2037?				false

		545						LN		19		14		false		          14        A    I don't recall exactly how far we went out				false

		546						LN		19		15		false		          15   with that.				false

		547						LN		19		16		false		          16        Q    So I wanted to ask you to turn to -- I				false

		548						LN		19		17		false		          17   guess I want to back up and ask you about the				false

		549						LN		19		18		false		          18   reasonableness of discounting the Company's price				false

		550						LN		19		19		false		          19   curves, the low price curve, by an additional				false

		551						LN		19		20		false		          20   30 percent, and specifically wanted to ask you about				false

		552						LN		19		21		false		          21   DPU's Cross-Exhibit 1 from yesterday, which is the				false

		553						LN		19		22		false		          22   order and stipulation from the Idaho Commission				false

		554						LN		19		23		false		          23   approving this proposal.  Do you have that?				false

		555						LN		19		24		false		          24        A    I do not have that.				false

		556						LN		19		25		false		          25        Q    I only have one copy.				false

		557						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		558						LN		20		1		false		           1                  MS. SCHMID:  Could we go off the				false

		559						LN		20		2		false		           2   record for just one moment?				false

		560						LN		20		3		false		           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.				false

		561						LN		20		4		false		           4   We'll be in brief recess.				false

		562						LN		20		5		false		           5                  (A brief recess was taken.)				false

		563						LN		20		6		false		           6   BY MS. MCDOWELL:				false

		564						LN		20		7		false		           7        Q    So, Mr. Peaco, you have been handed DPU				false

		565						LN		20		8		false		           8   Cross-Exhibit 1.  Do you see that?				false

		566						LN		20		9		false		           9        A    I have that.				false

		567						LN		20		10		false		          10        Q    Can you please turn to the back part of				false

		568						LN		20		11		false		          11   that exhibit?  The order approving the stipulation				false

		569						LN		20		12		false		          12   is attached, and I'd like you to turn to what is the				false

		570						LN		20		13		false		          13   page that's labeled page 4 of that order.				false

		571						LN		20		14		false		          14        A    I have that.				false

		572						LN		20		15		false		          15        Q    And I'll represent to you that the order				false

		573						LN		20		16		false		          16   was issued on December 28, 2017, approving the				false

		574						LN		20		17		false		          17   repowering project in Idaho.				false

		575						LN		20		18		false		          18        A    The cover letter has a November 24 date.				false

		576						LN		20		19		false		          19   Is that something different?				false

		577						LN		20		20		false		          20        Q    So just so there's no confusion, the				false

		578						LN		20		21		false		          21   exhibit has -- as the Division presented it -- has				false

		579						LN		20		22		false		          22   the stipulation in the first group of pages, and				false

		580						LN		20		23		false		          23   that was presented to the Commission on November 24,				false

		581						LN		20		24		false		          24   2017.  And then the order approving the stipulation				false

		582						LN		20		25		false		          25   is the back part of the exhibit, and that's what I				false

		583						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		584						LN		21		1		false		           1   have questions about.  The first page of that order				false

		585						LN		21		2		false		           2   is page 1 and indicates the date of December 28,				false

		586						LN		21		3		false		           3   2017.				false

		587						LN		21		4		false		           4        A    I have that.				false

		588						LN		21		5		false		           5        Q    So you if you could, turn to page 4 of				false

		589						LN		21		6		false		           6   that order.  And there in the second full				false

		590						LN		21		7		false		           7   paragraph -- the second paragraph, down from the				false

		591						LN		21		8		false		           8   top, the Commission is explaining why the -- in				false

		592						LN		21		9		false		           9   part, why it accepted the recommendation of staff to				false

		593						LN		21		10		false		          10   approve the stipulation, and it specifically refers				false

		594						LN		21		11		false		          11   to the staff, Idaho staff's position on forward				false

		595						LN		21		12		false		          12   price curves.  And I just wanted to read that				false

		596						LN		21		13		false		          13   language to you and then ask you a question about				false

		597						LN		21		14		false		          14   it.  The paragraph states, "The staff also described				false

		598						LN		21		15		false		          15   natural gas price risk if natural gas prices are				false

		599						LN		21		16		false		          16   less than the Company assumes, then the project's				false

		600						LN		21		17		false		          17   net benefits will also be less than estimated.				false

		601						LN		21		18		false		          18   While the impact of lower gas prices could be large,				false

		602						LN		21		19		false		          19   Staff believes the natural gas price risk is low.				false

		603						LN		21		20		false		          20   Staff compared the Company's natural gas price				false

		604						LN		21		21		false		          21   forecasts with those of the U.S. Energy Information				false

		605						LN		21		22		false		          22   Administration (EIA), and found that the Company's				false

		606						LN		21		23		false		          23   forecasts are consistently lower than the EIA's.				false

		607						LN		21		24		false		          24   Staff thus believed that the Company's forecasts are				false

		608						LN		21		25		false		          25   conservative, and explained that if actual gas				false

		609						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		610						LN		22		1		false		           1   prices are closer to EIA's forecasts, there will be				false

		611						LN		22		2		false		           2   more benefits than the Company has estimated."  So				false

		612						LN		22		3		false		           3   with that language, doesn't the Commission's order				false

		613						LN		22		4		false		           4   citing Staff's position on the reasonableness of the				false

		614						LN		22		5		false		           5   Company's gas forecast undermine your position that				false

		615						LN		22		6		false		           6   these forecasts should be reduced by an additional				false

		616						LN		22		7		false		           7   30 percent to determine cost-benefit ratios in this				false

		617						LN		22		8		false		           8   case?				false

		618						LN		22		9		false		           9        A    No.				false

		619						LN		22		10		false		          10        Q    Your analysis, as you indicated, does not				false

		620						LN		22		11		false		          11   include a high case, correct?				false

		621						LN		22		12		false		          12        A    But that wasn't the purpose of my				false

		622						LN		22		13		false		          13   analysis.				false

		623						LN		22		14		false		          14        Q    So you start with a conservative analysis				false

		624						LN		22		15		false		          15   that does not reflect -- which reflects conservative				false

		625						LN		22		16		false		          16   price curves based on, at least, the Idaho				false

		626						LN		22		17		false		          17   Commission's order, and then you reduce that low				false

		627						LN		22		18		false		          18   forecast by an additional 30 percent?				false

		628						LN		22		19		false		          19        A    No.  That's not right.  What I explained				false

		629						LN		22		20		false		          20   to you was that I compared the 70 percent Palo Verde				false

		630						LN		22		21		false		          21   to the Company's own low gas price forecast, that				false

		631						LN		22		22		false		          22   70 percent that I was aligning up with the Company's				false

		632						LN		22		23		false		          23   natural gas price forecast.  I'm not offering				false

		633						LN		22		24		false		          24   something different than that.  I'm saying the				false

		634						LN		22		25		false		          25   70 percent Palo Verde script is consistent with the				false

		635						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		636						LN		23		1		false		           1   Company's own low natural gas price with a				false

		637						LN		23		2		false		           2   reasonable system heat rate.				false

		638						LN		23		3		false		           3        Q    But you take the Company's low natural gas				false

		639						LN		23		4		false		           4   forecast and you reduce it by 30 percent in your				false

		640						LN		23		5		false		           5   Column S.				false

		641						LN		23		6		false		           6        A    No, that's not correct.				false

		642						LN		23		7		false		           7                  MS. SCHMID:  Pardon me, Mr. Peaco,				false

		643						LN		23		8		false		           8   could you speak a little more loudly and a little				false

		644						LN		23		9		false		           9   more directly into the microphone?				false

		645						LN		23		10		false		          10                  THE WITNESS:  Sure.				false

		646						LN		23		11		false		          11        A    That is not correct.				false

		647						LN		23		12		false		          12   BY MS. MCDOWELL:				false

		648						LN		23		13		false		          13        Q    Well, then, how is it that you have a				false

		649						LN		23		14		false		          14   medium case and a low case?  You've used the				false

		650						LN		23		15		false		          15   Company's medium Palo Verde curve and its low Palo				false

		651						LN		23		16		false		          16   Verde curve.				false

		652						LN		23		17		false		          17        A    You're comparing the Palo Verde price				false

		653						LN		23		18		false		          18   curve with the Company's natural gas price forecast,				false

		654						LN		23		19		false		          19   and they're two different things.				false

		655						LN		23		20		false		          20        Q    So you basically reduced the medium				false

		656						LN		23		21		false		          21   forecast and the low forecast, each by 30 percent,				false

		657						LN		23		22		false		          22   correct?				false

		658						LN		23		23		false		          23        A    Palo Verde forecast.				false

		659						LN		23		24		false		          24        Q    So even after taking that low forecast --				false

		660						LN		23		25		false		          25   the low Palo Verde price curve -- and reducing that				false

		661						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		662						LN		24		1		false		           1   by 30 percent, isn't it true that even in that case,				false

		663						LN		24		2		false		           2   only two projects show a benefit-cost ratio of less				false

		664						LN		24		3		false		           3   than 1?				false

		665						LN		24		4		false		           4        A    Yes.				false

		666						LN		24		5		false		           5        Q    So in total, you performed either -- I				false

		667						LN		24		6		false		           6   don't know if you want to call it two studies or				false

		668						LN		24		7		false		           7   four studies, but produced 48 results, correct?				false

		669						LN		24		8		false		           8   Your columns P, Q, R, and S had 48 results, correct?				false

		670						LN		24		9		false		           9        A    Yes.				false

		671						LN		24		10		false		          10        Q    And of those 48, only five returned				false

		672						LN		24		11		false		          11   results showing that repowering does not provide net				false

		673						LN		24		12		false		          12   benefits, correct?				false

		674						LN		24		13		false		          13        A    Yes.				false

		675						LN		24		14		false		          14        Q    So in your testimony, you indicated that				false

		676						LN		24		15		false		          15   RMP should be -- or the Company should be required				false

		677						LN		24		16		false		          16   to demonstrate benefits to customers under the low				false

		678						LN		24		17		false		          17   gas, zero CO2 scenario.  Do you recall that				false

		679						LN		24		18		false		          18   testimony?				false

		680						LN		24		19		false		          19        A    I do.				false

		681						LN		24		20		false		          20        Q    Well, doesn't table 4 show that even under				false

		682						LN		24		21		false		          21   your own analysis, the repowering project meets the				false

		683						LN		24		22		false		          22   standard for every facility but Leaning Juniper?				false

		684						LN		24		23		false		          23        A    If you ignore all the risks that are				false

		685						LN		24		24		false		          24   inherent in those projects, yes.  But my testimony				false

		686						LN		24		25		false		          25   goes on to explain that these numbers do not address				false

		687						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		688						LN		25		1		false		           1   all the remaining outstanding risks associated with				false

		689						LN		25		2		false		           2   those.				false

		690						LN		25		3		false		           3        Q    So I wanted to ask you about applying a				false

		691						LN		25		4		false		           4   simple average to calculate risk-weighted benefits,				false

		692						LN		25		5		false		           5   like the Division's expert, Mr. Evans did in the SCR				false

		693						LN		25		6		false		           6   case.  Were you here yesterday when we discussed the				false

		694						LN		25		7		false		           7   SCR case?				false

		695						LN		25		8		false		           8        A    I was.				false

		696						LN		25		9		false		           9        Q    So do you agree that a simple average for				false

		697						LN		25		10		false		          10   the Leaning Juniper plant under a hundred percent PV				false

		698						LN		25		11		false		          11   case shows that you would produce a benefit-cost				false

		699						LN		25		12		false		          12   ratio of greater than 1.0?				false

		700						LN		25		13		false		          13        A    I'm sorry.  A simple average of what?				false

		701						LN		25		14		false		          14        Q    Of the Leaning Juniper results for the				false

		702						LN		25		15		false		          15   medium -- for the hundred percent Palo Verde case				false

		703						LN		25		16		false		          16   produces a benefit cost ratio greater than 1.0?  So				false

		704						LN		25		17		false		          17   it's basically your Column P and Column Q, under				false

		705						LN		25		18		false		          18   cell 12?				false

		706						LN		25		19		false		          19        A    So is your question, if you average the				false

		707						LN		25		20		false		          20   four numbers --				false

		708						LN		25		21		false		          21        Q    The two numbers in the hundred percent				false

		709						LN		25		22		false		          22   case.  This is awkward because I'm trying not to say				false

		710						LN		25		23		false		          23   the numbers since they're confidential.				false

		711						LN		25		24		false		          24        A    But we've got rows and column here, and I				false

		712						LN		25		25		false		          25   want to make sure --				false

		713						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		714						LN		26		1		false		           1        Q    So basically it's 12, which is the Leaning				false

		715						LN		26		2		false		           2   Juniper row, and columns P and Q.				false

		716						LN		26		3		false		           3        A    Averaging just those two?				false

		717						LN		26		4		false		           4        Q    A simple average of those two produces a				false

		718						LN		26		5		false		           5   benefit-cost ratio of greater than one 1.0, correct?				false

		719						LN		26		6		false		           6        A    Slightly.				false

		720						LN		26		7		false		           7        Q    So you indicate that this table				false

		721						LN		26		8		false		           8   illustrates the problems with the SO model, but				false

		722						LN		26		9		false		           9   doesn't it ultimately validate the results of the SO				false

		723						LN		26		10		false		          10   model, at least in the medium hundred percent Palo				false

		724						LN		26		11		false		          11   Verde case?				false

		725						LN		26		12		false		          12        A    Well, I think we're talking about two				false

		726						LN		26		13		false		          13   different issues.  The issue that I was pointing to				false

		727						LN		26		14		false		          14   was the fact that, as you pointed out in talking				false

		728						LN		26		15		false		          15   about the results in Column Q, they're not uniformly				false

		729						LN		26		16		false		          16   different.  And what we found was, one of the things				false

		730						LN		26		17		false		          17   about the method that we did would -- at least				false

		731						LN		26		18		false		          18   you're measuring consistently each project against				false

		732						LN		26		19		false		          19   the same metric, whereas in the Company's results,				false

		733						LN		26		20		false		          20   we've pointed repeatedly to the notion that there's				false

		734						LN		26		21		false		          21   a lot of anomalous results.  And what this points to				false

		735						LN		26		22		false		          22   is that the relative sequence of projects changes				false

		736						LN		26		23		false		          23   when you go from the Company's method to ours.  And				false

		737						LN		26		24		false		          24   that confirms to me that System Optimizer and PaR				false

		738						LN		26		25		false		          25   results are producing different results because				false

		739						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		740						LN		27		1		false		           1   there are some numerical issues within the models				false

		741						LN		27		2		false		           2   that don't produce consistent results across the				false

		742						LN		27		3		false		           3   project, and that was the issue I was referring to.				false

		743						LN		27		4		false		           4   You're asking about the bottom line benefit-cost				false

		744						LN		27		5		false		           5   ratio comparisons, and that's a different issue.				false

		745						LN		27		6		false		           6        Q    Well, when you have two different models,				false

		746						LN		27		7		false		           7   you've run two different models, you would -- the				false

		747						LN		27		8		false		           8   results of those two models could be different on,				false

		748						LN		27		9		false		           9   you know, a detailed basis, correct?  But if the two				false

		749						LN		27		10		false		          10   models end up directionally showing the same thing,				false

		750						LN		27		11		false		          11   don't those models validate one another?				false

		751						LN		27		12		false		          12        A    It doesn't validate the models, it happens				false

		752						LN		27		13		false		          13   to be they come out to have similar results in some				false

		753						LN		27		14		false		          14   aggregate sense.  But what I was focusing on in the				false

		754						LN		27		15		false		          15   testimony that you asked me about was the fact that				false

		755						LN		27		16		false		          16   the rank order of the projects is materially				false

		756						LN		27		17		false		          17   different between those results and our results,				false

		757						LN		27		18		false		          18   which suggest to me that there were some differences				false

		758						LN		27		19		false		          19   in going from project to project that we've --				false

		759						LN		27		20		false		          20   issues that we've identified in our testimony that				false

		760						LN		27		21		false		          21   mean that you have some results that are anomalous				false

		761						LN		27		22		false		          22   coming out for some projects so that there's -- in				false

		762						LN		27		23		false		          23   some cases, maybe, the PaR System Optimizer results				false

		763						LN		27		24		false		          24   were producing higher or lower values than they				false

		764						LN		27		25		false		          25   would if you used -- basically, priced all the				false

		765						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		766						LN		28		1		false		           1   energy at some constant price, as we have done here.				false

		767						LN		28		2		false		           2        Q    So in your summary yesterday, you said a				false

		768						LN		28		3		false		           3   50/50 proposition was not acceptable, and a dollar				false

		769						LN		28		4		false		           4   benefit was not enough.  Do you recall that?				false

		770						LN		28		5		false		           5        A    Correct.				false

		771						LN		28		6		false		           6        Q    So don't your results in Column P and Q				false

		772						LN		28		7		false		           7   show that this is anything but a 50/50 proposition?				false

		773						LN		28		8		false		           8        A    No.				false

		774						LN		28		9		false		           9        Q    When all of your benefit-cost ratios in				false

		775						LN		28		10		false		          10   Column P are positive and positive by a significant				false

		776						LN		28		11		false		          11   margin, doesn't this show that this is more than a				false

		777						LN		28		12		false		          12   dollar of benefit for customers?				false

		778						LN		28		13		false		          13        A    The implicit assumption in your question				false

		779						LN		28		14		false		          14   is, you're ignoring the litany of risk issues that				false

		780						LN		28		15		false		          15   remain for customers that have not been factored				false

		781						LN		28		16		false		          16   into those numbers.  And one of those is a low gas				false

		782						LN		28		17		false		          17   price risk, which points me to, at the low end,				false

		783						LN		28		18		false		          18   there's a probability that even ignoring the risks				false

		784						LN		28		19		false		          19   that some of the these projects are under water and				false

		785						LN		28		20		false		          20   they don't even produce a dollar benefit.				false

		786						LN		28		21		false		          21        Q    So when you indicate that there is				false

		787						LN		28		22		false		          22   disparity of results among the individual projects,				false

		788						LN		28		23		false		          23   isn't that something you would expect, given the				false

		789						LN		28		24		false		          24   different size and configuration of the projects?				false

		790						LN		28		25		false		          25        A    Well, no.  I would expect there to be				false

		791						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		792						LN		29		1		false		           1   proportionality, but I would expect, based upon what				false

		793						LN		29		2		false		           2   I understand about the System Optimizer model, is				false

		794						LN		29		3		false		           3   using that model to measure -- it's modeling only				false

		795						LN		29		4		false		           4   the first 17 years.  There's small, incremental				false

		796						LN		29		5		false		           5   energy differential in the model, there's no				false

		797						LN		29		6		false		           6   incremental capacity, yet the model might change 500				false

		798						LN		29		7		false		           7   megawatt combined cycle unit by a year or two as a				false

		799						LN		29		8		false		           8   result of that change.  It's a very nonlinear result				false

		800						LN		29		9		false		           9   and, at least, a very anomalous result, which we've				false

		801						LN		29		10		false		          10   pointed out before.  And that's what I believe is				false

		802						LN		29		11		false		          11   happening here, and then that builds into the				false

		803						LN		29		12		false		          12   extrapolation methodology.  And I think this is not				false

		804						LN		29		13		false		          13   the right tool to evaluate these kinds of projects.				false

		805						LN		29		14		false		          14        Q    So under your alternative tool, you have				false

		806						LN		29		15		false		          15   not taken into account the proportionality or other				false

		807						LN		29		16		false		          16   project-specific attributes that you acknowledged				false

		808						LN		29		17		false		          17   might differ project to project, correct?				false

		809						LN		29		18		false		          18        A    I'm sorry?				false

		810						LN		29		19		false		          19        Q    Under your analysis here, you haven't				false

		811						LN		29		20		false		          20   taken into account proportionality or different				false

		812						LN		29		21		false		          21   project's attributes, correct?				false

		813						LN		29		22		false		          22        A    I'm not sure I understand proportionality.				false

		814						LN		29		23		false		          23        Q    You said you would have to look at				false

		815						LN		29		24		false		          24   proportionality, and you haven't taken that into				false

		816						LN		29		25		false		          25   account here, have you?				false

		817						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		818						LN		30		1		false		           1        A    I'm still not understanding what you're				false

		819						LN		30		2		false		           2   referring to.				false

		820						LN		30		3		false		           3        Q    So when I asked you the question of,				false

		821						LN		30		4		false		           4   wouldn't you need to look at -- or wouldn't you				false

		822						LN		30		5		false		           5   expect that, given the project's different				false

		823						LN		30		6		false		           6   attributes, you would have different outcomes on a				false

		824						LN		30		7		false		           7   project-by-project basis.  You said, yes, you would				false

		825						LN		30		8		false		           8   need to look at proportionality.  Do you recall				false

		826						LN		30		9		false		           9   that?				false

		827						LN		30		10		false		          10        A    I don't.				false

		828						LN		30		11		false		          11        Q    That was what I recall I heard in your				false

		829						LN		30		12		false		          12   answer.  So would you agree that you need to take				false

		830						LN		30		13		false		          13   into account proportionality among the projects in				false

		831						LN		30		14		false		          14   looking at the variability of benefit-cost ratios?				false

		832						LN		30		15		false		          15        A    Let me try this and see if it's what				false

		833						LN		30		16		false		          16   you're after.  Our use of benefit-cost ratios was				false

		834						LN		30		17		false		          17   intended to compare the proportion of benefits to				false

		835						LN		30		18		false		          18   costs, which hasn't been done elsewhere.  If that's				false

		836						LN		30		19		false		          19   what you're referring to as proportionality, we've				false

		837						LN		30		20		false		          20   done that.				false

		838						LN		30		21		false		          21        Q    Would you accept, subject to check, in				false

		839						LN		30		22		false		          22   this case, since you have reviewed all of these				false

		840						LN		30		23		false		          23   studies, that the Company provided 135 different				false

		841						LN		30		24		false		          24   studies with respect to the repowering project in				false

		842						LN		30		25		false		          25   its most recent set of testimony?				false

		843						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		844						LN		31		1		false		           1        A    I'm not sure where the 135 comes from.				false

		845						LN		31		2		false		           2        Q    So I can go through that with you.  Do you				false

		846						LN		31		3		false		           3   have Mr. Link's testimony with you?				false

		847						LN		31		4		false		           4        A    Which testimony?				false

		848						LN		31		5		false		           5        Q    Supplemental direct testimony, and I'm on				false

		849						LN		31		6		false		           6   pages 13 through 14.				false

		850						LN		31		7		false		           7                  MS. SCHMID:  I'm sorry.  Was that his				false

		851						LN		31		8		false		           8   supplemental direct?				false

		852						LN		31		9		false		           9                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's correct.				false

		853						LN		31		10		false		          10                  THE WITNESS:  I'm sorry.  Which page?				false

		854						LN		31		11		false		          11                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Pages 13 and 14 of the				false

		855						LN		31		12		false		          12   supplemental direct.				false

		856						LN		31		13		false		          13   BY MS. MCDOWELL:				false

		857						LN		31		14		false		          14        Q    So there, the Company provided				false

		858						LN		31		15		false		          15   project-by-project results using the SO and PaR				false

		859						LN		31		16		false		          16   models for both the medium and low scenarios.  Do				false

		860						LN		31		17		false		          17   you see that?				false

		861						LN		31		18		false		          18        A    Which table are you referring to?				false

		862						LN		31		19		false		          19        Q    So basically, there's two tables, one for				false

		863						LN		31		20		false		          20   the medium and one for the low gas.  One is on page				false

		864						LN		31		21		false		          21   13, one is on page 14.  Do you see those?				false

		865						LN		31		22		false		          22        A    Yes.  I'm with you.				false

		866						LN		31		23		false		          23        Q    So there's a total of 72 different studies				false

		867						LN		31		24		false		          24   embedded in those -- in those results.  Do you see				false

		868						LN		31		25		false		          25   that?				false

		869						PG		32		0		false		page 32				false

		870						LN		32		1		false		           1        A    Six runs for each of the 12 projects?				false

		871						LN		32		2		false		           2        Q    Right.  So 72 different studies.				false

		872						LN		32		3		false		           3        A    I see that.				false

		873						LN		32		4		false		           4        Q    Okay.  And then, if you go to Mr. Link's				false

		874						LN		32		5		false		           5   testimony on page 15 --				false

		875						LN		32		6		false		           6        A    Yes.				false

		876						LN		32		7		false		           7        Q    -- and there, he provides an overall				false

		877						LN		32		8		false		           8   project -- or basically on page 15, he provides the				false

		878						LN		32		9		false		           9   nominal revenue requirement studies for each project				false

		879						LN		32		10		false		          10   for the medium and low gas scenarios.  Do you see				false

		880						LN		32		11		false		          11   that?				false

		881						LN		32		12		false		          12        A    For the 30-year project life?  Yes.				false

		882						LN		32		13		false		          13        Q    So that's another 24 studies.  Would you				false

		883						LN		32		14		false		          14   accept that, subject to check?				false

		884						LN		32		15		false		          15        A    24 runs.  Yes, I will accept that.				false

		885						LN		32		16		false		          16        Q    Of these 96 results that we just went				false

		886						LN		32		17		false		          17   through, only one project showed net cost, and that				false

		887						LN		32		18		false		          18   was in the low gas, zero CO2 scenario using the SR				false

		888						LN		32		19		false		          19   and PaR model, correct?				false

		889						LN		32		20		false		          20        A    On the 20-year analysis.  And there's a --				false

		890						LN		32		21		false		          21   in that project, it's zero in the 30-year.				false

		891						LN		32		22		false		          22        Q    And then, the Company also provided				false

		892						LN		32		23		false		          23   analysis of all of the projects together using the				false

		893						LN		32		24		false		          24   SO and PaR models for all nine price policy				false

		894						LN		32		25		false		          25   scenarios; do you recall that?				false

		895						PG		33		0		false		page 33				false

		896						LN		33		1		false		           1        A    I understand that, yes.				false

		897						LN		33		2		false		           2        Q    And so that was on page 20 and that, I'll				false

		898						LN		33		3		false		           3   represent to you, comprised 27 different studies.				false

		899						LN		33		4		false		           4        A    I would call them runs, but yes.				false

		900						LN		33		5		false		           5        Q    And then on page 22, the Company provided				false

		901						LN		33		6		false		           6   that same analysis through the 2050 period, which				false

		902						LN		33		7		false		           7   was an additional nine studies?				false

		903						LN		33		8		false		           8        A    Yes.				false

		904						LN		33		9		false		           9        Q    And under all 36 of those studies,				false

		905						LN		33		10		false		          10   repowering provided net benefits to customers,				false

		906						LN		33		11		false		          11   correct?				false

		907						LN		33		12		false		          12        A    Correct.				false

		908						LN		33		13		false		          13        Q    And then, the Company also provided				false

		909						LN		33		14		false		          14   sensitivities using market prices to value the				false

		910						LN		33		15		false		          15   energy benefits for the longer-term economic				false

		911						LN		33		16		false		          16   analysis.  That was the discussion we had this				false

		912						LN		33		17		false		          17   morning about the use of Palo Verde prices?				false

		913						LN		33		18		false		          18        A    Correct.				false

		914						LN		33		19		false		          19        Q    And there were three studies in that case.				false

		915						LN		33		20		false		          20   Do you recall that?				false

		916						LN		33		21		false		          21        A    I will accept that.  I believe you're				false

		917						LN		33		22		false		          22   right, but I don't have it in front of me.  Is there				false

		918						LN		33		23		false		          23   a page reference?				false

		919						LN		33		24		false		          24        Q    That's on page 26.				false

		920						LN		33		25		false		          25        A    Okay.  I see that.				false

		921						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		922						LN		34		1		false		           1        Q    So I got to 135 by adding 72 -- the first				false

		923						LN		34		2		false		           2   set of runs we talked about -- 24, 27, and 3, and				false

		924						LN		34		3		false		           3   that got to 135 different studies in Mr. Link's				false

		925						LN		34		4		false		           4   testimony.  Do you accept that number?				false

		926						LN		34		5		false		           5        A    I would label them runs, but yes, I would				false

		927						LN		34		6		false		           6   accept that.				false

		928						LN		34		7		false		           7        Q    And then you performed an additional 48				false

		929						LN		34		8		false		           8   studies -- you got an additional 48 results, I				false

		930						LN		34		9		false		           9   guess, if you want to call them results -- so that				false

		931						LN		34		10		false		          10   from a results standpoint, that brings us to a total				false

		932						LN		34		11		false		          11   number of 183 studies that we have between your				false

		933						LN		34		12		false		          12   analysis and Mr. Link's.  Would you accept that?				false

		934						LN		34		13		false		          13        A    Well, runs again, but yes.				false

		935						LN		34		14		false		          14        Q    So how can you claim there's not enough				false

		936						LN		34		15		false		          15   information in this case to determine whether				false

		937						LN		34		16		false		          16   repowering is most likely to reduce customer costs				false

		938						LN		34		17		false		          17   when there are now 183 study results, and the vast				false

		939						LN		34		18		false		          18   majority of them show net benefits to customers?				false

		940						LN		34		19		false		          19        A    All of Mr. Link's results suffer from the				false

		941						LN		34		20		false		          20   problems that I critiqued in my testimony, so I				false

		942						LN		34		21		false		          21   consider them of no value.  And in a number of the				false

		943						LN		34		22		false		          22   cases I've done, I've shown to illustrate how				false

		944						LN		34		23		false		          23   Mr. Link's assumptions would run through those, but				false

		945						LN		34		24		false		          24   the only ones that I have really focused on are,				false

		946						LN		34		25		false		          25   sort of, the last two columns in the exhibit we've				false

		947						PG		35		0		false		page 35				false

		948						LN		35		1		false		           1   been talking about this morning.  So there's a lot				false

		949						LN		35		2		false		           2   of runs there, but most of them I would say to just				false

		950						LN		35		3		false		           3   set aside and they're not worth considering, because				false

		951						LN		35		4		false		           4   they have a number of problems which have been				false

		952						LN		35		5		false		           5   identified in my testimony and others.				false

		953						LN		35		6		false		           6        Q    So the SO and PaR runs which are -- have				false

		954						LN		35		7		false		           7   been conducted using the Company's IRP models,				false

		955						LN		35		8		false		           8   you're discounting entirely?				false

		956						LN		35		9		false		           9        A    Correct.				false

		957						LN		35		10		false		          10        Q    So you understand that the statute that				false

		958						LN		35		11		false		          11   the Company filed under the voluntary resource				false

		959						LN		35		12		false		          12   approval statute requires consideration of short-				false

		960						LN		35		13		false		          13   and long-term impacts, correct?				false

		961						LN		35		14		false		          14        A    Correct.				false

		962						LN		35		15		false		          15        Q    And can you turn to your supplemental				false

		963						LN		35		16		false		          16   response testimony?  And that's your testimony on				false

		964						LN		35		17		false		          17   April 2nd, and can you turn to line 663, please?				false

		965						LN		35		18		false		          18        A    I'm there.				false

		966						LN		35		19		false		          19        Q    And actually, I should have directed you				false

		967						LN		35		20		false		          20   to 659, which is the Q and A where you respond to				false

		968						LN		35		21		false		          21   the short- and long-term impacts.  And with respect				false

		969						LN		35		22		false		          22   to the short-term impacts, you indicate that -- on				false

		970						LN		35		23		false		          23   lines 662 to 663 -- that with respect to short-term				false

		971						LN		35		24		false		          24   impacts, the PTC benefits, if realized, would				false

		972						LN		35		25		false		          25   mitigate much of the costs in the first ten years.				false

		973						PG		36		0		false		page 36				false

		974						LN		36		1		false		           1   Do you see that?				false

		975						LN		36		2		false		           2        A    Yes.				false

		976						LN		36		3		false		           3        Q    And on an NPV basis, which I think is what				false

		977						LN		36		4		false		           4   you were discussing in your supplemental -- let's				false

		978						LN		36		5		false		           5   call that the Hearing Exhibit 1 that you produced				false

		979						LN		36		6		false		           6   yesterday --				false

		980						LN		36		7		false		           7        A    Correct.				false

		981						LN		36		8		false		           8        Q    -- you were looking at production tax				false

		982						LN		36		9		false		           9   credit value on a net present value basis, correct?				false

		983						LN		36		10		false		          10        A    Yes.  I think the exhibit actually had				false

		984						LN		36		11		false		          11   nominal and present value, but we talked about				false

		985						LN		36		12		false		          12   present value.				false

		986						LN		36		13		false		          13        Q    But your point was to show NPV -- the				false

		987						LN		36		14		false		          14   Company had relied on nominal numbers, and you				false

		988						LN		36		15		false		          15   wanted to show what the NPV of those numbers was,				false

		989						LN		36		16		false		          16   correct?				false

		990						LN		36		17		false		          17        A    Correct.				false

		991						LN		36		18		false		          18        Q    So -- and on an NPV basis, would you agree				false

		992						LN		36		19		false		          19   that the PTCs are roughly -- provide about				false

		993						LN		36		20		false		          20   65 percent of the project costs?				false

		994						LN		36		21		false		          21        A    Yeah.  I'm not sure that's a number that				false

		995						LN		36		22		false		          22   can be made public, but yes.				false

		996						LN		36		23		false		          23        Q    I appreciate your sensitivity.  I think				false

		997						LN		36		24		false		          24   it's an issue around the overall.  Project costs are				false

		998						LN		36		25		false		          25   not confidential, it's only on a project-by-project				false

		999						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		1000						LN		37		1		false		           1   basis.				false

		1001						LN		37		2		false		           2        A    Depending on what the numeric denominator				false

		1002						LN		37		3		false		           3   is, it's approaching 70 percent of the total on a				false

		1003						LN		37		4		false		           4   net present value basis.				false

		1004						LN		37		5		false		           5        Q    And then on line 666, you indicate that				false

		1005						LN		37		6		false		           6   the long-term benefit, much of the benefit -- I				false

		1006						LN		37		7		false		           7   guess here on line 665 you say, "Much of the benefit				false

		1007						LN		37		8		false		           8   is derived from the years 20 to 30 of the projects,				false

		1008						LN		37		9		false		           9   the life extension period."  Do you see that?				false

		1009						LN		37		10		false		          10        A    Yes.				false

		1010						LN		37		11		false		          11        Q    And that's because that's when the				false

		1011						LN		37		12		false		          12   existing facilities are assumed to be retired, based				false

		1012						LN		37		13		false		          13   on the expiration of their 30-year life?				false

		1013						LN		37		14		false		          14        A    Correct.				false

		1014						LN		37		15		false		          15        Q    And during years 20 to 30, that's when the				false

		1015						LN		37		16		false		          16   Company estimates an approximate 3,500 of gigawatt				false

		1016						LN		37		17		false		          17   hours annually of incremental generation?				false

		1017						LN		37		18		false		          18        A    I'll accept your number.  I don't have it				false

		1018						LN		37		19		false		          19   in front of me.				false

		1019						LN		37		20		false		          20        Q    Do you understand that during those years,				false

		1020						LN		37		21		false		          21   repowering will also provide a capacity benefit,				false

		1021						LN		37		22		false		          22   approximately equal to a thousand megawatts of wind				false

		1022						LN		37		23		false		          23   resources?				false

		1023						LN		37		24		false		          24        A    But that would not be the capacity.				false

		1024						LN		37		25		false		          25   That's the nameplate of the total installation, but				false

		1025						PG		38		0		false		page 38				false

		1026						LN		38		1		false		           1   that would not be the capacity benefit.				false

		1027						LN		38		2		false		           2        Q    But it would provide a substantial				false

		1028						LN		38		3		false		           3   capacity --				false

		1029						LN		38		4		false		           4        A    Well, that would be some small fraction of				false

		1030						LN		38		5		false		           5   the thousand --				false

		1031						LN		38		6		false		           6        Q    -- off of the --				false

		1032						LN		38		7		false		           7        A    I don't know the exact ratio, but it's				false

		1033						LN		38		8		false		           8   somewhere in the 100 to 200 watt range of capacity.				false

		1034						LN		38		9		false		           9        Q    So I wanted to ask you about your				false

		1035						LN		38		10		false		          10   testimony on -- your response testimony on lines 584				false

		1036						LN		38		11		false		          11   to 586.				false

		1037						LN		38		12		false		          12        A    Yes.				false

		1038						LN		38		13		false		          13        Q    And there, you indicate -- with respect to				false

		1039						LN		38		14		false		          14   the PTC qualification risks -- you indicate that PTC				false

		1040						LN		38		15		false		          15   qualification risks that remain are largely within				false

		1041						LN		38		16		false		          16   the Company's control to manage, but as in the prior				false

		1042						LN		38		17		false		          17   testimony, the Company is not agreeing to assume any				false

		1043						LN		38		18		false		          18   of the remaining risk.  Were you here yesterday when				false

		1044						LN		38		19		false		          19   Mr. Hoogeveen testified about the Company's				false

		1045						LN		38		20		false		          20   willingness to guarantee PTC qualification for all				false

		1046						LN		38		21		false		          21   risks within the Company's control?				false

		1047						LN		38		22		false		          22        A    Within the Company's control, yes.				false

		1048						LN		38		23		false		          23        Q    And so here, you indicate that the risks				false

		1049						LN		38		24		false		          24   are largely within the Company's control to manage,				false

		1050						LN		38		25		false		          25   but the Company is not agreeing to assume those				false

		1051						PG		39		0		false		page 39				false

		1052						LN		39		1		false		           1   risks.  Isn't it true that the Company has agreed to				false

		1053						LN		39		2		false		           2   assume PTC qualification risk for all risks within				false

		1054						LN		39		3		false		           3   its control?				false

		1055						LN		39		4		false		           4        A    My statement may not be as articulate as				false

		1056						LN		39		5		false		           5   it should have been, but the distinction I was				false

		1057						LN		39		6		false		           6   trying to draw here is, there are certain risks that				false

		1058						LN		39		7		false		           7   the Company assumes within its control.  But one in				false

		1059						LN		39		8		false		           8   particular we talked about yesterday is the risk				false

		1060						LN		39		9		false		           9   that the production in the first ten years is not --				false

		1061						LN		39		10		false		          10   is clearly a risk that the Company is not willing to				false

		1062						LN		39		11		false		          11   take.  And that was the risk remaining that I was --				false

		1063						LN		39		12		false		          12   one of the risks remaining that I was referring to				false

		1064						LN		39		13		false		          13   is that the Company has claimed it's outside of its				false

		1065						LN		39		14		false		          14   control and it's not willing to take.				false

		1066						LN		39		15		false		          15        Q    But that's not a PTC qualification risk,				false

		1067						LN		39		16		false		          16   is it?				false

		1068						LN		39		17		false		          17        A    No.  That's what I'm saying.  I could have				false

		1069						LN		39		18		false		          18   said this better.  If you said, the PTC risks that				false

		1070						LN		39		19		false		          19   remain are largely within the Company's control to				false

		1071						LN		39		20		false		          20   manage.  However, there are risks outside the				false

		1072						LN		39		21		false		          21   Company's control that they're not willing to take,				false

		1073						LN		39		22		false		          22   and the production risk is one of those.  And so				false

		1074						LN		39		23		false		          23   that was my intent here, and I'm sorry that was not				false

		1075						LN		39		24		false		          24   articulated as it should have been.				false

		1076						LN		39		25		false		          25        Q    So this is a -- I have a final line of				false

		1077						PG		40		0		false		page 40				false

		1078						LN		40		1		false		           1   questioning that will involve some confidential				false

		1079						LN		40		2		false		           2   information.  And it's just a short amount of				false

		1080						LN		40		3		false		           3   confidential information, so I don't know if it				false

		1081						LN		40		4		false		           4   makes sense for me to finish up all my questions and				false

		1082						LN		40		5		false		           5   then just have those questions at the very end and				false

		1083						LN		40		6		false		           6   just indicate to you when I'm going to be asking				false

		1084						LN		40		7		false		           7   about confidential information.				false

		1085						LN		40		8		false		           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  That would be				false

		1086						LN		40		9		false		           9   the most efficient way to do it.				false

		1087						LN		40		10		false		          10   BY MS. MCDOWELL:				false

		1088						LN		40		11		false		          11        Q    So I have a couple of questions before I				false

		1089						LN		40		12		false		          12   get into confidential information.  In your summary				false

		1090						LN		40		13		false		          13   yesterday, you indicated that the benefits of the				false

		1091						LN		40		14		false		          14   project have declined from the Company's rebuttal				false

		1092						LN		40		15		false		          15   case in the fall to its supplemental filing in				false

		1093						LN		40		16		false		          16   February.  Do you recall that?				false

		1094						LN		40		17		false		          17        A    Yes.				false

		1095						LN		40		18		false		          18        Q    And isn't it true that the declining				false

		1096						LN		40		19		false		          19   benefits is associated largely with the tax reform				false

		1097						LN		40		20		false		          20   changes and the reduction in the corporate income				false

		1098						LN		40		21		false		          21   tax rate?				false

		1099						LN		40		22		false		          22        A    That would be my expectation.  I don't				false

		1100						LN		40		23		false		          23   have a breakdown of all the changes between those,				false

		1101						LN		40		24		false		          24   but that would be my expectation, that that would be				false

		1102						LN		40		25		false		          25   one important driver of the change.				false

		1103						PG		41		0		false		page 41				false

		1104						LN		41		1		false		           1        Q    So can you turn to your direct testimony,				false

		1105						LN		41		2		false		           2   this is your testimony from last fall on				false

		1106						LN		41		3		false		           3   September 20, at pages 54 to 55?				false

		1107						LN		41		4		false		           4        A    I'm there.				false

		1108						LN		41		5		false		           5        Q    So just to -- before I ask you about that				false

		1109						LN		41		6		false		           6   specific testimony, I just want to provide a little				false

		1110						LN		41		7		false		           7   background.  Yesterday, Commissioner Clark asked				false

		1111						LN		41		8		false		           8   Mr. Hemstreet about the voltage of frequency support				false

		1112						LN		41		9		false		           9   equipment that's part of the repowering.  Do you				false

		1113						LN		41		10		false		          10   recall those questions?				false

		1114						LN		41		11		false		          11        A    I do.				false

		1115						LN		41		12		false		          12        Q    Do you recall that Mr. Hemstreet's				false

		1116						LN		41		13		false		          13   testimony was that this equipment would help the				false

		1117						LN		41		14		false		          14   Company comply with FERC guidelines on inertial				false

		1118						LN		41		15		false		          15   response?				false

		1119						LN		41		16		false		          16        A    I recall that.				false

		1120						LN		41		17		false		          17        Q    And just to summarize what we're talking				false

		1121						LN		41		18		false		          18   about, the particular equipment is referred to as				false

		1122						LN		41		19		false		          19   the wind-free and wind inertia equipment.  Do you				false

		1123						LN		41		20		false		          20   understand that?				false

		1124						LN		41		21		false		          21        A    Yes.				false

		1125						LN		41		22		false		          22        Q    And I've come to understand that the				false

		1126						LN		41		23		false		          23   wind-free equipment provides reactive power to the				false

		1127						LN		41		24		false		          24   grid, and the wind inertia equipment provides				false

		1128						LN		41		25		false		          25   inertial response capability during under-frequency				false

		1129						PG		42		0		false		page 42				false

		1130						LN		42		1		false		           1   events.  Is that your understanding also?				false

		1131						LN		42		2		false		           2        A    It's been a while since I've looked at				false

		1132						LN		42		3		false		           3   these, but I'll take your representation of that.				false

		1133						LN		42		4		false		           4        Q    So in your direct testimony, you opposed				false

		1134						LN		42		5		false		           5   this equipment, claiming that the Company had not				false

		1135						LN		42		6		false		           6   shown a need for it, correct?				false

		1136						LN		42		7		false		           7        A    Correct.				false

		1137						LN		42		8		false		           8        Q    And I wanted to ask you about surrebuttal				false

		1138						LN		42		9		false		           9   testimony on this same point, and this is when I				false

		1139						LN		42		10		false		          10   will be asking about some confidential information.				false

		1140						LN		42		11		false		          11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  So				false

		1141						LN		42		12		false		          12   I'll take that as a motion to close the hearing to				false

		1142						LN		42		13		false		          13   the public.  There's a section of Title 54 -- I				false

		1143						LN		42		14		false		          14   don't have the section number handy -- that gives				false

		1144						LN		42		15		false		          15   the Commission the authority to do that upon a				false

		1145						LN		42		16		false		          16   finding that it is in the public interest to do so.				false

		1146						LN		42		17		false		          17   So I'll first ask all the parties if there's any				false

		1147						LN		42		18		false		          18   objection to a Commission finding that would be in				false
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		1888						LN		75		5		false		           5                  MS. MCDOWELL:  All right.  One moment				false

		1889						LN		75		6		false		           6   while I figure out which of my witnesses.  It will				false

		1890						LN		75		7		false		           7   be Mr. Link.				false

		1891						LN		75		8		false		           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Well, I hadn't				false

		1892						LN		75		9		false		           9   really thought of that question.  If the parties				false

		1893						LN		75		10		false		          10   would prefer to do this at the end, I was thinking				false

		1894						LN		75		11		false		          11   while it's fresh in everyone's mind --				false

		1895						LN		75		12		false		          12                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Let's just do it.				false

		1896						LN		75		13		false		          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Mr. Link,				false

		1897						LN		75		14		false		          14   you're still under oath from yesterday.				false

		1898						LN		75		15		false		          15                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		1899						LN		75		16		false		          16   BY MS. MCDOWELL:				false

		1900						LN		75		17		false		          17        Q    Good morning, again, Mr. Link.				false

		1901						LN		75		18		false		          18        A    Good morning.				false

		1902						LN		75		19		false		          19        Q    So were you present during Mr. Peterson's				false

		1903						LN		75		20		false		          20   testimony?				false

		1904						LN		75		21		false		          21        A    Yes.				false

		1905						LN		75		22		false		          22        Q    And did you hear the question that				false

		1906						LN		75		23		false		          23   Commissioner Clark asked Mr. Peterson regarding				false

		1907						LN		75		24		false		          24   whether the legacy equipment was included in the				false

		1908						LN		75		25		false		          25   Company's economic analysis?				false

		1909						PG		76		0		false		page 76				false

		1910						LN		76		1		false		           1        A    Yes.				false

		1911						LN		76		2		false		           2        Q    And can you explain how you've included				false

		1912						LN		76		3		false		           3   the legacy equipment in the Company's economic				false

		1913						LN		76		4		false		           4   analysis of repowering in this docket?				false

		1914						LN		76		5		false		           5        A    I can.				false

		1915						LN		76		6		false		           6             Good morning, Commissioners.  I'm happy to				false

		1916						LN		76		7		false		           7   verify and clarify precisely what was in our				false

		1917						LN		76		8		false		           8   economic analysis.  And I'll start by simply stating				false

		1918						LN		76		9		false		           9   that the return on, return of the existing equipment				false

		1919						LN		76		10		false		          10   is included in every study that we've performed in				false

		1920						LN		76		11		false		          11   our economic analysis.  The way that that is				false

		1921						LN		76		12		false		          12   included -- and it probably helps explain, in part,				false

		1922						LN		76		13		false		          13   Mr. Peterson's response as to why he couldn't find				false

		1923						LN		76		14		false		          14   it -- I think there's a rational explanation for				false

		1924						LN		76		15		false		          15   both of these.				false

		1925						LN		76		16		false		          16             Essentially, as I think I discussed				false

		1926						LN		76		17		false		          17   yesterday in my testimony, we do two runs of our				false

		1927						LN		76		18		false		          18   system, one with and one without repowering.  And in				false

		1928						LN		76		19		false		          19   essentially both of those runs, the assumption is				false

		1929						LN		76		20		false		          20   that all embedded cost is the same, and so they net				false

		1930						LN		76		21		false		          21   out as a difference.  And so if one is looking at				false

		1931						LN		76		22		false		          22   the change in results, it doesn't show up that there				false

		1932						LN		76		23		false		          23   is a return on and return of the existing equipment.				false

		1933						LN		76		24		false		          24   But became virtue of making that assumption in the				false

		1934						LN		76		25		false		          25   approach, it is to say that regardless of whether we				false

		1935						PG		77		0		false		page 77				false

		1936						LN		77		1		false		           1   repower or don't repower, we still recover our				false

		1937						LN		77		2		false		           2   return on and return of the existing equipment.				false

		1938						LN		77		3		false		           3   It's the same in either case over the term of the				false

		1939						LN		77		4		false		           4   existing -- the amortization period of that				false

		1940						LN		77		5		false		           5   equipment, so roughly, an additional twenty years.				false

		1941						LN		77		6		false		           6        Q    So, Mr. Link, just to be clear, that				false

		1942						LN		77		7		false		           7   including the legacy equipment with a full return of				false

		1943						LN		77		8		false		           8   and return on in both the "with repowering" and				false

		1944						LN		77		9		false		           9   "without repowering" than in the "with repowering"				false

		1945						LN		77		10		false		          10   case, return of and return on the legacy equipment				false

		1946						LN		77		11		false		          11   would be included in the cost-side of the equation?				false

		1947						LN		77		12		false		          12        A    Yes.  It's included in the overall project				false

		1948						LN		77		13		false		          13   economics.				false

		1949						LN		77		14		false		          14        Q    So when you're calculating the net				false

		1950						LN		77		15		false		          15   benefits, those are benefits over and above the				false

		1951						LN		77		16		false		          16   Company's recovery of the legacy equipment,				false

		1952						LN		77		17		false		          17   including return of and return on?				false

		1953						LN		77		18		false		          18        A    Right.  I think if we had assumed anything				false

		1954						LN		77		19		false		          19   other than what I described -- let's say we assumed				false

		1955						LN		77		20		false		          20   there was no return on, then in the case with				false

		1956						LN		77		21		false		          21   repowering, there would be a separate cost item to				false

		1957						LN		77		22		false		          22   account for that, and there is not.  It's a net to				false

		1958						LN		77		23		false		          23   zero.				false

		1959						LN		77		24		false		          24                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's all the				false

		1960						LN		77		25		false		          25   questions I have.  Thank you.				false

		1961						PG		78		0		false		page 78				false

		1962						LN		78		1		false		           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey, do				false

		1963						LN		78		2		false		           2   you want to ask Mr. Link any questions on this				false

		1964						LN		78		3		false		           3   issue?				false

		1965						LN		78		4		false		           4                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you, sir.				false

		1966						LN		78		5		false		           5                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?				false

		1967						LN		78		6		false		           6                  MR. RUSSELL:  No, Chairman.  Thank				false

		1968						LN		78		7		false		           7   you.				false

		1969						LN		78		8		false		           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or				false

		1970						LN		78		9		false		           9   Mr. Snarr?				false

		1971						LN		78		10		false		          10                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.				false

		1972						LN		78		11		false		          11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid?				false

		1973						LN		78		12		false		          12                  MS. SCHMID:  Yes.				false

		1974						LN		78		13		false		          13                  CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		1975						LN		78		14		false		          14   BY MS. SCHMID:				false

		1976						LN		78		15		false		          15        Q    So is it true that because of the way that				false

		1977						LN		78		16		false		          16   you've included return on and return of in your				false

		1978						LN		78		17		false		          17   analysis, it doesn't make any difference because				false

		1979						LN		78		18		false		          18   it's --				false

		1980						LN		78		19		false		          19        A    I wouldn't quite characterize it that way.				false

		1981						LN		78		20		false		          20   I would say the way that we applied it is that it				false

		1982						LN		78		21		false		          21   nets to zero, which implies we have the same revenue				false

		1983						LN		78		22		false		          22   requirement on that equipment, whether we repower or				false

		1984						LN		78		23		false		          23   we don't.  And so by not repowering or repowering,				false

		1985						LN		78		24		false		          24   we're capturing the return on and return of that				false

		1986						LN		78		25		false		          25   equipment in either scenario.				false

		1987						PG		79		0		false		page 79				false

		1988						LN		79		1		false		           1        Q    But you're capturing the return on with or				false

		1989						LN		79		2		false		           2   without, but if you add the new equipment, you'll				false

		1990						LN		79		3		false		           3   also be recapturing -- or capturing a new return on				false

		1991						LN		79		4		false		           4   rate base; is that correct?				false

		1992						LN		79		5		false		           5        A    No, it's not correct.  By virtue of making				false

		1993						LN		79		6		false		           6   the same assumption in both views of the system				false

		1994						LN		79		7		false		           7   going forward with or without, the case without, if				false

		1995						LN		79		8		false		           8   we did not repower, we would continue to earn our				false

		1996						LN		79		9		false		           9   return on and return of the existing equipment.  In				false

		1997						LN		79		10		false		          10   the next case, we have the exact same assumption,				false

		1998						LN		79		11		false		          11   return on and return of, the net impact of that in				false

		1999						LN		79		12		false		          12   our present value revenue requirement differential				false

		2000						LN		79		13		false		          13   analysis is zero, so it has no impact on the net				false

		2001						LN		79		14		false		          14   benefits, but it is included in the economic				false

		2002						LN		79		15		false		          15   analysis.  We think about directionally, if we had				false

		2003						LN		79		16		false		          16   not included that, that would essentially improve				false

		2004						LN		79		17		false		          17   the present value revenue requirement benefits for				false

		2005						LN		79		18		false		          18   customers because the case without repowering would				false

		2006						LN		79		19		false		          19   be lower cost relative to what we reported, but of				false

		2007						LN		79		20		false		          20   course, result in a lower return on that investment				false

		2008						LN		79		21		false		          21   in the Company's side of the equation.				false

		2009						LN		79		22		false		          22                  MS. SCHMID:  May we have just one				false

		2010						LN		79		23		false		          23   moment?				false

		2011						LN		79		24		false		          24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Yes.				false

		2012						LN		79		25		false		          25                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  The Division				false

		2013						PG		80		0		false		page 80				false

		2014						LN		80		1		false		           1   has no further questions.				false

		2015						LN		80		2		false		           2                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.				false

		2016						LN		80		3		false		           3   Commissioner Clark, do you have any questions for				false

		2017						LN		80		4		false		           4   Mr. Link?				false

		2018						LN		80		5		false		           5   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:				false

		2019						LN		80		6		false		           6        Q    Thank you.  Is there any aspect of the				false

		2020						LN		80		7		false		           7   Company's proposal or analysis that would have the				false

		2021						LN		80		8		false		           8   affect of altering the normal depreciation schedule				false

		2022						LN		80		9		false		           9   for the assets that would be -- I'll call them				false

		2023						LN		80		10		false		          10   stranded -- or would be retired early if we approve				false

		2024						LN		80		11		false		          11   the application that would extend them beyond the				false

		2025						LN		80		12		false		          12   lives that they have now?  In other words, are they				false

		2026						LN		80		13		false		          13   going to be recovered for 30 years beginning with				false

		2027						LN		80		14		false		          14   the implementation of the new equipment, or do they				false

		2028						LN		80		15		false		          15   just -- are they recovered over the lives that they				false

		2029						LN		80		16		false		          16   currently have on the Company's books?				false

		2030						LN		80		17		false		          17        A    I would say as assumed -- I'll start with				false

		2031						LN		80		18		false		          18   as assumed -- in our economic analysis, they were				false

		2032						LN		80		19		false		          19   not extended on the existing equipment to go the				false

		2033						LN		80		20		false		          20   full new 30-year life of the repowered assets once				false

		2034						LN		80		21		false		          21   those are placed in service.  They're retained by				false

		2035						LN		80		22		false		          22   virtue of how we did this by saying it's the same in				false

		2036						LN		80		23		false		          23   either case, that they would continue to be				false

		2037						LN		80		24		false		          24   amortized over their current depreciable lives,				false

		2038						LN		80		25		false		          25   which would be roughly that approximately additional				false

		2039						PG		81		0		false		page 81				false

		2040						LN		81		1		false		           1   20 years or so, depending on the project.  And I				false

		2041						LN		81		2		false		           2   believe, just to reiterate some of the description				false

		2042						LN		81		3		false		           3   of Ms. Steward's testimony, the latest proposal				false

		2043						LN		81		4		false		           4   here, then, is actual treatment of that would be				false

		2044						LN		81		5		false		           5   picked up again and reassessed in the depreciation				false

		2045						LN		81		6		false		           6   study, which we plan to file later this year.				false

		2046						LN		81		7		false		           7                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  That concludes				false

		2047						LN		81		8		false		           8   my questions.  Thank you.				false

		2048						LN		81		9		false		           9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:				false

		2049						LN		81		10		false		          10   Commissioner White, any other questions?				false

		2050						LN		81		11		false		          11   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:				false

		2051						LN		81		12		false		          12        Q    I think I understood, but I just want to				false

		2052						LN		81		13		false		          13   make sure, like, one more time.  The economic				false

		2053						LN		81		14		false		          14   analysis the Company did in these projects assumed				false

		2054						LN		81		15		false		          15   that the overall benefits would incorporate the				false

		2055						LN		81		16		false		          16   concept that you're retiring these assets earlier				false

		2056						LN		81		17		false		          17   that were previously approved with return on and				false

		2057						LN		81		18		false		          18   return of, back in 2000-whatever, right?				false

		2058						LN		81		19		false		          19        A    Yes.  It accounts for the continued return				false

		2059						LN		81		20		false		          20   on and return of those assets.				false

		2060						LN		81		21		false		          21        Q    And even with that early retirement, the				false

		2061						LN		81		22		false		          22   overall benefits for the Company's case, you know,				false

		2062						LN		81		23		false		          23   shows a net benefit?				false

		2063						LN		81		24		false		          24        A    Yes.  That assumption is included in all				false

		2064						LN		81		25		false		          25   of the numbers in my testimony.				false

		2065						PG		82		0		false		page 82				false

		2066						LN		82		1		false		           1                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all I				false

		2067						LN		82		2		false		           2   have.  Thanks.				false

		2068						LN		82		3		false		           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do				false

		2069						LN		82		4		false		           4   you want to supplement this issue further?				false

		2070						LN		82		5		false		           5                  MS. SCHMID:  The Division has nothing				false

		2071						LN		82		6		false		           6   further.  Thank you.				false

		2072						LN		82		7		false		           7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  And then,				false

		2073						LN		82		8		false		           8   nothing further, generally?  You're finished with				false

		2074						LN		82		9		false		           9   all your witnesses?				false

		2075						LN		82		10		false		          10                  MS. SCHMID:  Both.  Yes.  Thank you.				false

		2076						LN		82		11		false		          11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or				false

		2077						LN		82		12		false		          12   Mr. Snarr?				false

		2078						LN		82		13		false		          13                  MR. SNARR:  We'd like to proceed with				false

		2079						LN		82		14		false		          14   the presentation of the case on behalf of the				false

		2080						LN		82		15		false		          15   Office.  I do have an exhibit list here that I'd				false

		2081						LN		82		16		false		          16   like to distribute here to the Commissioners and				false

		2082						LN		82		17		false		          17   others that might help.				false

		2083						LN		82		18		false		          18                  The Office would like to first call				false

		2084						LN		82		19		false		          19   Cheryl Murray as a witness.				false

		2085						LN		82		20		false		          20                      CHERYL MURRAY,				false

		2086						LN		82		21		false		          21   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was				false

		2087						LN		82		22		false		          22            examined and testified as follows:				false

		2088						LN		82		23		false		          23                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		2089						LN		82		24		false		          24   BY MR. SNARR:				false

		2090						LN		82		25		false		          25        Q    Ms. Murray, could you please state your				false

		2091						PG		83		0		false		page 83				false

		2092						LN		83		1		false		           1   name and your employment, and provide your business				false

		2093						LN		83		2		false		           2   address?				false

		2094						LN		83		3		false		           3        A    My name is Cheryl Murray.  I am employed				false

		2095						LN		83		4		false		           4   by the Office of Consumer Services, and my business				false

		2096						LN		83		5		false		           5   address is 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.				false

		2097						LN		83		6		false		           6        Q    And in connection with your duties with				false

		2098						LN		83		7		false		           7   the Office, have you caused to be filed, testimony,				false

		2099						LN		83		8		false		           8   or had the opportunity to review testimony filed by				false

		2100						LN		83		9		false		           9   others who were employed by the Office, such as you				false

		2101						LN		83		10		false		          10   could adopt their testimony in connection with this				false

		2102						LN		83		11		false		          11   proceeding?				false

		2103						LN		83		12		false		          12        A    Yes.				false

		2104						LN		83		13		false		          13        Q    And would that include the direct				false

		2105						LN		83		14		false		          14   testimony that was filed by Gavin Mangelson on				false

		2106						LN		83		15		false		          15   September 20, surrebuttal testimony, again, by				false

		2107						LN		83		16		false		          16   Mr. Mangelson on November 15, 2017, as well as your				false

		2108						LN		83		17		false		          17   responsive testimony, filed on April 2, 2018?				false

		2109						LN		83		18		false		          18        A    Yes.				false

		2110						LN		83		19		false		          19        Q    And if you were asked all those questions,				false

		2111						LN		83		20		false		          20   would you provide the same answers today?				false

		2112						LN		83		21		false		          21        A    I would.				false

		2113						LN		83		22		false		          22        Q    Do you have any corrections?				false

		2114						LN		83		23		false		          23        A    Yes.  On the Mangelson surrebuttal				false

		2115						LN		83		24		false		          24   testimony cover page, there was a date of				false

		2116						LN		83		25		false		          25   October 2017, and the correct date is November 15,				false

		2117						PG		84		0		false		page 84				false

		2118						LN		84		1		false		           1   2017.				false

		2119						LN		84		2		false		           2        Q    Are there any other additions or				false

		2120						LN		84		3		false		           3   corrections?				false

		2121						LN		84		4		false		           4        A    Not that I'm aware of.				false

		2122						LN		84		5		false		           5                  MR. SNARR:  With that explanation, we				false

		2123						LN		84		6		false		           6   would offer these exhibits into testimony.				false

		2124						LN		84		7		false		           7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party				false

		2125						LN		84		8		false		           8   objects to that motion, please indicate to me.  I'm				false

		2126						LN		84		9		false		           9   not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.				false

		2127						LN		84		10		false		          10   (OCS Exhibit Nos. 1D Mangelson, 1S Mangelson, and 1				false

		2128						LN		84		11		false		          11                Response Murray admitted.)				false

		2129						LN		84		12		false		          12   BY MR. SNARR:				false

		2130						LN		84		13		false		          13        Q    Ms. Murray, have you prepared a summary to				false

		2131						LN		84		14		false		          14   present today?				false

		2132						LN		84		15		false		          15        A    Yes.				false

		2133						LN		84		16		false		          16        Q    Can you proceed to provide that?				false

		2134						LN		84		17		false		          17        A    Yes.				false

		2135						LN		84		18		false		          18             Good morning, Commissioners.  In my				false

		2136						LN		84		19		false		          19   testimony, I introduced two expert witnesses for the				false
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		2385						LN		94		8		false		           8   surrebuttal testimony, you had a specific				false

		2386						LN		94		9		false		           9   recommendation related to accounting for tax reform				false

		2387						LN		94		10		false		          10   in the economic analysis, and I wanted to make sure				false

		2388						LN		94		11		false		          11   that recommendation of yours has been resolved.  Is				false

		2389						LN		94		12		false		          12   that fair?				false

		2390						LN		94		13		false		          13        A    For the most part.  There's still one				false

		2391						LN		94		14		false		          14   issue that I see as -- at least, in the areas I				false

		2392						LN		94		15		false		          15   reviewed -- as being a concern.  And that is in, I				false

		2393						LN		94		16		false		          16   believe it's Mr. Hoogeveen's testimony yesterday, he				false

		2394						LN		94		17		false		          17   indicated that the hold harmless provisions or the				false

		2395						LN		94		18		false		          18   guarantees the Company is making in this case				false

		2396						LN		94		19		false		          19   wouldn't include future changes in tax law.  But as				false

		2397						LN		94		20		false		          20   part of that discussion, my recollection was that he				false

		2398						LN		94		21		false		          21   specifically referenced IRS guidance because, again,				false

		2399						LN		94		22		false		          22   it's -- a lot of the safe harbor provisions at issue				false

		2400						LN		94		23		false		          23   in this case to get the hundred percent production				false

		2401						LN		94		24		false		          24   tax credit allowances are dependent on IRS guidance,				false

		2402						LN		94		25		false		          25   so not necessarily anything in the new tax code,				false

		2403						PG		95		0		false		page 95				false

		2404						LN		95		1		false		           1   but guidance issued by the IRS.  And I took his				false

		2405						LN		95		2		false		           2   testimony -- and I may be wrong -- but my				false

		2406						LN		95		3		false		           3   understanding of his testimony was that if the IRS				false

		2407						LN		95		4		false		           4   changes that guidance such that ratepayers no longer				false

		2408						LN		95		5		false		           5   get that hundred percent -- or the Company no longer				false

		2409						LN		95		6		false		           6   qualifies for the hundred percent production tax				false

		2410						LN		95		7		false		           7   credits, that that's not something the Company would				false

		2411						LN		95		8		false		           8   be willing to assume the risk for.  And that's a big				false

		2412						LN		95		9		false		           9   concern for me because absent those production tax				false

		2413						LN		95		10		false		          10   credits, I'm not even sure the Company could argue				false

		2414						LN		95		11		false		          11   that any of these projects could be considered				false

		2415						LN		95		12		false		          12   economic.  So I do still have that concern, and it's				false

		2416						LN		95		13		false		          13   still my view that if something changes the				false

		2417						LN		95		14		false		          14   qualification for the hundred percent production				false

		2418						LN		95		15		false		          15   tax credits, that that should be a risk that the				false

		2419						LN		95		16		false		          16   Company is willing to accept in that case and not				false

		2420						LN		95		17		false		          17   pass on to ratepayers.				false

		2421						LN		95		18		false		          18        Q    And just one quick qualifier.  With				false

		2422						LN		95		19		false		          19   respect to those provisions that the Company is				false

		2423						LN		95		20		false		          20   relying on in order to allow the repowering				false

		2424						LN		95		21		false		          21   facilities to become PTC eligible, it is your				false

		2425						LN		95		22		false		          22   understanding that, during the tax reform debate				false

		2426						LN		95		23		false		          23   that occurred last year, there were proposals out				false

		2427						LN		95		24		false		          24   there that would have changed substantively the				false

		2428						LN		95		25		false		          25   treatment and eligibility of PTCs in all of those				false

		2429						PG		96		0		false		page 96				false

		2430						LN		96		1		false		           1   proposals, ultimately did not make it into the final				false

		2431						LN		96		2		false		           2   bill that was passed, correct?				false

		2432						LN		96		3		false		           3        A    Yes, that's my understanding.  But again,				false

		2433						LN		96		4		false		           4   my concern is just with my understanding of				false

		2434						LN		96		5		false		           5   Mr. Hoogeveen's qualification that if those				false

		2435						LN		96		6		false		           6   guidelines change going forward, that that risk				false

		2436						LN		96		7		false		           7   isn't a Company risk.  And it's my view that that				false

		2437						LN		96		8		false		           8   should be a Company risk and not a ratepayer risk.				false

		2438						LN		96		9		false		           9        Q    Let's turn to your direct testimony,				false

		2439						LN		96		10		false		          10   please, page 24.				false

		2440						LN		96		11		false		          11        A    I'm there.				false

		2441						LN		96		12		false		          12        Q    And I'm going to direct your attention to				false

		2442						LN		96		13		false		          13   the Q and A that begins on line 509.  And really,				false

		2443						LN		96		14		false		          14   the substantive portion of your response begins on				false

		2444						LN		96		15		false		          15   511.  And you state that -- this is in response to				false

		2445						LN		96		16		false		          16   the RTM -- you say, "Shifting costs from base rates				false

		2446						LN		96		17		false		          17   to automatic recovery mechanisms removes some of the				false

		2447						LN		96		18		false		          18   incentive to control costs."  Do you see that?				false

		2448						LN		96		19		false		          19        A    Yes, I do.				false

		2449						LN		96		20		false		          20        Q    And then on lines -- so the next sentence,				false

		2450						LN		96		21		false		          21   you refer to the RTM as an automatic true-up.  Is				false

		2451						LN		96		22		false		          22   that a fair characterization of your testimony?				false

		2452						LN		96		23		false		          23        A    Yes, because that's my understanding of				false

		2453						LN		96		24		false		          24   how it would operate, that you're truing up certain				false

		2454						LN		96		25		false		          25   components of the revenue requirements associated				false

		2455						PG		97		0		false		page 97				false

		2456						LN		97		1		false		           1   with the assets at issue in this case.				false

		2457						LN		97		2		false		           2        Q    And I guess the word that I'm going to ask				false

		2458						LN		97		3		false		           3   you about is the word "automatically," because would				false

		2459						LN		97		4		false		           4   you agree that the Company must demonstrate the				false

		2460						LN		97		5		false		           5   prudence of any expenses before they're included in				false

		2461						LN		97		6		false		           6   the RTM mechanism?				false

		2462						LN		97		7		false		           7        A    I guess it's my understanding that, if the				false

		2463						LN		97		8		false		           8   RTM is approved -- which I'm advising against --				false

		2464						LN		97		9		false		           9   that you would still have an annual review, such as				false

		2465						LN		97		10		false		          10   you do with the EBA mechanism or the renewable				false

		2466						LN		97		11		false		          11   energy credit balancing account that's in place.  So				false

		2467						LN		97		12		false		          12   there would still be a review of those costs under				false

		2468						LN		97		13		false		          13   the Company's proposal.				false

		2469						LN		97		14		false		          14        Q    And are you familiar with the Voluntary				false

		2470						LN		97		15		false		          15   Approval Statute that the Company is relying on in				false

		2471						LN		97		16		false		          16   this case?				false

		2472						LN		97		17		false		          17        A    Yes.  I've read the statute.  I'm not an				false

		2473						LN		97		18		false		          18   attorney, but I am familiar with it.				false

		2474						LN		97		19		false		          19        Q    I'm going to ask a very general question.				false

		2475						LN		97		20		false		          20   Is it your understanding that under the terms of				false

		2476						LN		97		21		false		          21   that statute, even if the Company were to receive				false

		2477						LN		97		22		false		          22   pre-approval in this case, it is still obligated to				false

		2478						LN		97		23		false		          23   implement the resource decision prudently and can				false

		2479						LN		97		24		false		          24   experience a disallowance if it doesn't do so?				false

		2480						LN		97		25		false		          25        A    If you give me a moment to look at the				false

		2481						PG		98		0		false		page 98				false

		2482						LN		98		1		false		           1   statute -- I agree the Company would still be				false

		2483						LN		98		2		false		           2   required to do so and at risk for amounts above the				false

		2484						LN		98		3		false		           3   amount that's pre-approved.  I'm not sure that				false

		2485						LN		98		4		false		           4   parties could go back and challenge up to the level				false

		2486						LN		98		5		false		           5   that's pre-approved under the statute.				false

		2487						LN		98		6		false		           6        Q    And I'll direct your attention -- the				false

		2488						LN		98		7		false		           7   statute is 54-17-403, subsection 2A.  And it reads,				false

		2489						LN		98		8		false		           8   "The Commission may disallow some or all costs				false

		2490						LN		98		9		false		           9   incurred in connection with an approved resource				false

		2491						LN		98		10		false		          10   decision if the Commission finds that an energy				false

		2492						LN		98		11		false		          11   utility's actions in implementing an approved				false

		2493						LN		98		12		false		          12   resource decision are not prudent because of				false

		2494						LN		98		13		false		          13   information or changed circumstances that occur				false

		2495						LN		98		14		false		          14   after."  And then it has a couple of events,				false

		2496						LN		98		15		false		          15   including approval.				false

		2497						LN		98		16		false		          16        A    Yeah, that's contingent on the new				false

		2498						LN		98		17		false		          17   information or changed circumstances.				false

		2499						LN		98		18		false		          18        Q    So given that the Company is still				false

		2500						LN		98		19		false		          19   required to demonstrate the prudence of all costs				false

		2501						LN		98		20		false		          20   before they go into the RTM, isn't the difference				false

		2502						LN		98		21		false		          21   between the RTM and the general rate making only an				false

		2503						LN		98		22		false		          22   issue of timing, not of substance, in terms of the				false

		2504						LN		98		23		false		          23   incentive to control costs?				false

		2505						LN		98		24		false		          24        A    First, I would disagree that the RTM				false

		2506						LN		98		25		false		          25   mechanism follows, necessarily, the statute.  My				false

		2507						PG		99		0		false		page 99				false

		2508						LN		99		1		false		           1   understanding of the statute is the pre-approval of				false

		2509						LN		99		2		false		           2   the resource decision, not approval of the RTM,				false

		2510						LN		99		3		false		           3   because there's nothing within the statute				false

		2511						LN		99		4		false		           4   addressing the allowance of such a recovery				false

		2512						LN		99		5		false		           5   mechanism.  The costs are still subject to review,				false

		2513						LN		99		6		false		           6   however, that review doesn't consider overall				false

		2514						LN		99		7		false		           7   revenue requirements of the Company.  So even though				false

		2515						LN		99		8		false		           8   those costs would be reviewed in an annual review of				false

		2516						LN		99		9		false		           9   the resource energy tracking mechanism, that doesn't				false

		2517						LN		99		10		false		          10   mean the Company has a revenue requirement need to				false

		2518						LN		99		11		false		          11   have that special mechanism.  There is the potential				false

		2519						LN		99		12		false		          12   the Company could still earn its authorized rate of				false

		2520						LN		99		13		false		          13   return, even without that mechanism in place.				false

		2521						LN		99		14		false		          14        Q    Let's move on to a different topic.  If				false

		2522						LN		99		15		false		          15   you could, turn to page 31 of your direct testimony,				false

		2523						LN		99		16		false		          16   please.  This section of your testimony is				false

		2524						LN		99		17		false		          17   addressing the impacts of renewable energy credits,				false

		2525						LN		99		18		false		          18   correct?				false

		2526						LN		99		19		false		          19        A    Correct.				false

		2527						LN		99		20		false		          20        Q    And it's your understanding that the				false

		2528						LN		99		21		false		          21   Company's economic analysis in this case did not				false

		2529						LN		99		22		false		          22   include any specific value for the RECs that would				false

		2530						LN		99		23		false		          23   generated -- incremental RECs that would be				false

		2531						LN		99		24		false		          24   generated by the repowering projects, correct?				false

		2532						LN		99		25		false		          25        A    It wasn't included in the SO -- in the PaR				false

		2533						PG		100		0		false		page 100				false

		2534						LN		100		1		false		           1   runs is my understanding, but Mr. Link did reference				false

		2535						LN		100		2		false		           2   it as a potential benefit in his testimony and did				false

		2536						LN		100		3		false		           3   include some dollar amounts based on a dollar per				false

		2537						LN		100		4		false		           4   REC value in his testimony.  So in this section of				false

		2538						LN		100		5		false		           5   testimony, I'm recommending that that not be				false

		2539						LN		100		6		false		           6   considered in evaluating whether or not this project				false

		2540						LN		100		7		false		           7   should be approved.				false

		2541						LN		100		8		false		           8        Q    And that's exactly what I was going to ask				false

		2542						LN		100		9		false		           9   you about.  So if you go to your testimony on line				false

		2543						LN		100		10		false		          10   661, you testify that the Commission not give				false

		2544						LN		100		11		false		          11   credence to the possibility of future revenues from				false

		2545						LN		100		12		false		          12   the increment RECs, correct?				false

		2546						LN		100		13		false		          13        A    Correct.  For the reasons cited on that				false

		2547						LN		100		14		false		          14   same page and the next page in my testimony.				false

		2548						LN		100		15		false		          15        Q    And I see a lot of your reasoning is				false

		2549						LN		100		16		false		          16   confidential, so I don't want to ask you about those				false

		2550						LN		100		17		false		          17   specific reasons.  But obviously, if something I ask				false

		2551						LN		100		18		false		          18   requires to you to go there, just let us know and				false

		2552						LN		100		19		false		          19   we'll close the hearing.				false

		2553						LN		100		20		false		          20        A    And I'll try my best to respond without				false

		2554						LN		100		21		false		          21   having to do that.				false

		2555						LN		100		22		false		          22        Q    So if I could direct your attention to the				false

		2556						LN		100		23		false		          23   document that's labeled RMP Cross-Exhibit 8.				false

		2557						LN		100		24		false		          24        A    I have that.				false

		2558						LN		100		25		false		          25        Q    And just to give everybody a frame of				false

		2559						PG		101		0		false		page 101				false

		2560						LN		101		1		false		           1   reference, these are comments filed by the Office of				false

		2561						LN		101		2		false		           2   Consumer Services on August 4, 2017, in the				false

		2562						LN		101		3		false		           3   Company's annual -- in the docket that reviews or				false

		2563						LN		101		4		false		           4   audits the Company's Renewable Energy Credits				false

		2564						LN		101		5		false		           5   Balancing Account.  Is that correct?				false

		2565						LN		101		6		false		           6        A    Yes, it is.				false

		2566						LN		101		7		false		           7        Q    And if you could, just turn to page 2 of				false

		2567						LN		101		8		false		           8   that document.  Under the heading, "Office				false

		2568						LN		101		9		false		           9   Analysis," it indicates that you provided assistance				false

		2569						LN		101		10		false		          10   in reviewing the Company's application, correct?				false

		2570						LN		101		11		false		          11        A    Correct.				false

		2571						LN		101		12		false		          12        Q    And I'd like to direct your attention now				false

		2572						LN		101		13		false		          13   to the very bottom of that page 2, the first				false

		2573						LN		101		14		false		          14   sentence of the last paragraph which says, "The				false

		2574						LN		101		15		false		          15   Office notes that the annual amount of REC revenues				false

		2575						LN		101		16		false		          16   received by the Company are increasing."  Do you see				false

		2576						LN		101		17		false		          17   that?				false

		2577						LN		101		18		false		          18        A    Yes, I do.				false

		2578						LN		101		19		false		          19        Q    And then, if you could turn to the top of				false

		2579						LN		101		20		false		          20   the next page, page 3, the second paragraph that				false

		2580						LN		101		21		false		          21   begins with "The Office agrees," and if you go down				false

		2581						LN		101		22		false		          22   a little bit to the next line, it says, "Given the				false

		2582						LN		101		23		false		          23   increase in REC revenues being realized by the				false

		2583						LN		101		24		false		          24   Company, coupled with the Company's outstanding				false

		2584						LN		101		25		false		          25   proposals to expand its wind resources which would				false

		2585						PG		102		0		false		page 102				false

		2586						LN		102		1		false		           1   increase the RECs available for sale, the RBA				false

		2587						LN		102		2		false		           2   benefits ratepayers by ensuring that they receive				false

		2588						LN		102		3		false		           3   the advantage of the increased revenues during the				false

		2589						LN		102		4		false		           4   long span between general rate cases."  Do you see				false

		2590						LN		102		5		false		           5   that?				false

		2591						LN		102		6		false		           6        A    Yes, I do.  But, again, this goes to the				false

		2592						LN		102		7		false		           7   revenues received and the amount available for sale.				false

		2593						LN		102		8		false		           8   Without giving anything confidential, my testimony				false

		2594						LN		102		9		false		           9   goes more towards the ability to sell those and not				false

		2595						LN		102		10		false		          10   necessarily the sale price received on each of				false

		2596						LN		102		11		false		          11   those.				false

		2597						LN		102		12		false		          12        Q    Fair enough.  But what I'd like to ask is,				false

		2598						LN		102		13		false		          13   it appears that you're testifying in this case that				false

		2599						LN		102		14		false		          14   there's going to be very little, if any, future REC				false

		2600						LN		102		15		false		          15   revenues, while just a matter of months ago the				false

		2601						LN		102		16		false		          16   Office was testifying that, in fact, those revenues				false

		2602						LN		102		17		false		          17   are increasing and increasing specifically because				false

		2603						LN		102		18		false		          18   of projects like wind repowering.				false

		2604						LN		102		19		false		          19        A    I think you're misrepresenting what I'm				false

		2605						LN		102		20		false		          20   saying in these documents.  In Cross-Exhibit 8, we				false

		2606						LN		102		21		false		          21   acknowledge that the resources would increase the				false

		2607						LN		102		22		false		          22   RECs available for sale, and we indicate that the				false

		2608						LN		102		23		false		          23   revenues in this time frame being addressed in				false

		2609						LN		102		24		false		          24   this -- the revenues have increased, but that it				false

		2610						LN		102		25		false		          25   doesn't include only the amount billed.  That's				false

		2611						PG		103		0		false		page 103				false

		2612						LN		103		1		false		           1   based on the amount actually sold and the price				false

		2613						LN		103		2		false		           2   received for those sales.  In my testimony in this				false

		2614						LN		103		3		false		           3   case -- if you give me a moment, I just want to make				false

		2615						LN		103		4		false		           4   sure I don't say anything that falls under the				false

		2616						LN		103		5		false		           5   confidential section, so just give me a moment,				false

		2617						LN		103		6		false		           6   please.				false

		2618						LN		103		7		false		           7             In the interest of utmost caution, my				false

		2619						LN		103		8		false		           8   confidential testimony section -- which I believe				false

		2620						LN		103		9		false		           9   the Commissioners have or have access to --				false

		2621						LN		103		10		false		          10   addresses more the ability to sell additional RECs,				false

		2622						LN		103		11		false		          11   and the fact -- the nonconfidential part addresses				false

		2623						LN		103		12		false		          12   the fact that there are going to be a lot more RECs				false

		2624						LN		103		13		false		          13   out there in the market between if these projects go				false

		2625						LN		103		14		false		          14   forward and other companies throughout the country				false

		2626						LN		103		15		false		          15   that are adding wind resources as a result of the				false

		2627						LN		103		16		false		          16   production tax credit allowances will put further				false

		2628						LN		103		17		false		          17   downward pressure on the ability to sell additional.				false

		2629						LN		103		18		false		          18   So even though the Company anticipates generating a				false

		2630						LN		103		19		false		          19   lot more RECs in the event that it goes forward with				false

		2631						LN		103		20		false		          20   these projects or the Commission finds them prudent,				false

		2632						LN		103		21		false		          21   or a subset thereof prudent, that doesn't				false

		2633						LN		103		22		false		          22   necessarily translate to more REC revenues overall				false

		2634						LN		103		23		false		          23   in the long term.				false

		2635						LN		103		24		false		          24        Q    If I could direct your attention, please,				false

		2636						LN		103		25		false		          25   to Cross-Exhibit 7.  And just for reference, this is				false

		2637						PG		104		0		false		page 104				false

		2638						LN		104		1		false		           1   testimony that you filed in Docket No. 10-035-124 in				false

		2639						LN		104		2		false		           2   May of 2011, correct?				false

		2640						LN		104		3		false		           3        A    Correct.				false

		2641						LN		104		4		false		           4        Q    And again, one of the issues you addressed				false

		2642						LN		104		5		false		           5   in this testimony is -- and I should represent this				false

		2643						LN		104		6		false		           6   an excerpt.  The testimony is much longer, but in				false

		2644						LN		104		7		false		           7   the interest of conserving paper, I've included just				false

		2645						LN		104		8		false		           8   the section where you address additional REC				false

		2646						LN		104		9		false		           9   revenues.  So that began on page 25 of your prefiled				false

		2647						LN		104		10		false		          10   testimony in that case.  And if I could direct your				false

		2648						LN		104		11		false		          11   attention to page 33.  And on lines 721 to 722, you				false

		2649						LN		104		12		false		          12   recommended that in 2011 --				false

		2650						LN		104		13		false		          13        A    I'm sorry.  Just a moment.  What line is				false

		2651						LN		104		14		false		          14   that?				false

		2652						LN		104		15		false		          15        Q    I'm sorry.  Lines 721 and 722.  You				false

		2653						LN		104		16		false		          16   recommended that the REC revenues for purposes of				false

		2654						LN		104		17		false		          17   the Company's revenue requirement be calculated on a				false

		2655						LN		104		18		false		          18   price per REC of $36, correct?				false

		2656						LN		104		19		false		          19        A    Yes.  In that case, based on the facts and				false

		2657						LN		104		20		false		          20   circumstances at that time.  I do distinctly				false

		2658						LN		104		21		false		          21   remember this issue in that case and some				false

		2659						LN		104		22		false		          22   frustrations that I had with the Company with regard				false

		2660						LN		104		23		false		          23   to getting information on this issue in that case.				false

		2661						LN		104		24		false		          24   But yes, that was amount, as of the -- when this				false

		2662						LN		104		25		false		          25   testimony was filed back in 2011, but since that the				false

		2663						PG		105		0		false		page 105				false

		2664						LN		105		1		false		           1   market has changed substantially.  And I think I'll				false

		2665						LN		105		2		false		           2   leave it with that for now to try not to get into				false

		2666						LN		105		3		false		           3   confidential information from prior dockets and this				false

		2667						LN		105		4		false		           4   docket.				false

		2668						LN		105		5		false		           5        Q    And I guess my question is, if the market				false

		2669						LN		105		6		false		           6   can change substantially between 2011 and today,				false

		2670						LN		105		7		false		           7   it's quite possible it could change substantially				false

		2671						LN		105		8		false		           8   over the next 30 years, correct?				false

		2672						LN		105		9		false		           9        A    It could, but I don't see that happening				false

		2673						LN		105		10		false		          10   because the circumstances currently and as projected				false

		2674						LN		105		11		false		          11   going forward are substantially different than what				false

		2675						LN		105		12		false		          12   was the case back in this docket.  There's been				false

		2676						LN		105		13		false		          13   changes in California legislation and other states				false

		2677						LN		105		14		false		          14   regarding RECs and REC qualification, as well as a				false

		2678						LN		105		15		false		          15   significant increase in the amount of RECs available				false

		2679						LN		105		16		false		          16   in the market since that time frame.				false

		2680						LN		105		17		false		          17        Q    And just to be clear, despite that fact				false

		2681						LN		105		18		false		          18   that there are more RECs in the market, the Office's				false

		2682						LN		105		19		false		          19   position is that the Company is going to be earning				false

		2683						LN		105		20		false		          20   greater revenue on those RECs, based on the comments				false

		2684						LN		105		21		false		          21   that were filed in August?				false

		2685						LN		105		22		false		          22        A    The comments filed in August said that the				false

		2686						LN		105		23		false		          23   revenues were increasing received by the Company --				false

		2687						LN		105		24		false		          24   and I don't want to get into confidential				false

		2688						LN		105		25		false		          25   information -- I don't recall if that was more				false

		2689						PG		106		0		false		page 106				false

		2690						LN		106		1		false		           1   volume sale in that time frame, or the dollar per				false

		2691						LN		106		2		false		           2   REC had changed, and again, it may very well happen				false

		2692						LN		106		3		false		           3   that the Company does generate some additional				false

		2693						LN		106		4		false		           4   revenues from RECs coming in this case.  But based				false

		2694						LN		106		5		false		           5   on my opinion, the current circumstances, the				false

		2695						LN		106		6		false		           6   confidential section of my testimony, and what I				false

		2696						LN		106		7		false		           7   just seen happening out there coming up, in				false

		2697						LN		106		8		false		           8   evaluating whether or not these projects are prudent				false

		2698						LN		106		9		false		           9   and in customer's best interests, it's my view that				false

		2699						LN		106		10		false		          10   not lot of weight, if any, should be given to those				false

		2700						LN		106		11		false		          11   additional RECs that are generated.  I'm not saying				false

		2701						LN		106		12		false		          12   they may not result in a good benefit in the future,				false

		2702						LN		106		13		false		          13   but they're way too uncertain at this point to give				false

		2703						LN		106		14		false		          14   them any weight in deciding if this project is				false

		2704						LN		106		15		false		          15   economic or not.				false

		2705						LN		106		16		false		          16                  MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Ms. Ramas.  I				false

		2706						LN		106		17		false		          17   have no further questions.  I would move to admit				false

		2707						LN		106		18		false		          18   RMP Cross-Exhibit 7 and 8 into the record.				false

		2708						LN		106		19		false		          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If anyone				false

		2709						LN		106		20		false		          20   objects to this motion, please indicate to me.  I'm				false

		2710						LN		106		21		false		          21   not seeing any objections, so that motion is				false

		2711						LN		106		22		false		          22   granted.				false

		2712						LN		106		23		false		          23        (RMP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 7 and 8 admitted.)				false

		2713						LN		106		24		false		          24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore, any				false

		2714						LN		106		25		false		          25   redirect?				false

		2715						PG		107		0		false		page 107				false

		2716						LN		107		1		false		           1                  MR. MOORE:  No redirect -- excuse me.				false

		2717						LN		107		2		false		           2   No redirect, Mr. Chairman.				false

		2718						LN		107		3		false		           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank				false

		2719						LN		107		4		false		           4   you.  Commissioner White, any questions for				false

		2720						LN		107		5		false		           5   Ms. Ramas?				false

		2721						LN		107		6		false		           6                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  No questions.				false

		2722						LN		107		7		false		           7   Thank you.				false

		2723						LN		107		8		false		           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:				false

		2724						LN		107		9		false		           9   Commissioner Clark?				false

		2725						LN		107		10		false		          10                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.				false

		2726						LN		107		11		false		          11   Thank you.				false

		2727						LN		107		12		false		          12                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And I don't				false

		2728						LN		107		13		false		          13   either.  So thank you, Ms. Ramas.				false

		2729						LN		107		14		false		          14                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.  Have a good				false

		2730						LN		107		15		false		          15   afternoon.				false

		2731						LN		107		16		false		          16                  MR. MOORE:  Excuse me.  Ms. Ramas has				false

		2732						LN		107		17		false		          17   to catch a plane.  I wonder if she could be excused?				false

		2733						LN		107		18		false		          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Let me just ask				false

		2734						LN		107		19		false		          19   any party or Commissioner if they see any reason not				false

		2735						LN		107		20		false		          20   to do so.  I'm not seeing any indication from				false

		2736						LN		107		21		false		          21   anyone.  So thank you, Ms. Ramas.				false

		2737						LN		107		22		false		          22                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		2738						LN		107		23		false		          23                  MR. SNARR:  Could we take just a				false

		2739						LN		107		24		false		          24   five-minute break before we commence with the next				false

		2740						LN		107		25		false		          25   witness?				false

		2741						PG		108		0		false		page 108				false

		2742						LN		108		1		false		           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.  And				false

		2743						LN		108		2		false		           2   looking at the time, we probably won't have time to				false

		2744						LN		108		3		false		           3   do cross-examination before lunch.  But maybe we can				false

		2745						LN		108		4		false		           4   get through the -- if, in your opinion, we can get				false

		2746						LN		108		5		false		           5   through the direct examination after a five-minute				false

		2747						LN		108		6		false		           6   break before lunch, that would probably be good.				false

		2748						LN		108		7		false		           7                  MR. SNARR:  Let's proceed in that				false

		2749						LN		108		8		false		           8   fashion.				false

		2750						LN		108		9		false		           9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  So we'll				false

		2751						LN		108		10		false		          10   take a five-minute recess and then we'll go with				false

		2752						LN		108		11		false		          11   direct.				false

		2753						LN		108		12		false		          12               (A brief recess was taken.)				false

		2754						LN		108		13		false		          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We'll go ahead				false

		2755						LN		108		14		false		          14   with presenting Mr. Hayet's direct testimony.				false

		2756						LN		108		15		false		          15                  MR. SNARR:  Yes.  May he be called as				false

		2757						LN		108		16		false		          16   a witness?				false

		2758						LN		108		17		false		          17                      PHILIP HAYET,				false

		2759						LN		108		18		false		          18   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was				false

		2760						LN		108		19		false		          19           examined and testified as follows:				false

		2761						LN		108		20		false		          20                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		2762						LN		108		21		false		          21   BY MR. SNARR:				false

		2763						LN		108		22		false		          22        Q    Mr. Hayet, could you please state your				false

		2764						LN		108		23		false		          23   name and tell us about your employment and				false

		2765						LN		108		24		false		          24   association with the Office of Consumer Services?				false

		2766						LN		108		25		false		          25        A    Yes.  My name is Philip Hayet.  My Company				false

		2767						PG		109		0		false		page 109				false

		2768						LN		109		1		false		           1   is J. Kennedy and Associates.  And did you say my				false

		2769						LN		109		2		false		           2   address?				false

		2770						LN		109		3		false		           3        Q    I didn't say address, but you can provide				false

		2771						LN		109		4		false		           4   that and then tell us how you're associated with the				false

		2772						LN		109		5		false		           5   Office.				false

		2773						LN		109		6		false		           6        A    Okay.  My address is				false

		2774						LN		109		7		false		           7   570 Colonial Park Drive, Roswell, Georgia 30075.				false

		2775						LN		109		8		false		           8   And I've been asked to assist the Office with the				false

		2776						LN		109		9		false		           9   economic analysis that the Company has conducted.				false

		2777						LN		109		10		false		          10        Q    In connection with that assignment, have				false

		2778						LN		109		11		false		          11   you prepared or caused to be prepared, testimony to				false

		2779						LN		109		12		false		          12   be filed in this docket?				false

		2780						LN		109		13		false		          13        A    I have.				false

		2781						LN		109		14		false		          14        Q    Did that include direct testimony and				false

		2782						LN		109		15		false		          15   related exhibits on September -- in September				false

		2783						LN		109		16		false		          16   of 2017, surrebuttal testimony in November of 2017,				false

		2784						LN		109		17		false		          17   responsive testimony in April of 2018, and rebuttal				false

		2785						LN		109		18		false		          18   to response testimony in late April of 2018?				false

		2786						LN		109		19		false		          19        A    Yes.				false

		2787						LN		109		20		false		          20        Q    And with respect to the testimonies that				false

		2788						LN		109		21		false		          21   you have presented, do you have any corrections that				false

		2789						LN		109		22		false		          22   need to be made to anything that's been filed?				false

		2790						LN		109		23		false		          23        A    I have one correction to my April 2nd				false

		2791						LN		109		24		false		          24   testimony, at Page 34, Line 300 -- 677.				false

		2792						LN		109		25		false		          25   There's a number, it refers to Table 4, as typed, and that				false

		2793						PG		110		0		false		page 110				false

		2794						LN		110		1		false		           1   should be Table 5, at that line.				false

		2795						LN		110		2		false		           2        Q    Thank you.  With that correction, if you				false

		2796						LN		110		3		false		           3   were asked the same questions today in various filed				false

		2797						LN		110		4		false		           4   testimonies, would your replies be the same?				false

		2798						LN		110		5		false		           5        A    They would.				false

		2799						LN		110		6		false		           6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  I don't think we				false

		2800						LN		110		7		false		           7   have the line number right on the correction.				false

		2801						LN		110		8		false		           8   You're in your April testimony?				false

		2802						LN		110		9		false		           9                  THE WITNESS:  April 2nd and Page 34,				false

		2803						LN		110		10		false		          10   Line 677.  I thought that I got this off the				false

		2804						LN		110		11		false		          11   Commission website.				false

		2805						LN		110		12		false		          12                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That works for				false

		2806						LN		110		13		false		          13   me.				false

		2807						LN		110		14		false		          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Somehow, my				false

		2808						LN		110		15		false		          15   correct copy is different, but I'll -- Commissioner				false

		2809						LN		110		16		false		          16   Clark's matches yours, so I'm --				false

		2810						LN		110		17		false		          17                  MR. SNARR:  Do you have the				false

		2811						LN		110		18		false		          18   confidential version?				false

		2812						LN		110		19		false		          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No.  I -- oh,				false

		2813						LN		110		20		false		          20   yes, I did have a copy.  I thought I printed the				false

		2814						LN		110		21		false		          21   confidential version, but, no, I have the redacted.				false

		2815						LN		110		22		false		          22   I'm going to go back and -- so that's the different				false

		2816						LN		110		23		false		          23   supplemental.  Okay.  We're good.  Thank you.				false

		2817						LN		110		24		false		          24   BY MR. SNARR:				false

		2818						LN		110		25		false		          25        Q    You did provide both confidential and				false

		2819						PG		111		0		false		page 111				false

		2820						LN		111		1		false		           1   nonconfidential --				false

		2821						LN		111		2		false		           2        A    Yes.				false

		2822						LN		111		3		false		           3        Q    -- versions of some of the testimony; is				false

		2823						LN		111		4		false		           4   that correct?				false

		2824						LN		111		5		false		           5        A    Yes.				false

		2825						LN		111		6		false		           6        Q    All right.				false

		2826						LN		111		7		false		           7                  MR. SNARR:  The Office would move the				false

		2827						LN		111		8		false		           8   admission of the identified testimony, including the				false

		2828						LN		111		9		false		           9   correction that was made to those, as Office				false

		2829						LN		111		10		false		          10   Exhibits 2-D, for the testimony, Exhibits 2.1				false

		2830						LN		111		11		false		          11   through 2.7-D, as exhibits related to direct				false

		2831						LN		111		12		false		          12   testimony, Office Exhibit 2-S, for the surrebuttal,				false

		2832						LN		111		13		false		          13   and Office Exhibit 2 Response, for the responsive				false

		2833						LN		111		14		false		          14   testimony, and Office Exhibit 1-2, rebuttal, as				false

		2834						LN		111		15		false		          15   indicated in our exhibit list provided to the				false

		2835						LN		111		16		false		          16   Commission.  We move for the admission of those				false

		2836						LN		111		17		false		          17   exhibits.				false

		2837						LN		111		18		false		          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party				false

		2838						LN		111		19		false		          19   objects, please indicate that to me.  I'm not seeing				false

		2839						LN		111		20		false		          20   any objections, so the motion is granted.				false

		2840						LN		111		21		false		          21    (OCS Exhibit Nos. 2-D, 2.1-2.7D, 2-S, 2-RESP,				false

		2841						LN		111		22		false		          22                 1-2 Rebuttal admitted.)				false

		2842						LN		111		23		false		          23   BY MR. SNARR:				false

		2843						LN		111		24		false		          24        Q    Mr. Hayet, did you prepare a summary of				false

		2844						LN		111		25		false		          25   your testimony for presentation today?				false

		2845						PG		112		0		false		page 112				false

		2846						LN		112		1		false		           1        A    Yes.				false

		2847						LN		112		2		false		           2        Q    Could you provide that now?				false

		2848						LN		112		3		false		           3        A    Good morning, Commissioners.  I think it's				false

		2849						LN		112		4		false		           4   still morning.  In my testimony, I address concerns				false

		2850						LN		112		5		false		           5   with the Company's proposal to repower				false

		2851						LN		112		6		false		           6   nearly 1,000 megawatts of wind capacity, while				false

		2852						LN		112		7		false		           7   continuing to recover the revenue requirements				false

		2853						LN		112		8		false		           8   associated with its existing investment in the same				false

		2854						LN		112		9		false		           9   currently operating facilities.				false

		2855						LN		112		10		false		          10             While the Company asserts that these				false

		2856						LN		112		11		false		          11   projects will provide net benefits to customers				false

		2857						LN		112		12		false		          12   primarily by increasing wind energy production and				false

		2858						LN		112		13		false		          13   PTC benefits, the benefits are not substantial,				false

		2859						LN		112		14		false		          14   given the magnitude of the investment and the risk				false

		2860						LN		112		15		false		          15   of the project, that under some circumstances may				false

		2861						LN		112		16		false		          16   actually increase costs to ratepayers.  Furthermore,				false

		2862						LN		112		17		false		          17   the repowering projects are unnecessary as the				false

		2863						LN		112		18		false		          18   existing resources are being maintained and are				false

		2864						LN		112		19		false		          19   currently operating, and the Company has no resource				false

		2865						LN		112		20		false		          20   need driving the decision to repower these				false

		2866						LN		112		21		false		          21   resources.  Despite the risk that the benefits might				false

		2867						LN		112		22		false		          22   be small or might not materialize at all, the				false

		2868						LN		112		23		false		          23   Company desires these projects greatly because it				false

		2869						LN		112		24		false		          24   will benefit by increasing its rate base and growing				false

		2870						LN		112		25		false		          25   its earnings and profits.				false

		2871						PG		113		0		false		page 113				false

		2872						LN		113		1		false		           1             In my direct and surrebuttal testimony, I				false

		2873						LN		113		2		false		           2   discuss concerns about potential tax law changes,				false

		2874						LN		113		3		false		           3   the need to conduct evaluations on a				false
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		3121						LN		122		16		false		          16        Q    But at a minimum, your economic assessment				false

		3122						LN		122		17		false		          17   of these projects indicates that even under a low				false

		3123						LN		122		18		false		          18   gas scenario, for 11 of the 12 projects, it's more				false

		3124						LN		122		19		false		          19   expensive to not repower them than to repower them,				false

		3125						LN		122		20		false		          20   correct?				false

		3126						LN		122		21		false		          21        A    And -- and what I respond to that is:				false

		3127						LN		122		22		false		          22   It's true, but there are also fairly moderate				false

		3128						LN		122		23		false		          23   benefits in -- in many of these.  I think that if				false

		3129						LN		122		24		false		          24   you look across these, you can see a wide variation				false

		3130						LN		122		25		false		          25   in benefits, some that are fairly small, there's a				false

		3131						PG		123		0		false		page 123				false

		3132						LN		123		1		false		           1   benefit of one, two, and so up to -- up to four or				false

		3133						LN		123		2		false		           2   five.  We consider those to be pretty moderate --				false

		3134						LN		123		3		false		           3   pretty small benefits.  And therefore, in the fact				false

		3135						LN		123		4		false		           4   that these are economic projects, we're concerned				false

		3136						LN		123		5		false		           5   about proceeding necessarily with projects that have				false

		3137						LN		123		6		false		           6   benefits this low without also taking into				false

		3138						LN		123		7		false		           7   consideration other factors.				false

		3139						LN		123		8		false		           8        Q    And just to be clear, though.  Your				false

		3140						LN		123		9		false		           9   study -- given that your study goes only				false

		3141						LN		123		10		false		          10   through 2036, your benefit assessments here do not				false

		3142						LN		123		11		false		          11   account for the roughly 3,500 gigawatt hours that				false

		3143						LN		123		12		false		          12   will be generated in the 2037 --				false

		3144						LN		123		13		false		          13        A    No.  And I also talked about some other				false

		3145						LN		123		14		false		          14   factors related to that as well.				false

		3146						LN		123		15		false		          15        Q    Okay.  And if you could, turn to Line 487				false

		3147						LN		123		16		false		          16   of your response testimony, please.  And on that				false

		3148						LN		123		17		false		          17   line, you state that, "If any consideration is to be				false

		3149						LN		123		18		false		          18   given to the to-2050 analysis results, the focus				false

		3150						LN		123		19		false		          19   should be on Mr. Link's Table 3-SD."				false

		3151						LN		123		20		false		          20   Do you see that testimony?				false

		3152						LN		123		21		false		          21        A    Yes.  But I'll have to explain what I mean				false

		3153						LN		123		22		false		          22   by that.				false

		3154						LN		123		23		false		          23        Q    Well, let's just turn to -- you re-created				false

		3155						LN		123		24		false		          24   that table --				false

		3156						LN		123		25		false		          25        A    Right.				false

		3157						PG		124		0		false		page 124				false

		3158						LN		124		1		false		           1        Q    -- as Table 4, on the following Page 24 of				false

		3159						LN		124		2		false		           2   your response --				false

		3160						LN		124		3		false		           3        A    Right.				false

		3161						LN		124		4		false		           4        Q    -- testimony, correct?				false

		3162						LN		124		5		false		           5        A    Yes.				false

		3163						LN		124		6		false		           6        Q    And just examining those results, which,				false

		3164						LN		124		7		false		           7   again, is your -- the results through 2050 -- that				false

		3165						LN		124		8		false		           8   you say should receive consideration if any results				false

		3166						LN		124		9		false		           9   should receive consideration -- you provide a				false

		3167						LN		124		10		false		          10   project-by-project assessment under both the medium				false

		3168						LN		124		11		false		          11   and low gas scenario.  And in the medium scenario,				false

		3169						LN		124		12		false		          12   every single project produces net benefits, correct?				false

		3170						LN		124		13		false		          13        A    Right.				false

		3171						LN		124		14		false		          14        Q    And under the low gas scenario, the only				false

		3172						LN		124		15		false		          15   project that does not produce net benefits is				false

		3173						LN		124		16		false		          16   Leaning Juniper and that's a net breakeven				false

		3174						LN		124		17		false		          17   essentially, correct?				false

		3175						LN		124		18		false		          18        A    Essentially, but it's -- that's -- what I				false

		3176						LN		124		19		false		          19   meant by that was, if any of the benefits should be				false

		3177						LN		124		20		false		          20   considered -- and I meant on a project-by-project or				false

		3178						LN		124		21		false		          21   on a -- looking across the price policy scenarios I				false

		3179						LN		124		22		false		          22   was referring to, this should be considered more.				false

		3180						LN		124		23		false		          23   And the reason for that, is because, again, you can see that				false

		3181						LN		124		24		false		          24   there is a wide variation in benefits across the projects,				false

		3182						LN		124		25		false		          25   and that leads you to conclude that it probably -- that				false

		3183						PG		125		0		false		page 125				false

		3184						LN		125		1		false		           1   given that these are economic projects, it leads you to the				false

		3185						LN		125		2		false		           2   conclusion that, if you're going to do them at all, you				false

		3186						LN		125		3		false		           3   ought to do just the subset of the projects or the most				false

		3187						LN		125		4		false		           4   economic of these projects.  And that's the point that I try				false

		3188						LN		125		5		false		           5   to make.				false

		3189						LN		125		6		false		           6        Q    So following up on that statement, if you				false

		3190						LN		125		7		false		           7   could turn to Page 31 of your response testimony.				false

		3191						LN		125		8		false		           8        A    I'm there.				false

		3192						LN		125		9		false		           9        Q    And Table 6, at the top of that page is				false

		3193						LN		125		10		false		          10   sort of the table that describes your projects that				false

		3194						LN		125		11		false		          11   you identify as the most economic and the least				false

		3195						LN		125		12		false		          12   economic, correct?				false

		3196						LN		125		13		false		          13        A    Exactly.				false

		3197						LN		125		14		false		          14        Q    And I will note, there's a confidential				false

		3198						LN		125		15		false		          15   column in that table.  My goal is to not ask any				false

		3199						LN		125		16		false		          16   questions that would require that information to be				false

		3200						LN		125		17		false		          17   disclosed, but if you need to, please let me know.				false

		3201						LN		125		18		false		          18   Now, just looking down that table, the top six projects are				false

		3202						LN		125		19		false		          19   the most economic, the bottom six are the least economic,				false

		3203						LN		125		20		false		          20   according to your conclusions, correct?				false

		3204						LN		125		21		false		          21        A    Yes.				false

		3205						LN		125		22		false		          22        Q    And to identify the projects that you say				false

		3206						LN		125		23		false		          23   are the least economic, you examined the net				false

		3207						LN		125		24		false		          24   benefits only, correct?				false

		3208						LN		125		25		false		          25        A    Yes.				false

		3209						PG		126		0		false		page 126				false

		3210						LN		126		1		false		           1        Q    And arbitrarily, anything under $7 million				false

		3211						LN		126		2		false		           2   in net benefits is a least economic project, in your				false

		3212						LN		126		3		false		           3   assessment, correct?				false

		3213						LN		126		4		false		           4        A    I wouldn't call it arbitrarily.  I think				false

		3214						LN		126		5		false		           5   that what you can see is that we -- we perhaps could				false

		3215						LN		126		6		false		           6   have excluded another one that's on that list, the				false

		3216						LN		126		7		false		           7   Marengo II.  There's a -- there's a fairly wide gap				false

		3217						LN		126		8		false		           8   in that range.  We decided to include the				false

		3218						LN		126		9		false		           9   Marengo II, but from -- there's a -- there's a clear				false

		3219						LN		126		10		false		          10   delineation between Marengo II and Goodnoe Hills,				false

		3220						LN		126		11		false		          11   but even if you consider where we did break it,				false

		3221						LN		126		12		false		          12   which was at five, there is a -- is a very big gap				false

		3222						LN		126		13		false		          13   between five, 11, all the way up to a net benefit				false

		3223						LN		126		14		false		          14   of 23.				false

		3224						LN		126		15		false		          15             So we've -- we've kept significant				false

		3225						LN		126		16		false		          16   benefits in this portfolio of the best projects, and				false

		3226						LN		126		17		false		          17   we've eliminated the worst performing.  And through				false

		3227						LN		126		18		false		          18   all of the testing that we've done, it -- it seemed				false

		3228						LN		126		19		false		          19   to confirm that that was a reasonable set to accept,				false

		3229						LN		126		20		false		          20   on a risk basis.				false

		3230						LN		126		21		false		          21        Q    Well, and going back to something you said				false

		3231						LN		126		22		false		          22   in your summary, which was that one of the issues				false

		3232						LN		126		23		false		          23   you had -- you -- one of the considerations you --				false

		3233						LN		126		24		false		          24   one of the items you considered in making your				false

		3234						LN		126		25		false		          25   recommendations in this case, is the relative				false

		3235						PG		127		0		false		page 127				false

		3236						LN		127		1		false		           1   quantity of benefits -- or the quantity of benefits				false

		3237						LN		127		2		false		           2   relative to the cost, correct?				false

		3238						LN		127		3		false		           3        A    Yes.				false

		3239						LN		127		4		false		           4        Q    I believe I heard you say that.				false

		3240						LN		127		5		false		           5        A    I -- I'm not sure that I -- I'm not sure				false

		3241						LN		127		6		false		           6   exactly what I said that you're referring to.  So I				false

		3242						LN		127		7		false		           7   don't necessarily want to say yes, but maybe if you				false

		3243						LN		127		8		false		           8   can explain.				false

		3244						LN		127		9		false		           9        Q    Fair enough.  Let me just follow-up on				false

		3245						LN		127		10		false		          10   that.  When you are identifying what you described				false

		3246						LN		127		11		false		          11   as the least economic projects, you didn't consider				false

		3247						LN		127		12		false		          12   the relationship between the net benefit				false

		3248						LN		127		13		false		          13   quantification and the overall project cost, this --				false

		3249						LN		127		14		false		          14   the benefit-to-cost ratio that we discussed this				false

		3250						LN		127		15		false		          15   morning with Mr. Peaco.  That was not part of your				false

		3251						LN		127		16		false		          16   consideration, correct?				false

		3252						LN		127		17		false		          17        A    No.				false

		3253						LN		127		18		false		          18        Q    So, for example, if you look at the Seven				false

		3254						LN		127		19		false		          19   Mile Hill II project, which is one that you				false

		3255						LN		127		20		false		          20   described as least economic -- and I don't want to				false

		3256						LN		127		21		false		          21   divulge the confidential investment cost number --				false

		3257						LN		127		22		false		          22   but just examining the net benefit relative to that				false

		3258						LN		127		23		false		          23   cost, it has a fairly high benefit-to-cost ratio				false

		3259						LN		127		24		false		          24   relative to some other projects, correct?				false

		3260						LN		127		25		false		          25        A    Say -- which -- I'm sorry, which project?				false

		3261						PG		128		0		false		page 128				false

		3262						LN		128		1		false		           1        Q    Seven Mile Hill II.  It's the second,				false

		3263						LN		128		2		false		           2   below Glenrock III.  So it's second in the list of				false

		3264						LN		128		3		false		           3   least economic projects.				false

		3265						LN		128		4		false		           4        A    And you said it has a fairly high,				false

		3266						LN		128		5		false		           5   compared to the other ones?				false

		3267						LN		128		6		false		           6        Q    If you compare the net benefit that you				false

		3268						LN		128		7		false		           7   report in the far right-hand column to the				false

		3269						LN		128		8		false		           8   investment cost, the confidential number in the				false

		3270						LN		128		9		false		           9   middle column, the ratio of those two numbers.  In				false

		3271						LN		128		10		false		          10   other words, the benefit-to-cost ratio.				false

		3272						LN		128		11		false		          11        A    Fairly small.				false

		3273						LN		128		12		false		          12        Q    Relative to the other projects?				false

		3274						LN		128		13		false		          13        A    Well, I'd have to do the -- I -- I told				false

		3275						LN		128		14		false		          14   you that I haven't done that math, but --				false

		3276						LN		128		15		false		          15        Q    Well, I'm just comparing five to the				false

		3277						LN		128		16		false		          16   confidential number in the column next to it,				false

		3278						LN		128		17		false		          17   relative to example -- to, for example, the seven				false

		3279						LN		128		18		false		          18   for Marengo II, relative to its cost in the column				false

		3280						LN		128		19		false		          19   next to it.  You would agree that Seven Mile Hill II				false

		3281						LN		128		20		false		          20   has higher benefits, relative to its cost, than, for				false

		3282						LN		128		21		false		          21   example, Marengo II?				false

		3283						LN		128		22		false		          22        A    Yeah.  But I mean, I have -- I wouldn't				false

		3284						LN		128		23		false		          23   necessarily dispute you on that point, but I -- I've				false

		3285						LN		128		24		false		          24   done it on an impact basis, and I think that's the				false

		3286						LN		128		25		false		          25   basis that we did it to come up with this -- this				false

		3287						PG		129		0		false		page 129				false

		3288						LN		129		1		false		           1   list.  Now, I understand that the Division did it on				false

		3289						LN		129		2		false		           2   a benefit-cost ratio approach, and except for two				false

		3290						LN		129		3		false		           3   projects that they accepted, two projects that we				false

		3291						LN		129		4		false		           4   accepted, we had the same list.				false

		3292						LN		129		5		false		           5        Q    Let's move on and discuss some of the				false

		3293						LN		129		6		false		           6   risks that you describe, both in your summary today				false

		3294						LN		129		7		false		           7   and in your response testimony.  And in particular,				false

		3295						LN		129		8		false		           8   two risks you highlighted are the risks of cost				false

		3296						LN		129		9		false		           9   overruns and the risk that there will be less energy				false

		3297						LN		129		10		false		          10   production than expected, correct?				false

		3298						LN		129		11		false		          11        A    Yes.				false

		3299						LN		129		12		false		          12        Q    And you performed a sensitivity analysis				false

		3300						LN		129		13		false		          13   to specifically understand how these risk factors				false

		3301						LN		129		14		false		          14   impact the net benefits of the repowering project,				false

		3302						LN		129		15		false		          15   correct?				false

		3303						LN		129		16		false		          16        A    Yes.				false

		3304						LN		129		17		false		          17        Q    If you could turn to Line 657 of your				false

		3305						LN		129		18		false		          18   response testimony, please.				false

		3306						LN		129		19		false		          19        A    I'm there.				false

		3307						LN		129		20		false		          20        Q    Now, to test the cost overrun sensitivity,				false

		3308						LN		129		21		false		          21   you modeled a 5 percent increase in total capital				false

		3309						LN		129		22		false		          22   costs, correct?				false

		3310						LN		129		23		false		          23        A    Yes.				false

		3311						LN		129		24		false		          24        Q    And you acknowledge, however, down				false

		3312						LN		129		25		false		          25   beginning on Line 657, that because some of these				false

		3313						PG		130		0		false		page 130				false

		3314						LN		130		1		false		           1   projects have a high proportion of fixed costs,				false

		3315						LN		130		2		false		           2   a 5 percent overrun is actually a much larger				false

		3316						LN		130		3		false		           3   percentage relative to the unfixed costs?				false

		3317						LN		130		4		false		           4        A    Yes, I acknowledge that.				false

		3318						LN		130		5		false		           5        Q    And I note, on Line 661, you include that				false

		3319						LN		130		6		false		           6   percentage and I -- I've talked to my client and the				false

		3320						LN		130		7		false		           7   number that is on 661, at 50 percent, that's not a				false

		3321						LN		130		8		false		           8   confidential number.  Again, going back to what we				false

		3322						LN		130		9		false		           9   said earlier, the individual project cost				false

		3323						LN		130		10		false		          10   information is confidential, but given that you				false

		3324						LN		130		11		false		          11   can't use this number alone to back into that, we				false

		3325						LN		130		12		false		          12   can discuss it non-confidentially.				false

		3326						LN		130		13		false		          13        A    Okay.				false

		3327						LN		130		14		false		          14        Q    So I will ask you to confirm that what				false

		3328						LN		130		15		false		          15   you're essentially testing with your 5-percent cost				false

		3329						LN		130		16		false		          16   overrun is the impact of a 50-percent cost overrun,				false

		3330						LN		130		17		false		          17   for the costs that are not currently fixed?				false

		3331						LN		130		18		false		          18        A    That's possibly true, but there are other				false

		3332						LN		130		19		false		          19   things that potentially -- that are force majeure				false

		3333						LN		130		20		false		          20   conditions.  There are other things that could lead				false

		3334						LN		130		21		false		          21   to cost overruns.  There is project management cost.				false

		3335						LN		130		22		false		          22   So it's -- yes, I -- this does say 50 percent of the				false

		3336						LN		130		23		false		          23   non-fixed costs, but there are other costs as well, that				false

		3337						LN		130		24		false		          24   possibly could increase, so it wouldn't just only be the				false

		3338						LN		130		25		false		          25   non-fixed costs.  So there are other things that could lead				false

		3339						PG		131		0		false		page 131				false

		3340						LN		131		1		false		           1   to cost overruns that could drive up the cost such that				false

		3341						LN		131		2		false		           2   a 5-percent total cost -- I don't see that on a project of a				false

		3342						LN		131		3		false		           3   billion dollar magnitude, coming up with 5-percent increase				false

		3343						LN		131		4		false		           4   when all the different ways there could be a cost overrun,				false

		3344						LN		131		5		false		           5   is out of the question.				false

		3345						LN		131		6		false		           6   So I -- I consider that 5 percent of the billion dollars,				false

		3346						LN		131		7		false		           7   not to be out of the realm of possibility.				false

		3347						LN		131		8		false		           8        Q    Let's turn to Table 8 of your testimony.				false

		3348						LN		131		9		false		           9   It's on Page 35, and this is the results of your two				false

		3349						LN		131		10		false		          10   sensitivities.  And, again, just to provide a little				false

		3350						LN		131		11		false		          11   context, this is the medium/medium case, and you're				false

		3351						LN		131		12		false		          12   studying it to 2036, using both nominal capital and				false

		3352						LN		131		13		false		          13   PTC costs, correct?				false

		3353						LN		131		14		false		          14        A    Correct.				false

		3354						LN		131		15		false		          15        Q    And if we just look at the 5-percent cost				false

		3355						LN		131		16		false		          16   overrun column, which, again, you had previously				false

		3356						LN		131		17		false		          17   acknowledged and it sounds like maybe you're				false

		3357						LN		131		18		false		          18   qualifying it a little bit here, that's equivalent				false

		3358						LN		131		19		false		          19   in some sense to a 50-percent cost overrun?				false

		3359						LN		131		20		false		          20        A    Plus, it could equivalent to having a cost				false

		3360						LN		131		21		false		          21   overrun on other components.  So it's not just				false

		3361						LN		131		22		false		          22   a 50-percent cost overrun on -- on the non-fixed				false

		3362						LN		131		23		false		          23   costs.				false

		3363						LN		131		24		false		          24        Q    And -- and just to be clear.  Your				false

		3364						LN		131		25		false		          25   analysis shows that both the, what you describe as				false

		3365						PG		132		0		false		page 132				false

		3366						LN		132		1		false		           1   the least economic and the most economic projects,				false

		3367						LN		132		2		false		           2   can withstand a 5-percent cost overrun and still				false

		3368						LN		132		3		false		           3   provide net benefits, correct?				false

		3369						LN		132		4		false		           4        A    They do, but -- but if you look at it,				false

		3370						LN		132		5		false		           5   the 5-percent overrun case supports the fact that we				false

		3371						LN		132		6		false		           6   can still achieve -- for the same exact cost, we can				false

		3372						LN		132		7		false		           7   still achieve, in that case, 94 out of 107 of the				false

		3373						LN		132		8		false		           8   total benefits, 94 out of a total --				false

		3374						LN		132		9		false		           9   that's 87 percent of the total benefits can still be				false

		3375						LN		132		10		false		          10   achieved.				false

		3376						LN		132		11		false		          11				false

		3377						LN		132		12		false		          12             So if it were my money being invested on a				false

		3378						LN		132		13		false		          13   risk basis, I would want to take -- take advantage				false

		3379						LN		132		14		false		          14   of the opportunity to select those projects that are				false

		3380						LN		132		15		false		          15   going to give me the opportunity to still				false

		3381						LN		132		16		false		          16   get 87 percent of the benefits.  And I forgot if you				false

		3382						LN		132		17		false		          17   released me to talk about -- you didn't release me				false

		3383						LN		132		18		false		          18   to talk about the percentage of the costs.  So I				false

		3384						LN		132		19		false		          19   won't -- I won't say that.  But the point being, I				false

		3385						LN		132		20		false		          20   can still achieve a big portion of the benefits				false

		3386						LN		132		21		false		          21   at -- at a much reduced capital cost.  I think				false

		3387						LN		132		22		false		          22   that's a pretty good bet.				false

		3388						LN		132		23		false		          23        Q    Well, and -- and let's move onto the next				false

		3389						LN		132		24		false		          24   column.  The next column is the 5 percent reduced				false

		3390						LN		132		25		false		          25   production.  And just to be clear, what you're				false

		3391						PG		133		0		false		page 133				false

		3392						LN		133		1		false		           1   modeling in this case is the assumption that over				false

		3393						LN		133		2		false		           2   the life of these projects, they're going to produce				false

		3394						LN		133		3		false		           3   systematically a sustained 5-percent reduction in				false

		3395						LN		133		4		false		           4   energy?				false

		3396						LN		133		5		false		           5        A    Yes, that's true.  Because there could be				false

		3397						LN		133		6		false		           6   inaccuracies in -- in the modeling.  Despite all the				false

		3398						LN		133		7		false		           7   great data and the millions of data points, I don't				false

		3399						LN		133		8		false		           8   think it's out of the question, over the life of the				false

		3400						LN		133		9		false		           9   project, for anybody to consider that you could not				false

		3401						LN		133		10		false		          10   achieve 90 -- that -- that the ultimate result at				false

		3402						LN		133		11		false		          11   the end of the period would be that the wind				false

		3403						LN		133		12		false		          12   resources have produced 95 percent of the total				false

		3404						LN		133		13		false		          13   energy that you had expected you would produce.				false

		3405						LN		133		14		false		          14   And if that reasonable case were to occur, you'll				false

		3406						LN		133		15		false		          15   achieve 91 percent of all the benefits at a much greatly				false

		3407						LN		133		16		false		          16   reduced capital cost.				false

		3408						LN		133		17		false		          17        Q    And just to be clear.  Even that				false

		3409						LN		133		18		false		          18   sensitivity, the least economic projects as you				false

		3410						LN		133		19		false		          19   describe them, still provide net benefits?				false

		3411						LN		133		20		false		          20        A    Small.				false

		3412						LN		133		21		false		          21        Q    But they provide net benefits?				false

		3413						LN		133		22		false		          22        A    Very small.				false

		3414						LN		133		23		false		          23        Q    Now, going to the final column on Table 8,				false

		3415						LN		133		24		false		          24   the combined column.  This models a scenario where				false

		3416						LN		133		25		false		          25   there's both a 50-percent cost overrun and a				false

		3417						PG		134		0		false		page 134				false

		3418						LN		134		1		false		           1   sustained 5-percent reduction energy production				false

		3419						LN		134		2		false		           2   across all projects, correct?				false

		3420						LN		134		3		false		           3        A    Yes.				false

		3421						LN		134		4		false		           4        Q    And that is the only scenario where the				false

		3422						LN		134		5		false		           5   least economic projects result in a net cost --				false

		3423						LN		134		6		false		           6        A    In a scenario that I don't believe is out				false

		3424						LN		134		7		false		           7   of the realm of possibility, and I would put -- I				false

		3425						LN		134		8		false		           8   would note that, either the Company has 100 percent				false

		3426						LN		134		9		false		           9   confidence in its assumptions about the energy and				false

		3427						LN		134		10		false		          10   about the capital costs, or the -- if it doesn't,				false

		3428						LN		134		11		false		          11   then the Company should have studied cases such as				false

		3429						LN		134		12		false		          12   this, but if it does, the Company certainly could --				false

		3430						LN		134		13		false		          13   could accept the total risk that you'll achieve				false

		3431						LN		134		14		false		          14   this -- these outcomes.  But I think it's reasonable				false

		3432						LN		134		15		false		          15   to study the possibility that you may not achieve				false

		3433						LN		134		16		false		          16   the entire amount of energy, production, capital,				false

		3434						LN		134		17		false		          17   PTC benefits, capital costs that you're expecting,				false

		3435						LN		134		18		false		          18   necessarily.				false

		3436						LN		134		19		false		          19        Q    Well, and while I won't disagree that it's				false

		3437						LN		134		20		false		          20   within the realm of possibility, you would agree				false

		3438						LN		134		21		false		          21   that it's not the most likely scenario, correct?				false

		3439						LN		134		22		false		          22        A    I wouldn't say that.				false

		3440						LN		134		23		false		          23        Q    You'd say it's --				false

		3441						LN		134		24		false		          24        A    I would not say that a 5-percent cost				false

		3442						LN		134		25		false		          25   overrun or a 5-percent reduction in the energy and				false

		3443						PG		135		0		false		page 135				false

		3444						LN		135		1		false		           1   PCC is unlikely.  I wouldn't say that.				false

		3445						LN		135		2		false		           2        Q    My question is the most unlikely or the				false

		3446						LN		135		3		false		           3   most -- are you saying that's the most likely				false

		3447						LN		135		4		false		           4   scenario?				false

		3448						LN		135		5		false		           5        A    I don't -- I don't think that -- that I				false

		3449						LN		135		6		false		           6   would say -- I would say that it's -- it's entirely				false

		3450						LN		135		7		false		           7   possible and could occur.  That's all I -- that's				false

		3451						LN		135		8		false		           8   all I can say.				false

		3452						LN		135		9		false		           9        Q    So it's possible?				false

		3453						LN		135		10		false		          10        A    Yeah.  I think it's entirely possible				false

		3454						LN		135		11		false		          11   that -- that this outcome could be -- could be the				false

		3455						LN		135		12		false		          12   outcome that occurs.  And it's surprises me that the				false

		3456						LN		135		13		false		          13   Company wouldn't -- you know, the Company stopped				false

		3457						LN		135		14		false		          14   short by saying it was sufficient to look at price				false

		3458						LN		135		15		false		          15   policy cases.  You've got to look at all the				false

		3459						LN		135		16		false		          16   variables for which could potentially lead to having				false

		3460						LN		135		17		false		          17   your project that you're putting forth becoming				false

		3461						LN		135		18		false		          18   uneconomic.				false

		3462						LN		135		19		false		          19        Q    Well, and your own analysis shows that's				false

		3463						LN		135		20		false		          20   not necessarily the case, because net benefits are				false

		3464						LN		135		21		false		          21   still produced even in these extreme scenarios?				false

		3465						LN		135		22		false		          22        A    No.  I -- I'm sorry.  I have -- if both of				false

		3466						LN		135		23		false		          23   these cases were to occur, we'd have -- it'd be --				false

		3467						LN		135		24		false		          24   you'd be better off doing the six projects that I've				false

		3468						LN		135		25		false		          25   talked -- suggested that you do.				false

		3469						PG		136		0		false		page 136				false

		3470						LN		136		1		false		           1        Q    All right.  Now let's turn back to				false

		3471						LN		136		2		false		           2   Page 31, and that's Table 6.  And let's talk a				false

		3472						LN		136		3		false		           3   little bit more about the specific projects that you				false

		3473						LN		136		4		false		           4   described as the least economic, and that's the				false

		3474						LN		136		5		false		           5   bottom -- the bottom six in that table, correct?				false

		3475						LN		136		6		false		           6        A    Correct.				false

		3476						LN		136		7		false		           7        Q    Now, were you here yesterday when				false

		3477						LN		136		8		false		           8   Mr. Hemstreet described the protections and				false

		3478						LN		136		9		false		           9   mitigations measures included in the GE contracts				false

		3479						LN		136		10		false		          10   that will cover the projects being repowered in				false

		3480						LN		136		11		false		          11   Wyoming?				false

		3481						LN		136		12		false		          12        A    Yes.				false

		3482						LN		136		13		false		          13        Q    And isn't it true that of the projects				false

		3483						LN		136		14		false		          14   that you've described as the least economic, five of				false

		3484						LN		136		15		false		          15   those projects are subject to the protections				false

		3485						LN		136		16		false		          16   provided by that GE contract --				false

		3486						LN		136		17		false		          17        A    Yes, but --				false

		3487						LN		136		18		false		          18        Q    -- that Mr. Hemstreet described?				false

		3488						LN		136		19		false		          19        A    But I might also note that there are also				false

		3489						LN		136		20		false		          20   provisions in those contracts that are excluded that				false

		3490						LN		136		21		false		          21   would still subject PacifiCorp to at risk -- to be				false

		3491						LN		136		22		false		          22   at risk.  There's a force majeure provision, there's				false

		3492						LN		136		23		false		          23   a provision -- and I know that the contract is				false

		3493						LN		136		24		false		          24   confidential, so I don't know how far I can go to --				false

		3494						LN		136		25		false		          25   to talk about the fact that there are still				false

		3495						PG		137		0		false		page 137				false

		3496						LN		137		1		false		           1   provisions built into that contract that put				false

		3497						LN		137		2		false		           2   PacifiCorp back on the hook if certain conditions				false

		3498						LN		137		3		false		           3   occur.				false

		3499						LN		137		4		false		           4             And so there's not -- the note -- to				false

		3500						LN		137		5		false		           5   suggest -- to suggest that the contract perfectly				false

		3501						LN		137		6		false		           6   protects ratepayers and PacifiCorp for every				false

		3502						LN		137		7		false		           7   outcome, I think is going a step too far.				false

		3503						LN		137		8		false		           8        Q    And -- and just to be clear, I don't think				false

		3504						LN		137		9		false		           9   anybody in the Company testified that customers are				false

		3505						LN		137		10		false		          10   perfectly protected, correct?				false

		3506						LN		137		11		false		          11        A    I don't know that anybody has.  I'm -- I				false

		3507						LN		137		12		false		          12   would say, it's been -- it seems like that's what --				false

		3508						LN		137		13		false		          13   I wouldn't necessarily say I can recall hearing that				false

		3509						LN		137		14		false		          14   somebody said that, but it seems like that's the				false

		3510						LN		137		15		false		          15   impression that has been left.				false

		3511						LN		137		16		false		          16        Q    I'm sorry.  I just want to jump back.  I				false

		3512						LN		137		17		false		          17   got a little bit out of order.  Going back to the				false

		3513						LN		137		18		false		          18   sensitivity studies that you analyzed, consistent				false

		3514						LN		137		19		false		          19   with everything else, with the other results that we				false

		3515						LN		137		20		false		          20   already discussed, those sensitivities only go				false

		3516						LN		137		21		false		          21   through 2036, correct?				false

		3517						LN		137		22		false		          22        A    Correct.				false

		3518						LN		137		23		false		          23        Q    So, again, when you're calculating those				false

		3519						LN		137		24		false		          24   benefits, the capacity and energy benefits that are				false

		3520						LN		137		25		false		          25   provided after 2036 are completely left out of that				false

		3521						PG		138		0		false		page 138				false

		3522						LN		138		1		false		           1   analysis?				false

		3523						LN		138		2		false		           2        A    That's a long time in the future, and --				false

		3524						LN		138		3		false		           3   and the fact that the analysis that the Company did				false

		3525						LN		138		4		false		           4   without looking at technology that could exist in				false

		3526						LN		138		5		false		           5   the future, at -- the advancement in technology, and				false

		3527						LN		138		6		false		           6   the fact that a different optimal plan that could be				false

		3528						LN		138		7		false		           7   derived through running the models, led me to be				false

		3529						LN		138		8		false		           8   concerned that, taking all those factors together,				false

		3530						LN		138		9		false		           9   that I'd rather have these projects show and be				false

		3531						LN		138		10		false		          10   analyzed, at this point in time, especially given				false

		3532						LN		138		11		false		          11   the modeling issues that I've pointed out, or all				false

		3533						LN		138		12		false		          12   those factors taken together, we came to the				false

		3534						LN		138		13		false		          13   conclusion that for this analysis, it was reasonable				false

		3535						LN		138		14		false		          14   to consider it on a 2036 basis.				false

		3536						LN		138		15		false		          15        Q    And just to be clear, the Company's				false

		3537						LN		138		16		false		          16   testimony -- and I don't think this has been				false

		3538						LN		138		17		false		          17   disputed -- is that after 2036, these projects are				false

		3539						LN		138		18		false		          18   expected to generate approximately 3,500 gigawatt				false

		3540						LN		138		19		false		          19   hours of incremental energy annually.				false

		3541						LN		138		20		false		          20   Would you agree with that?				false

		3542						LN		138		21		false		          21        A    I would, assuming that there's no				false

		3543						LN		138		22		false		          22   extension, of course, on the existing wind				false

		3544						LN		138		23		false		          23   resources, which could potentially happen.  Those				false

		3545						LN		138		24		false		          24   units could operate longer and, therefore, the				false

		3546						LN		138		25		false		          25   differential is not necessarily the 3,600.				false

		3547						PG		139		0		false		page 139				false

		3548						LN		139		1		false		           1        Q    And you agree -- we can dispute how to				false

		3549						LN		139		2		false		           2   value that, but you agree that energy has value,				false

		3550						LN		139		3		false		           3   correct?				false

		3551						LN		139		4		false		           4        A    Yes.				false

		3552						LN		139		5		false		           5        Q    And would you also agree that those				false

		3553						LN		139		6		false		           6   repowered wind facilities are going to provide a				false

		3554						LN		139		7		false		           7   capacity value after 2036, that is also not				false

		3555						LN		139		8		false		           8   accounted for in your sensitivities?				false

		3556						LN		139		9		false		           9        A    Yeah.  It's like on the order of a hundred				false

		3557						LN		139		10		false		          10   and something out of a 10,000 megawatt peak.				false

		3558						LN		139		11		false		          11        Q    I'd like to ask you a few questions about				false

		3559						LN		139		12		false		          12   how to model PTCs.  That's something that has come				false

		3560						LN		139		13		false		          13   up in this case, and you discussed it in your				false

		3561						LN		139		14		false		          14   summary today.  So just to sort of set the table				false

		3562						LN		139		15		false		          15   here, the Company refined the way it modeled PTCs in				false

		3563						LN		139		16		false		          16   its February 2018 supplemental filing, correct?				false

		3564						LN		139		17		false		          17        A    I believe refinement has been used,				false

		3565						LN		139		18		false		          18   inaccurate has been used, different words have been				false

		3566						LN		139		19		false		          19   used to describe the changes that the Company has				false

		3567						LN		139		20		false		          20   made.  I've heard a number of different				false

		3568						LN		139		21		false		          21   representations of how PacifiCorp --				false

		3569						LN		139		22		false		          22        Q    We can agree it was a change?				false

		3570						LN		139		23		false		          23        A    It was a change.				false

		3571						LN		139		24		false		          24        Q    It was a change.  And we can also agree				false

		3572						LN		139		25		false		          25   that that change did not impact the -- any of the				false

		3573						PG		140		0		false		page 140				false

		3574						LN		140		1		false		           1   analysis that extended through 2050, correct?				false

		3575						LN		140		2		false		           2        A    We can agree.				false

		3576						LN		140		3		false		           3        Q    Now, if you could turn to Page 26 of your				false

		3577						LN		140		4		false		           4   response testimony.  And I'd like to ask you a few				false

		3578						LN		140		5		false		           5   questions about Figure 2, at the top of that page,				false

		3579						LN		140		6		false		           6   and, again, I note that's a confidential figure.  I				false

		3580						LN		140		7		false		           7   don't intend to ask you about specific numeric				false

		3581						LN		140		8		false		           8   values, more just, sort of, shape and directional				false

		3582						LN		140		9		false		           9   questions.  So obviously, if you need to speak				false

		3583						LN		140		10		false		          10   confidentially, let me know.				false

		3584						LN		140		11		false		          11        A    Okay.				false

		3585						LN		140		12		false		          12        Q    Now, this table is for one specific				false

		3586						LN		140		13		false		          13   project and it demonstrates the differences in the				false

		3587						LN		140		14		false		          14   modeling based on different treatment of production				false

		3588						LN		140		15		false		          15   tax credits, correct?				false

		3589						LN		140		16		false		          16        A    Yes.				false

		3590						LN		140		17		false		          17        Q    And just to be clear, that this, sort of,				false

		3591						LN		140		18		false		          18   solid line is the levelized capital, levelized PTC				false

		3592						LN		140		19		false		          19   technique?				false

		3593						LN		140		20		false		          20        A    Yes, and that --				false

		3594						LN		140		21		false		          21        Q    And that was the modeling that the Company				false

		3595						LN		140		22		false		          22   used prior to February 2018, correct?				false

		3596						LN		140		23		false		          23        A    Yes.				false

		3597						LN		140		24		false		          24        Q    And if you look at the dashed line, that				false

		3598						LN		140		25		false		          25   is levelized capital, non-levelized PTC, and that's				false

		3599						PG		141		0		false		page 141				false

		3600						LN		141		1		false		           1   the modeling the Company is using right now,				false

		3601						LN		141		2		false		           2   correct?				false

		3602						LN		141		3		false		           3        A    Yes.				false

		3603						LN		141		4		false		           4        Q    And then the, sort of, the middle curve				false

		3604						LN		141		5		false		           5   that has the diamonds, is non-levelized capital,				false

		3605						LN		141		6		false		           6   non-levelized PTC, correct?				false

		3606						LN		141		7		false		           7        A    Correct.				false

		3607						LN		141		8		false		           8        Q    And that would also be the nominal				false

		3608						LN		141		9		false		           9   capital, nominal PTC, which is the same modeling				false

		3609						LN		141		10		false		          10   used through 2050, right?				false

		3610						LN		141		11		false		          11        A    Yes.				false

		3611						LN		141		12		false		          12        Q    And would you agree that the non-levelized				false

		3612						LN		141		13		false		          13   capital -- I'm just going to say, the line with the				false

		3613						LN		141		14		false		          14   diamonds on it -- is the line that best reflects the				false

		3614						LN		141		15		false		          15   ratemaking impact of this particular project?				false

		3615						LN		141		16		false		          16        A    Yes.				false

		3616						LN		141		17		false		          17        Q    And looking at these curves, would you				false

		3617						LN		141		18		false		          18   agree that the Company's modeling, as it stands				false

		3618						LN		141		19		false		          19   today, the dashed line is closer, both in shape and				false

		3619						LN		141		20		false		          20   value to that diamond line than was the earlier				false

		3620						LN		141		21		false		          21   modeling that relied on levelized PTCs?				false

		3621						LN		141		22		false		          22        A    Yes.  And -- and what I would say about				false

		3622						LN		141		23		false		          23   that is that, first, it is higher.  It's -- it's				false

		3623						LN		141		24		false		          24   definitely closer, but it is higher.  And the fact				false

		3624						LN		141		25		false		          25   is, it does add in additional costs not accounted				false

		3625						PG		142		0		false		page 142				false

		3626						LN		142		1		false		           1   for in that analysis within the Company's study.				false

		3627						LN		142		2		false		           2   And it does lead -- there is no doubt the Company cannot				false

		3628						LN		142		3		false		           3   deny that, based on using the old approach that it did, that				false

		3629						LN		142		4		false		           4   that old approach led to adding in a lot more cost and				false

		3630						LN		142		5		false		           5   therefore, the Company abandoned that because it wanted to				false

		3631						LN		142		6		false		           6   make sure it had every -- you know, at -- at least it was				false

		3632						LN		142		7		false		           7   able to show that all of its projects were economic.				false

		3633						LN		142		8		false		           8             It couldn't -- it -- in my view, it seems				false

		3634						LN		142		9		false		           9   that the Company could not report, "Oh, we have this				false

		3635						LN		142		10		false		          10   to-2036 analysis, which is our standard, we could				false

		3636						LN		142		11		false		          11   not show results that had a large number of cases				false

		3637						LN		142		12		false		          12   that were uneconomic," and then at the same time				false

		3638						LN		142		13		false		          13   say, "Oh, but ignore those cases.  Look at the				false

		3639						LN		142		14		false		          14   to-2050."  And that's essentially what you're asking				false

		3640						LN		142		15		false		          15   me right now.  You're asking me to forget about				false

		3641						LN		142		16		false		          16   the -- you know, we've changed our approach, you				false

		3642						LN		142		17		false		          17   know, don't even look at the old results.  We're				false

		3643						LN		142		18		false		          18   now -- we're now advising using this new approach,				false

		3644						LN		142		19		false		          19   and the -- but if we just focus on the to-2050, you				false

		3645						LN		142		20		false		          20   know, that's the reason why the Company had -- had				false

		3646						LN		142		21		false		          21   gone away from that approach.				false

		3647						LN		142		22		false		          22        Q    Well, and just to be clear, regardless of				false

		3648						LN		142		23		false		          23   motives, the new approach is more accurate --				false

		3649						LN		142		24		false		          24        A    No.				false

		3650						LN		142		25		false		          25        Q    -- just based on looking at this diagram,				false

		3651						PG		143		0		false		page 143				false

		3652						LN		143		1		false		           1   isn't it?				false

		3653						LN		143		2		false		           2        A    No.  The new approach is not necessarily				false

		3654						LN		143		3		false		           3   more accurate.				false

		3655						LN		143		4		false		           4        Q    Well, I think we established it's closer				false

		3656						LN		143		5		false		           5   in value, as well as shape, to the --				false

		3657						LN		143		6		false		           6        A    Let --				false

		3658						LN		143		7		false		           7        Q    -- nominal/nominal modeling, correct?				false

		3659						LN		143		8		false		           8        A    Let me -- let me explain something.  The				false

		3660						LN		143		9		false		           9   reason that the Company believes that protection tax				false

		3661						LN		143		10		false		          10   credits should be done on a nominal basis, is				false

		3662						LN		143		11		false		          11   because it says that that's closer to the way that				false

		3663						LN		143		12		false		          12   production tax credits will be flowed through to				false

		3664						LN		143		13		false		          13   ratepayers through rates.  The same -- the same				false

		3665						LN		143		14		false		          14   thing is true about capital revenue requirements.				false

		3666						LN		143		15		false		          15   To represent them as levelized, which is what the				false

		3667						LN		143		16		false		          16   Company still wants to do, it also is not levelizing				false

		3668						LN		143		17		false		          17   those in the way that the Company does it.  And we				false

		3669						LN		143		18		false		          18   should all be clear that levelization, by the way,				false

		3670						LN		143		19		false		          19   in the way that the Company is doing it, doesn't				false

		3671						LN		143		20		false		          20   necessarily mean flat, straight-across levelization.				false

		3672						LN		143		21		false		          21   It's real levelization, which is adding -- it's				false

		3673						LN		143		22		false		          22   taking a real discount rate, and the ultimate result				false

		3674						LN		143		23		false		          23   of that is that something that is charged through				false

		3675						LN		143		24		false		          24   rates over the life of a project that is front-end				false

		3676						LN		143		25		false		          25   loaded over the life, and declines over the life,				false

		3677						PG		144		0		false		page 144				false

		3678						LN		144		1		false		           1   for modeling purposes, the Company is saying -- and				false

		3679						LN		144		2		false		           2   I'm not sitting here necessarily disagreeing that				false

		3680						LN		144		3		false		           3   economic analyses are done this way, but the Company				false

		3681						LN		144		4		false		           4   is saying that is it appropriate, necessarily, to				false

		3682						LN		144		5		false		           5   use a profile for which you begin at the first year,				false

		3683						LN		144		6		false		           6   at the lowest point you possibly can, and you rise				false

		3684						LN		144		7		false		           7   over the life.  So you've taken -- you've actually				false

		3685						LN		144		8		false		           8   flipped the profile entirely.				false

		3686						LN		144		9		false		           9             And in doing that, that puts the least				false

		3687						LN		144		10		false		          10   amount of capital revenue requirements into the				false

		3688						LN		144		11		false		          11   analysis as a result, since there's a point in time				false

		3689						LN		144		12		false		          12   in which the costs are cut off, and at the same				false

		3690						LN		144		13		false		          13   time, it puts the highest amount or the greatest				false

		3691						LN		144		14		false		          14   amount of production tax credits in because it				false

		3692						LN		144		15		false		          15   ensures the entirety of the production tax credits				false

		3693						LN		144		16		false		          16   are in.				false

		3694						LN		144		17		false		          17             So I'm -- I'm going to suggest to you that				false

		3695						LN		144		18		false		          18   that's still a problem with the way that you're				false

		3696						LN		144		19		false		          19   modeling production tax credits and capital revenue				false

		3697						LN		144		20		false		          20   requirements.  And I will also suggest to you, the				false

		3698						LN		144		21		false		          21   Company -- the notion that the Company never, ever				false

		3699						LN		144		22		false		          22   supported in this case, the idea of doing				false

		3700						LN		144		23		false		          23   levelized/levelized is wrong, because there was a				false

		3701						LN		144		24		false		          24   point in this case where the Company responded to				false

		3702						LN		144		25		false		          25   data requests that -- that justified, that's how you				false

		3703						PG		145		0		false		page 145				false

		3704						LN		145		1		false		           1   have to model the cost.  You have to model the cost				false

		3705						LN		145		2		false		           2   on a levelized/levelized basis that's in discovery				false

		3706						LN		145		3		false		           3   that we have, in my testimony, in my -- in my				false

		3707						LN		145		4		false		           4   April 2nd testimony, OCS 5.8.  It's in there and				false

		3708						LN		145		5		false		           5   explains that that was the right way to do it.				false

		3709						LN		145		6		false		           6   I think at the point in time that the Company found it				false

		3710						LN		145		7		false		           7   produced results that were undesirable, the Company went to				false

		3711						LN		145		8		false		           8   this levelized capital approach with nominal PTCs.				false

		3712						LN		145		9		false		           9        Q    And created a more accurate result --				false

		3713						LN		145		10		false		          10        A    No.				false

		3714						LN		145		11		false		          11        Q    -- according to this table, correct?				false

		3715						LN		145		12		false		          12        A    No.				false

		3716						LN		145		13		false		          13                  MR. LOWNEY:  No further questions.				false

		3717						LN		145		14		false		          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.				false

		3718						LN		145		15		false		          15   Any redirect, Mr. Moore or Mr. Snarr?				false

		3719						LN		145		16		false		          16                  MR. SNARR:  No redirect.				false

		3720						LN		145		17		false		          17                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No redirect?				false

		3721						LN		145		18		false		          18   Okay.  I think I have a couple questions.				false

		3722						LN		145		19		false		          19   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:				false

		3723						LN		145		20		false		          20        Q    Excuse me if I ramble a bit as I'm trying				false

		3724						LN		145		21		false		          21   to get this question, but, you know --				false

		3725						LN		145		22		false		          22        A    These are complicated.				false

		3726						LN		145		23		false		          23        Q    We have -- we have a lot of different				false

		3727						LN		145		24		false		          24   sensitivity runs with different inputs and, you				false

		3728						LN		145		25		false		          25   know, levelized and non-levelized talk, different --				false

		3729						PG		146		0		false		page 146				false

		3730						LN		146		1		false		           1   different starting points.  There's been discussion				false

		3731						LN		146		2		false		           2   earlier in the hearing of what happened a few years				false

		3732						LN		146		3		false		           3   ago in the Jim Bridger SCR case.  I don't know if				false

		3733						LN		146		4		false		           4   you were involved in that one, but -- but one high				false

		3734						LN		146		5		false		           5   level, as we were shown the orders, that the				false

		3735						LN		146		6		false		           6   Commission chose a somewhat objective standard, if				false

		3736						LN		146		7		false		           7   we're going to average some six different				false

		3737						LN		146		8		false		           8   sensitivity runs.  Now, that may or may not be the				false

		3738						LN		146		9		false		           9   appropriate outcome here.  But as we're looking at				false

		3739						LN		146		10		false		          10   the choice between repowering or not repowering, and				false

		3740						LN		146		11		false		          11   we're looking at all these different sensitivity				false

		3741						LN		146		12		false		          12   runs, can we -- can we articulate any kind of				false

		3742						LN		146		13		false		          13   objective standard for what's an acceptable level of				false

		3743						LN		146		14		false		          14   risk?  What's an adequate level of benefit, that's				false

		3744						LN		146		15		false		          15   not just a -- a gut check for each project?				false

		3745						LN		146		16		false		          16        A    I think that's a good question and a fair				false

		3746						LN		146		17		false		          17   question.  And I recall, I asked that myself, to the				false

		3747						LN		146		18		false		          18   Company, or raised that issue -- we'll call it				false

		3748						LN		146		19		false		          19   that -- in this regard early on in the case, or in				false

		3749						LN		146		20		false		          20   the 40 Docket, which is a similar case to this, I				false

		3750						LN		146		21		false		          21   noticed, of course, that we did have the nine price				false

		3751						LN		146		22		false		          22   policy scenarios.  And the question then becomes,				false

		3752						LN		146		23		false		          23   how much weight should you give to the different				false

		3753						LN		146		24		false		          24   cases?  How much weight should you give to the CO2?				false

		3754						LN		146		25		false		          25   And we, in fact, don't, at this time, have CO2, and				false

		3755						PG		147		0		false		page 147				false

		3756						LN		147		1		false		           1   we just don't know what will happen with CO2.  How				false

		3757						LN		147		2		false		           2   much weight should you give to high gas cases?  And				false

		3758						LN		147		3		false		           3   I ask -- I raise the question of, does -- is there a				false

		3759						LN		147		4		false		           4   weighting to the cases and to the results that we				false

		3760						LN		147		5		false		           5   should apply?  Should we consider the low gas, low				false

		3761						LN		147		6		false		           6   CO2 case to have a higher probability of occurring?				false

		3762						LN		147		7		false		           7   I've taken the position in the case, that I think				false

		3763						LN		147		8		false		           8   that my view is that there ought to be a higher				false

		3764						LN		147		9		false		           9   weighting given to the low gas and the low to				false

		3765						LN		147		10		false		          10   moderate gas CO2 cases because that's the future I				false

		3766						LN		147		11		false		          11   believe, at this time, is more likely, given that --				false

		3767						LN		147		12		false		          12   what we know now about -- about -- especially about				false

		3768						LN		147		13		false		          13   gas and especially about CO2.				false

		3769						LN		147		14		false		          14             So I think I'm answering your question, in				false

		3770						LN		147		15		false		          15   that, I don't necessarily think you ought to do an				false

		3771						LN		147		16		false		          16   average of the nine cases.  I think a higher				false

		3772						LN		147		17		false		          17   probability ought to be assigned to cases that you				false

		3773						LN		147		18		false		          18   believe to have a higher likelihood of occurring.				false

		3774						LN		147		19		false		          19   And so I don't think you can necessarily take the nine				false

		3775						LN		147		20		false		          20   cases, average them, get a number, compare it against all				false

		3776						LN		147		21		false		          21   the other cases that way and say that's the outcome.  I				false

		3777						LN		147		22		false		          22   think you've got to weight the cases that you think have a				false

		3778						LN		147		23		false		          23   higher chance of occurring and then come to the conclusion,				false

		3779						LN		147		24		false		          24   you know, that that might be a better way for you to				false

		3780						LN		147		25		false		          25   evaluate.				false

		3781						PG		148		0		false		page 148				false

		3782						LN		148		1		false		           1             And I also think you ought to -- I want to				false

		3783						LN		148		2		false		           2   emphasize, I also think you ought to take into				false

		3784						LN		148		3		false		           3   consideration the risk factors that aren't included				false

		3785						LN		148		4		false		           4   in those tables.  And I tried to make that point				false

		3786						LN		148		5		false		           5   clear, that there are other factors besides price				false

		3787						LN		148		6		false		           6   policy.  And when there are other factors besides				false

		3788						LN		148		7		false		           7   price policy, they ought to be studied, and two				false

		3789						LN		148		8		false		           8   alone -- I think I raised a couple, and I know				false

		3790						LN		148		9		false		           9   Mr. Peaco raised a few more.  Those factors need to				false

		3791						LN		148		10		false		          10   be considered in making a decision.  Is this a valid				false

		3792						LN		148		11		false		          11   project that should go forward?				false

		3793						LN		148		12		false		          12        Q    So would I be correctly summarizing what				false

		3794						LN		148		13		false		          13   you're saying is, to do that requires us as a				false

		3795						LN		148		14		false		          14   Commission to make some findings and conclusions				false

		3796						LN		148		15		false		          15   based on which scenarios we consider more or less				false

		3797						LN		148		16		false		          16   likely, which risks we consider more or less likely?				false

		3798						LN		148		17		false		          17        A    Well, the Company is doing it and the				false

		3799						LN		148		18		false		          18   parties are disagreeing that they don't think				false

		3800						LN		148		19		false		          19   that -- I think it's clear that -- that several				false

		3801						LN		148		20		false		          20   parties don't have a belief, necessarily, that the				false

		3802						LN		148		21		false		          21   highest likelihood is going to be the higher gas				false

		3803						LN		148		22		false		          22   cases.  So I think the advice the parties are				false

		3804						LN		148		23		false		          23   giving, is to give much less weight to the higher				false

		3805						LN		148		24		false		          24   gas, higher CO2 cases.				false

		3806						LN		148		25		false		          25        Q    Okay.  And I think I just have one more				false

		3807						PG		149		0		false		page 149				false

		3808						LN		149		1		false		           1   question.  If I were to -- looking at your Table 6,				false

		3809						LN		149		2		false		           2   on Page 31, for Glenrock III, Seven Mile Hill II,				false

		3810						LN		149		3		false		           3   Rolling Hills, High Plains, McFadden Ridge and				false

		3811						LN		149		4		false		           4   Leaning Juniper, if I were to ask you, individually,				false

		3812						LN		149		5		false		           5   for each one of those you have listed on your				false

		3813						LN		149		6		false		           6   second -- in your second box, does your analysis				false

		3814						LN		149		7		false		           7   lead to your professional conclusion, that not				false

		3815						LN		149		8		false		           8   repowering gives more benefit to ratepayers than				false

		3816						LN		149		9		false		           9   repowering, for each individual project?				false

		3817						LN		149		10		false		          10        A    In this regard, we don't know what the				false

		3818						LN		149		11		false		          11   outcome will be, nobody does.  But we're -- we're				false

		3819						LN		149		12		false		          12   being asked to take a risk on doing every one of				false

		3820						LN		149		13		false		          13   these 12 projects, and every one of them should be				false

		3821						LN		149		14		false		          14   done because there's a dollar benefit or -- or				false

		3822						LN		149		15		false		          15   higher than a dollar benefit.  They're -- that's a				false

		3823						LN		149		16		false		          16   pretty small benefit.  This range of benefits is				false

		3824						LN		149		17		false		          17   fairly small, in my view.  If you were going out and				false

		3825						LN		149		18		false		          18   investing your money to make a decision on something				false

		3826						LN		149		19		false		          19   that has risk and you -- and you think it has the				false

		3827						LN		149		20		false		          20   potential economic reward, wouldn't you want to try				false

		3828						LN		149		21		false		          21   to limit your exposure in the case -- in the chance				false

		3829						LN		149		22		false		          22   that the risks manifest themselves and that the				false

		3830						LN		149		23		false		          23   benefits don't materialize?				false

		3831						LN		149		24		false		          24             And if you eliminate these six projects				false

		3832						LN		149		25		false		          25   and the cost of those six projects, you knock out a				false

		3833						PG		150		0		false		page 150				false

		3834						LN		150		1		false		           1   huge amount of the costs, but you're not eliminating				false

		3835						LN		150		2		false		           2   a substantial amount of the benefits.  So the				false

		3836						LN		150		3		false		           3   ratepayers are still -- would still be getting a				false

		3837						LN		150		4		false		           4   considerable benefit, just not having the Company				false

		3838						LN		150		5		false		           5   spend a billion dollars, you know, and the -- since				false

		3839						LN		150		6		false		           6   it's confidential, it's a sizable amount of dollars				false

		3840						LN		150		7		false		           7   not being spent, but you're still achieving a great				false

		3841						LN		150		8		false		           8   deal of the benefits.				false

		3842						LN		150		9		false		           9        Q    I said that was my last question, but one				false

		3843						LN		150		10		false		          10   follow-up.				false

		3844						LN		150		11		false		          11        A    That's okay.				false

		3845						LN		150		12		false		          12        Q    Would you describe the answer you just				false

		3846						LN		150		13		false		          13   gave then, as suggesting that we should look at				false

		3847						LN		150		14		false		          14   the 12 projects holistically rather than one by one?				false

		3848						LN		150		15		false		          15        A    No.  No, I don't think I --				false

		3849						LN		150		16		false		          16        Q    You don't think -- that's not how you				false

		3850						LN		150		17		false		          17   would describe your answer?				false

		3851						LN		150		18		false		          18        A    No.  I think -- I think I'm recommending				false

		3852						LN		150		19		false		          19   you look at the -- when you do DSM, typically,				false

		3853						LN		150		20		false		          20   DSM -- people want to try to avoid the trap of				false

		3854						LN		150		21		false		          21   adding in additional measure -- DSM measures where				false

		3855						LN		150		22		false		          22   they have small value.  But if you add it into the				false

		3856						LN		150		23		false		          23   portfolio, you wind up having still an economic				false

		3857						LN		150		24		false		          24   portfolio, but you've added in a measure that maybe				false

		3858						LN		150		25		false		          25   had a very small value or had a negative value.  You				false
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		3860						LN		151		1		false		           1   added it in and nobody sees a difference because the				false

		3861						LN		151		2		false		           2   overall portfolio still has a positive value.				false

		3862						LN		151		3		false		           3   So that's -- I view that the same way.  I think you can				false

		3863						LN		151		4		false		           4   eliminate these projects that are fairly marginal and still				false

		3864						LN		151		5		false		           5   keep a considerable benefit.  So I think I've answered your				false

		3865						LN		151		6		false		           6   question, that I would look at it project by project.				false

		3866						LN		151		7		false		           7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  I				false

		3867						LN		151		8		false		           8   appreciate your answers.				false

		3868						LN		151		9		false		           9   Commissioner Clark, do you have questions for Mr. Hayet?				false

		3869						LN		151		10		false		          10                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.				false

		3870						LN		151		11		false		          11   Thank you, Mr. Hayet.				false

		3871						LN		151		12		false		          12                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		3872						LN		151		13		false		          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:				false

		3873						LN		151		14		false		          14   Commissioner White?				false

		3874						LN		151		15		false		          15   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:				false

		3875						LN		151		16		false		          16        Q    I assume you were here when Mr. Peaco was				false

		3876						LN		151		17		false		          17   testifying earlier.  You -- you both have kind of				false

		3877						LN		151		18		false		          18   identified different projects that may or may not				false

		3878						LN		151		19		false		          19   be -- you know, have a higher risk profile or have				false

		3879						LN		151		20		false		          20   less benefits.  Do you share his view, that if the				false

		3880						LN		151		21		false		          21   Commission were to determine that some of the				false

		3881						LN		151		22		false		          22   projects were more economic or less economic, that				false

		3882						LN		151		23		false		          23   it would require a whole separate application for				false

		3883						LN		151		24		false		          24   those projects?				false

		3884						LN		151		25		false		          25        A    You know, we gave that consideration and				false
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		3886						LN		152		1		false		           1   if -- the fact is, our first recommendation is to				false

		3887						LN		152		2		false		           2   reject.  However, if you decide that you'd prefer to				false

		3888						LN		152		3		false		           3   go forward and have some of the projects, then we				false

		3889						LN		152		4		false		           4   didn't make the same recommendation that you have a				false

		3890						LN		152		5		false		           5   separate proceeding.  We think that you have the				false

		3891						LN		152		6		false		           6   information you need.  It places too much -- there				false

		3892						LN		152		7		false		           7   are too many problems that are -- if you really want				false

		3893						LN		152		8		false		           8   to do it, there's not time to be able to take it				false

		3894						LN		152		9		false		           9   back and study it further, and there's probably a				false

		3895						LN		152		10		false		          10   chance you wouldn't achieve the PTC benefits that's				false

		3896						LN		152		11		false		          11   you're looking for anyway.  So we're not making that				false

		3897						LN		152		12		false		          12   recommendation.  We think that you can make the				false

		3898						LN		152		13		false		          13   recommendation on the basis of the information you				false

		3899						LN		152		14		false		          14   have.				false

		3900						LN		152		15		false		          15        Q    Then there's the final question.  I mean,				false

		3901						LN		152		16		false		          16   there's been a lot of discussion about risk, and I'm				false

		3902						LN		152		17		false		          17   just looking at the statute and that's certainly				false

		3903						LN		152		18		false		          18   one of the things to consider.  But in your view,				false

		3904						LN		152		19		false		          19   typically -- and, again, I think the only time we've				false

		3905						LN		152		20		false		          20   ever actually utilized this statute, and I could be				false

		3906						LN		152		21		false		          21   wrong, is the SCR case.  Is there a different -- is				false

		3907						LN		152		22		false		          22   there something, from your perspective, that creates				false

		3908						LN		152		23		false		          23   a heightened, you know, risk look, I guess, here in				false

		3909						LN		152		24		false		          24   this case, because of the measure -- because, again,				false

		3910						LN		152		25		false		          25   every commercial transaction has a risk shifting				false
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		3913						LN		153		2		false		           2        A    Right.				false

		3914						LN		153		3		false		           3        Q    -- costs that go along with it.				false

		3915						LN		153		4		false		           4   Is there something that -- that you're reading into this,				false

		3916						LN		153		5		false		           5   that's beyond the typical risk --				false

		3917						LN		153		6		false		           6        A    Well, I -- I'm sorry.				false

		3918						LN		153		7		false		           7        Q    That's okay.				false

		3919						LN		153		8		false		           8        A    It definitely isn't your typical.  I mean,				false

		3920						LN		153		9		false		           9   we all have to recognize, this is not a typical				false

		3921						LN		153		10		false		          10   utility type of investment, and you may never see				false

		3922						LN		153		11		false		          11   another investment like -- you know, recommendation				false

		3923						LN		153		12		false		          12   like this again, to this degree.  When you count				false

		3924						LN		153		13		false		          13   this case and the new wind/new transmission,				false

		3925						LN		153		14		false		          14   billions of dollars are at stake.  And it's not, you				false

		3926						LN		153		15		false		          15   know, my view.  I know that the Company has a				false

		3927						LN		153		16		false		          16   different view, but there's not a need built in				false

		3928						LN		153		17		false		          17   that's -- that's a burning need for reliability and				false

		3929						LN		153		18		false		          18   a burning need for capacity to add those.				false

		3930						LN		153		19		false		          19             And therefore, then you have to give it a				false

		3931						LN		153		20		false		          20   heightened standard for the risk that ratepayers are				false

		3932						LN		153		21		false		          21   being placed at, because we know that the ratepayers				false

		3933						LN		153		22		false		          22   are taking on most of the risk, unless you adopt				false

		3934						LN		153		23		false		          23   conditions that we have proposed in this case.  And				false

		3935						LN		153		24		false		          24   that would go to, you know, helping to mitigate --				false

		3936						LN		153		25		false		          25   mitigating the risk for the ratepayers.  But it --				false
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		3938						LN		154		1		false		           1   again, it's not your typical situation.  And				false

		3939						LN		154		2		false		           2   therefore, I think you have to look at it in a -- in				false

		3940						LN		154		3		false		           3   a different way than you would look at the other --				false

		3941						LN		154		4		false		           4   like, there's a need for capacity, we need a				false

		3942						LN		154		5		false		           5   combined cycle, or some type of resource, then it's				false

		3943						LN		154		6		false		           6   a decision between two resource choices you have to				false

		3944						LN		154		7		false		           7   make, and you pick the best of the two.				false

		3945						LN		154		8		false		           8             Here, it's pretty much a decision -- and I				false

		3946						LN		154		9		false		           9   know the Company talks about it displacing front				false

		3947						LN		154		10		false		          10   office transactions, but it really is a need -- a				false

		3948						LN		154		11		false		          11   decision between -- we just don't upgrade perfectly				false

		3949						LN		154		12		false		          12   good wind turbine resources that are operating right				false

		3950						LN		154		13		false		          13   now.  I know that there are all the benefits they				false

		3951						LN		154		14		false		          14   talk about in O&M savings and all these potential				false

		3952						LN		154		15		false		          15   for availability improvement and so forth, but,				false

		3953						LN		154		16		false		          16   again, you've got operating resources, ratepayers				false

		3954						LN		154		17		false		          17   could use their money for other purposes, all those				false

		3955						LN		154		18		false		          18   things go into it when you don't absolutely have a				false

		3956						LN		154		19		false		          19   critical, burning need to do these projects.				false

		3957						LN		154		20		false		          20        Q    One final question.  And, again, we've				false

		3958						LN		154		21		false		          21   heard a lot of testimony in the context of what was				false

		3959						LN		154		22		false		          22   agreed to in Wyoming, in terms of potential risk				false

		3960						LN		154		23		false		          23   mitigation or what the Company has agreed to.				false

		3961						LN		154		24		false		          24   But is there something, in your mind, that -- is there any				false

		3962						LN		154		25		false		          25   level of, you know, additionality, in terms of risk				false
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		3964						LN		155		1		false		           1   protection or risks that would -- that would ultimately				false

		3965						LN		155		2		false		           2   satisfy that?  I mean, I know -- I understand we can't				false

		3966						LN		155		3		false		           3   control -- the Company can't control Congress or the				false

		3967						LN		155		4		false		           4   President or what have you, but is there anything in your				false

		3968						LN		155		5		false		           5   mind that provides something that's beyond what they've				false

		3969						LN		155		6		false		           6   already offered?				false

		3970						LN		155		7		false		           7        A    Well, they've given assurances.  Haven't				false

		3971						LN		155		8		false		           8   they built a strong case to say that -- they're				false

		3972						LN		155		9		false		           9   highly confident that they're going to achieve the				false

		3973						LN		155		10		false		          10   level of energy production that they've estimated				false

		3974						LN		155		11		false		          11   and that they're going to produce the PTC benefits.				false

		3975						LN		155		12		false		          12   Why not just have them accept the risk of that, hold				false

		3976						LN		155		13		false		          13   harmless the ratepayers, in the event that they				false

		3977						LN		155		14		false		          14   don't achieve those benefits over a period of time?				false

		3978						LN		155		15		false		          15             I made a recommendation that you require				false

		3979						LN		155		16		false		          16   the Company to achieve 95 percent.  I gave a margin				false

		3980						LN		155		17		false		          17   of 5 percent that -- in other words, the energy				false

		3981						LN		155		18		false		          18   production could be 5 percent under, which is what I				false

		3982						LN		155		19		false		          19   used, by the way, in my sensitivity analysis.  I				false

		3983						LN		155		20		false		          20   said a 5-percent reduction in energy.  So I have				false

		3984						LN		155		21		false		          21   given them what I've found to be uneconomic, but				false

		3985						LN		155		22		false		          22   in -- in some of the cases.  So the Company has to				false

		3986						LN		155		23		false		          23   be -- protect the ratepayer and that's, by the way,				false

		3987						LN		155		24		false		          24   not unheard of.  I'm understanding there's some				false

		3988						LN		155		25		false		          25   settlements in other states on proposals that are				false
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		3990						LN		156		1		false		           1   similar to this that are just coming out in late				false

		3991						LN		156		2		false		           2   April, in Oklahoma, that are being agreed to by the				false

		3992						LN		156		3		false		           3   utility that they're going to accept the risk of				false

		3993						LN		156		4		false		           4   these kinds of projects.				false

		3994						LN		156		5		false		           5             It's another build a transmission, build				false

		3995						LN		156		6		false		           6   wind power resources, billions of dollars of				false

		3996						LN		156		7		false		           7   investment and the ratepayer, at considerable risk,				false

		3997						LN		156		8		false		           8   and the utility has agreed that it's going to adopt				false

		3998						LN		156		9		false		           9   the risk.				false

		3999						LN		156		10		false		          10             So I -- my recommendation is to give				false

		4000						LN		156		11		false		          11   consideration to the conditions of -- that I've put				false

		4001						LN		156		12		false		          12   into my testimony that would protect the ratepayer.				false

		4002						LN		156		13		false		          13                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the				false

		4003						LN		156		14		false		          14   questions I have.  Thanks.				false

		4004						LN		156		15		false		          15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Do you have a				false

		4005						LN		156		16		false		          16   follow-up?				false

		4006						LN		156		17		false		          17                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Do you mind if I				false
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		4008						LN		156		19		false		          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No, and I have				false

		4009						LN		156		20		false		          20   one more, too.  Go ahead.  Mine is kind of related				false

		4010						LN		156		21		false		          21   to his answer he's just given to Commissioner White.				false

		4011						LN		156		22		false		          22                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Please.				false
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		4017						LN		157		2		false		           2   shouldn't we -- considering the comparisons you've				false

		4018						LN		157		3		false		           3   drawn on and said, I think what you said to him is,				false

		4019						LN		157		4		false		           4   "This isn't a situation of choosing option A or				false
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		4021						LN		157		6		false		           6        A    Right.				false
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		4025						LN		157		10		false		          10   benefits and risks of each of those -- of those two				false

		4026						LN		157		11		false		          11   options for each of the 12 projects; is that how we				false

		4027						LN		157		12		false		          12   should be looking at it or is that -- is that the --				false

		4028						LN		157		13		false		          13        A    Well --				false

		4029						LN		157		14		false		          14        Q    -- wrong way to look at it?				false

		4030						LN		157		15		false		          15        A    Are you saying to look at it as a bundle				false

		4031						LN		157		16		false		          16   or look at them one at a time?  Because if				false
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		4054						LN		158		13		false		          13   dead horse, if we're looking at it that way, though,				false
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		4056						LN		158		15		false		          15   you know, I mean, there's been a lot of discussions.				false
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		4064						LN		158		23		false		          23   that is an argument that I, perhaps, would make.				false
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		4087						LN		159		20		false		          20   Clark.				false

		4088						LN		159		21		false		          21   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:				false

		4089						LN		159		22		false		          22        Q    I'm also going to address this general				false

		4090						LN		159		23		false		          23   area of risk and, particularly, your testimony on				false

		4091						LN		159		24		false		          24   the bottom of Page 38, and the top of 39, where				false

		4092						LN		159		25		false		          25   you're talking about conditions that might be				false

		4093						PG		160		0		false		page 160				false

		4094						LN		160		1		false		           1   imposed.  On Line 785 -- or actually, 784, you say				false

		4095						LN		160		2		false		           2   that you would be concerned if PacifiCorp is taking				false

		4096						LN		160		3		false		           3   the position that nonperformance by one of its				false

		4097						LN		160		4		false		           4   contractors would be outside of its influence to --				false

		4098						LN		160		5		false		           5   or its ability to influence.  So as you have sat				false

		4099						LN		160		6		false		           6   through the hearing, and I think you've been here				false

		4100						LN		160		7		false		           7   throughout --				false

		4101						LN		160		8		false		           8        A    I have.				false

		4102						LN		160		9		false		           9        Q    -- have you heard anything that's given				false

		4103						LN		160		10		false		          10   you an impression that contractor performance that				false

		4104						LN		160		11		false		          11   the Company would use that -- or has reserved the				false

		4105						LN		160		12		false		          12   opportunity to use that as an excuse for not meeting				false

		4106						LN		160		13		false		          13   the project cost of -- I'll call them guarantees,				false

		4107						LN		160		14		false		          14   that have been given?				false

		4108						LN		160		15		false		          15        A    Well, they've given guarantees to us that				false

		4109						LN		160		16		false		          16   they will have the project online, on time,				false

		4110						LN		160		17		false		          17   guaranteed that they're going to be able to achieve				false

		4111						LN		160		18		false		          18   the PTCs.  I've heard that.  But they also say, to				false

		4112						LN		160		19		false		          19   the extent that it's within their control or their				false

		4113						LN		160		20		false		          20   ability to control.  And what my testimony is and				false

		4114						LN		160		21		false		          21   that I'm concerned about is, what does that mean?				false

		4115						LN		160		22		false		          22   And I've raised the -- the question is:  Are they saying				false

		4116						LN		160		23		false		          23   that if -- let's say there's a bankruptcy of one of their				false

		4117						LN		160		24		false		          24   contractors and that contractor was on the critical path.				false

		4118						LN		160		25		false		          25   It caused a year's delay, half a year's delay, Dunlap, which				false

		4119						PG		161		0		false		page 161				false

		4120						LN		161		1		false		           1   is coming in the latest, is unable to come online by the				false

		4121						LN		161		2		false		           2   end, it loses the opportunities to get to the -- get the				false

		4122						LN		161		3		false		           3   PTCs.  Is PacifiCorp taking responsibility, under that				false

		4123						LN		161		4		false		           4   circumstance, and holding the ratepayer harmless for the				false

		4124						LN		161		5		false		           5   PTCs that will be lost, or will they say, No, it was outside				false

		4125						LN		161		6		false		           6   of our ability?  We couldn't control their means and methods				false

		4126						LN		161		7		false		           7   and their ability to operate their business and the fact				false

		4127						LN		161		8		false		           8   that they went bankrupt, we had no control over.  Therefore,				false

		4128						LN		161		9		false		           9   we are not going to hold the ratepayer harmless in that				false

		4129						LN		161		10		false		          10   condition.				false

		4130						LN		161		11		false		          11             That's what I'm trying to hope to impress				false

		4131						LN		161		12		false		          12   upon you, that that ought to be -- it should be a				false

		4132						LN		161		13		false		          13   clear statement:  PacifiCorp, you're the party				false

		4133						LN		161		14		false		          14   that's managing the development, you're managing				false

		4134						LN		161		15		false		          15   your contractors, you're the one, the ratepayer is				false

		4135						LN		161		16		false		          16   not.  Hold the ratepayer harmless if you're giving a				false

		4136						LN		161		17		false		          17   guarantee, and that guarantee has to be almost				false

		4137						LN		161		18		false		          18   unconditional.				false

		4138						LN		161		19		false		          19                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Thanks for				false

		4139						LN		161		20		false		          20   illustrating what you had in mind there.  That				false

		4140						LN		161		21		false		          21   concludes my questions.				false

		4141						LN		161		22		false		          22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you,				false

		4142						LN		161		23		false		          23   Mr. Hayet.  We appreciate your testimony today.				false

		4143						LN		161		24		false		          24                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		4144						LN		161		25		false		          25                  MR. SNARR:  May Mr. Hayet be excused?				false

		4145						PG		162		0		false		page 162				false

		4146						LN		162		1		false		           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Yeah.  I'll ask				false

		4147						LN		162		2		false		           2   if any party or Commissioner in the room sees any				false

		4148						LN		162		3		false		           3   reason not to excuse Mr. Hayet from the proceeding?				false

		4149						LN		162		4		false		           4   I'm not seeing any indications, so he's excused.  Thank you.				false

		4150						LN		162		5		false		           5                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		4151						LN		162		6		false		           6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or				false

		4152						LN		162		7		false		           7   Mr. Snarr, anything further from the Office?				false

		4153						LN		162		8		false		           8                  MR. SNARR:  No, that concludes are				false

		4154						LN		162		9		false		           9   presentation.				false

		4155						LN		162		10		false		          10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank				false

		4156						LN		162		11		false		          11   you.  Mr. Russell.				false

		4157						LN		162		12		false		          12                  MR. RUSSELL:  UAE calls Kevin Higgins				false

		4158						LN		162		13		false		          13   to the stand.				false

		4159						LN		162		14		false		          14                    KEVIN C. HIGGINS,				false

		4160						LN		162		15		false		          15   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was				false

		4161						LN		162		16		false		          16            examined and testified as follows:				false

		4162						LN		162		17		false		          17                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		4163						LN		162		18		false		          18   BY MR. RUSSELL:				false

		4164						LN		162		19		false		          19        Q    Can you please state and spell your name				false

		4165						LN		162		20		false		          20   for the record, please?				false

		4166						LN		162		21		false		          21        A    My name is Kevin C. Higgins H-i-g-g-i-n-s.				false

		4167						LN		162		22		false		          22        Q    Mr. Higgins, by whom are you employed and				false

		4168						LN		162		23		false		          23   in what capacity?				false

		4169						LN		162		24		false		          24        A    I'm a principle in the consulting firm				false

		4170						LN		162		25		false		          25   Energy Strategies.				false

		4171						PG		163		0		false		page 163				false

		4172						LN		163		1		false		           1        Q    And what is your business address, please?				false

		4173						LN		163		2		false		           2        A    My business address is				false

		4174						LN		163		3		false		           3   215 South State Street, Suite 200, Salt Lake City,				false

		4175						LN		163		4		false		           4   Utah 84111.				false

		4176						LN		163		5		false		           5        Q    And in your capacity as a principle of				false

		4177						LN		163		6		false		           6   Energy Strategies, have you offered testimony on				false

		4178						LN		163		7		false		           7   behalf of Utah Association of Energy Users in this				false

		4179						LN		163		8		false		           8   docket?				false

		4180						LN		163		9		false		           9        A    Yes, I have.				false

		4181						LN		163		10		false		          10        Q    And, specifically, did you prepare and				false

		4182						LN		163		11		false		          11   submit direct testimony on September 20, 2017,				false

		4183						LN		163		12		false		          12   identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0, along with				false

		4184						LN		163		13		false		          13   Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, surrebuttal testimony on				false

		4185						LN		163		14		false		          14   November 16, 2017, identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0-S,				false

		4186						LN		163		15		false		          15   along with UAE Exhibits 1.1-S and 1.2-S, and				false

		4187						LN		163		16		false		          16   response testimony on April 2nd of 2018, identified				false

		4188						LN		163		17		false		          17   as UAE Exhibit 1.0-RE, along with UAE				false

		4189						LN		163		18		false		          18   Exhibits 1.1-RE, 1.2-RE and 1.3-RE?				false

		4190						LN		163		19		false		          19        A    Yes.				false

		4191						LN		163		20		false		          20        Q    Do you have any corrections to make to any				false

		4192						LN		163		21		false		          21   of that testimony?				false

		4193						LN		163		22		false		          22        A    I have two minor corrections that are the				false

		4194						LN		163		23		false		          23   same correction that has to be made twice.  They are				false

		4195						LN		163		24		false		          24   in my response testimony, Page 40, Line 714.				false

		4196						LN		163		25		false		          25   The correction is to replace the number of 150 million				false

		4197						PG		164		0		false		page 164				false

		4198						LN		164		1		false		           1   with 142 million.  Then, again, on Page 49 --				false

		4199						LN		164		2		false		           2        Q    I'm sorry.  Was that 142?				false

		4200						LN		164		3		false		           3        A    Yes.				false

		4201						LN		164		4		false		           4        Q    Thank you.				false

		4202						LN		164		5		false		           5        A    Then on Page 49, Line 865, the same				false

		4203						LN		164		6		false		           6   correction, replace 150 million with 142 million.				false

		4204						LN		164		7		false		           7        Q    And with those two corrections, if you				false

		4205						LN		164		8		false		           8   were asked the same questions today that you were				false

		4206						LN		164		9		false		           9   asked in your pre-filed testimony, would you answer				false

		4207						LN		164		10		false		          10   it the same way?				false

		4208						LN		164		11		false		          11        A    Yes, I would.				false

		4209						LN		164		12		false		          12                  MR. RUSSELL:  With that, I will move				false

		4210						LN		164		13		false		          13   for the admission of Mr. Higgins' pre-filed				false

		4211						LN		164		14		false		          14   testimony, as previously identified.				false

		4212						LN		164		15		false		          15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party				false

		4213						LN		164		16		false		          16   objects to the motion, please indicate to me.				false

		4214						LN		164		17		false		          17   I'm not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.				false

		4215						LN		164		18		false		          18             (UAE Exhibit No. 1.0 admitted.)				false

		4216						LN		164		19		false		          19   BY MR. RUSSELL.				false

		4217						LN		164		20		false		          20        Q    Have you prepared a summary of your				false

		4218						LN		164		21		false		          21   pre-filed testimony?				false

		4219						LN		164		22		false		          22        A    Yes, I have.				false

		4220						LN		164		23		false		          23        Q    Please proceed.				false

		4221						LN		164		24		false		          24        A    Good afternoon.				false

		4222						LN		164		25		false		          25             I recommend against approval of the				false

		4223						PG		165		0		false		page 165				false

		4224						LN		165		1		false		           1   repowering project.  Rocky Mountain Power's wind				false

		4225						LN		165		2		false		           2   repowering proposal is not a typical utility				false

		4226						LN		165		3		false		           3   investment proposition.  The wind repowering project				false

		4227						LN		165		4		false		           4   might best be described as an opportunity investment				false

		4228						LN		165		5		false		           5   in that it seeks to take advantage of the				false

		4229						LN		165		6		false		           6   availability of PTCs before the Federal Tax Credit				false

		4230						LN		165		7		false		           7   Program begins to phase out.  Since it is an				false

		4231						LN		165		8		false		           8   opportunity investment, the relative benefits to				false

		4232						LN		165		9		false		           9   customers, taking account of the range of risks to				false

		4233						LN		165		10		false		          10   customers in relation to the benefits to Rocky				false

		4234						LN		165		11		false		          11   Mountain Power, should be considered as part of the				false

		4235						LN		165		12		false		          12   Commission's review.				false

		4236						LN		165		13		false		          13             The magnitude of the claimed benefits to				false

		4237						LN		165		14		false		          14   customers identified by the Company in relation to				false

		4238						LN		165		15		false		          15   certain benefits -- to certain benefits to the				false

		4239						LN		165		16		false		          16   Company, does make a compelling case for UAE's				false

		4240						LN		165		17		false		          17   endorsement of this project, particularly in light				false

		4241						LN		165		18		false		          18   of the large capital cost required, the lack of				false

		4242						LN		165		19		false		          19   public necessity for this project, the Ad-Hoc				false

		4243						LN		165		20		false		          20   deviation from the integrated resource plan process				false

		4244						LN		165		21		false		          21   surrounding this project, and the uncertainties that				false

		4245						LN		165		22		false		          22   may impair the realization of projected customer				false

		4246						LN		165		23		false		          23   benefits.  Additional risks that could further				false

		4247						LN		165		24		false		          24   affect customer benefits include deviations in the				false

		4248						LN		165		25		false		          25   actual performance, maintenance costs, or durability				false

		4249						PG		166		0		false		page 166				false

		4250						LN		166		1		false		           1   of the new assets as compared to the Company's				false

		4251						LN		166		2		false		           2   assumptions.				false

		4252						LN		166		3		false		           3             In its supplemental filing, Rocky Mountain				false

		4253						LN		166		4		false		           4   Power has changed the evaluation method it uses to				false

		4254						LN		166		5		false		           5   project claimed customer benefits for the 20-year				false

		4255						LN		166		6		false		           6   period, 2017 to 2036.  I have three serious concerns				false

		4256						LN		166		7		false		           7   with this change.  First, it is highly problematic				false

		4257						LN		166		8		false		           8   and troubling for the Company to change a key				false

		4258						LN		166		9		false		           9   measurement method at this late juncture of the				false

		4259						LN		166		10		false		          10   proceeding.  After three rounds of prior Company				false

		4260						LN		166		11		false		          11   testimony, particularly given that, without this				false

		4261						LN		166		12		false		          12   change in method the Company would not be able to				false

		4262						LN		166		13		false		          13   show claimed net benefits for multiple scenarios,				false

		4263						LN		166		14		false		          14   the change, thus, appears to be aimed at supporting				false

		4264						LN		166		15		false		          15   the Company's desired result.				false

		4265						LN		166		16		false		          16             Second, the changed valuation approach for				false

		4266						LN		166		17		false		          17   PTCs is inconsistent with the valuation method that				false

		4267						LN		166		18		false		          18   has long been used for PTCs in the Company's IRP,				false

		4268						LN		166		19		false		          19   which I have been able to check as far back as 2003.				false

		4269						LN		166		20		false		          20   So for at least 15 years, the method -- methodology				false

		4270						LN		166		21		false		          21   for valuing PTCs has been in place in the IRP that				false

		4271						LN		166		22		false		          22   was now just recently changed.				false

		4272						LN		166		23		false		          23             And third, the changed valuation approach				false

		4273						LN		166		24		false		          24   for PTCs is inconsistent with the Company's				false

		4274						LN		166		25		false		          25   treatment of capital costs for the repowering				false

		4275						PG		167		0		false		page 167				false

		4276						LN		167		1		false		           1   projects, which the Company continues to measure on				false

		4277						LN		167		2		false		           2   a real levelized basis in its 20-year benefits				false

		4278						LN		167		3		false		           3   analysis.  By changing the method for valuing PTCs				false

		4279						LN		167		4		false		           4   without also changing the method for valuing capital				false

		4280						LN		167		5		false		           5   costs, the Company is effectively cherry picking the				false

		4281						LN		167		6		false		           6   combination valuation method that achieves the most				false

		4282						LN		167		7		false		           7   favorable optics for the projects.  If these				false

		4283						LN		167		8		false		           8   concerns not withstanding, the Commission considers				false

		4284						LN		167		9		false		           9   approval of the Company's proposal, I offer some				false

		4285						LN		167		10		false		          10   recommendations for better aligning risks and				false

		4286						LN		167		11		false		          11   benefits of the proposal between the Company and				false

		4287						LN		167		12		false		          12   ratepayers.				false

		4288						LN		167		13		false		          13             First, I recommend the Commission				false

		4289						LN		167		14		false		          14   expressly condition the Company's future cost				false

		4290						LN		167		15		false		          15   recovery associated with the wind repowering project				false

		4291						LN		167		16		false		          16   on the Company's ability to demonstrate that				false

		4292						LN		167		17		false		          17   construction costs have come in at or below its				false

		4293						LN		167		18		false		          18   estimated cost in this case, and that measured over				false

		4294						LN		167		19		false		          19   a reasonable period of time, the megawatt hours				false

		4295						LN		167		20		false		          20   produced by the repowered facilities are equal to or				false

		4296						LN		167		21		false		          21   greater than the forecasted production that is				false

		4297						LN		167		22		false		          22   provided in this proceeding.				false

		4298						LN		167		23		false		          23             If those conditions are not satisfied, not				false

		4299						LN		167		24		false		          24   withstanding any determination of prudence in this				false

		4300						LN		167		25		false		          25   proceeding, I recommend that the Commission				false

		4301						PG		168		0		false		page 168				false

		4302						LN		168		1		false		           1   expressly reserve the right, in a future rate case,				false

		4303						LN		168		2		false		           2   to reduce the Company's recovery of costs associated				false

		4304						LN		168		3		false		           3   with the repowering project, to allow for a				false

		4305						LN		168		4		false		           4   reasonable sharing of the risks and benefits of the				false

		4306						LN		168		5		false		           5   project between the Company and customers.				false

		4307						LN		168		6		false		           6				false

		4308						LN		168		7		false		           7             Second, I am concerned that when measured				false

		4309						LN		168		8		false		           8   over the 20-year period, used in the Company's				false

		4310						LN		168		9		false		           9   2017 IRP, the benefits from this opportunity				false

		4311						LN		168		10		false		          10   investment are significantly weighted in favor of				false

		4312						LN		168		11		false		          11   the Company.  To address this concern, if the				false

		4313						LN		168		12		false		          12   Commission approves the wind repowering project, I				false

		4314						LN		168		13		false		          13   recommend that it be made conditional on a reduction				false

		4315						LN		168		14		false		          14   of 200 basis points to the authorized rate of return				false

		4316						LN		168		15		false		          15   on common equity applicable to the undepreciated				false

		4317						LN		168		16		false		          16   balance of the retired plant.  This adjustment would				false

		4318						LN		168		17		false		          17   have the effect of better balancing the benefits				false

		4319						LN		168		18		false		          18   between customers and the Company.				false

		4320						LN		168		19		false		          19             I note that, although my recommendation --				false

		4321						LN		168		20		false		          20   recommended modifications would improve the terms of				false

		4322						LN		168		21		false		          21   the outcome for customers, they will not, by				false

		4323						LN		168		22		false		          22   themselves, overcome UAE's overall objections to				false

		4324						LN		168		23		false		          23   this project.  And since this 200-basis point aspect				false

		4325						LN		168		24		false		          24   of my conditional recommendation is a bit unusual,				false

		4326						LN		168		25		false		          25   let me spend a moment elaborating on the basis for				false

		4327						PG		169		0		false		page 169				false

		4328						LN		169		1		false		           1   it.				false

		4329						LN		169		2		false		           2             Rocky Mountain Power would have you				false

		4330						LN		169		3		false		           3   believe that if these projects were to produce $1 of				false

		4331						LN		169		4		false		           4   net benefits, then they should be approved as				false

		4332						LN		169		5		false		           5   proposed, irrespective of the relative distribution				false

		4333						LN		169		6		false		           6   of benefits between customers and the Company.  I				false

		4334						LN		169		7		false		           7   disagree.  I disagree that simply providing some				false

		4335						LN		169		8		false		           8   amount of projected benefits to customers is				false

		4336						LN		169		9		false		           9   sufficient justification for committing customers to				false

		4337						LN		169		10		false		          10   pay off a $1.1 billion investment for a project that				false

		4338						LN		169		11		false		          11   is not needed to meet reliability requirements, not				false

		4339						LN		169		12		false		          12   needed to meet load growth, and not needed to				false

		4340						LN		169		13		false		          13   replace a retired plant that has come to the end of				false

		4341						LN		169		14		false		          14   its useful life.				false

		4342						LN		169		15		false		          15             The balance of equities is important here.				false

		4343						LN		169		16		false		          16   We need to bear in mind that the Company is a				false

		4344						LN		169		17		false		          17   monopoly provider.  Consequently, Utah customers do				false

		4345						LN		169		18		false		          18   not have the benefit of alternative providers				false

		4346						LN		169		19		false		          19   offering to undertake repowering on better terms				false

		4347						LN		169		20		false		          20   than the Company is offering.  The only place for				false

		4348						LN		169		21		false		          21   Utah customers to get a better deal on repowering is				false

		4349						LN		169		22		false		          22   in the approval process.  And a key lever that the				false

		4350						LN		169		23		false		          23   Commission has is the allowed return on the retired				false

		4351						LN		169		24		false		          24   plant.				false

		4352						LN		169		25		false		          25             To make this deal happen, the Company will				false

		4353						PG		170		0		false		page 170				false

		4354						LN		170		1		false		           1   be removing equipment that has around 20 years left				false

		4355						LN		170		2		false		           2   on its useful life and seeking a full return on and				false

		4356						LN		170		3		false		           3   of that retired investment, as if it remained				false

		4357						LN		170		4		false		           4   useful.  Absent the pre-approval process, the				false

		4358						LN		170		5		false		           5   Company would run the risk of disallowance of the				false

		4359						LN		170		6		false		           6   recovery of this early retired plant.				false

		4360						LN		170		7		false		           7             Taking all factors into account, I believe				false

		4361						LN		170		8		false		           8   it is appropriate to make any approval of this				false

		4362						LN		170		9		false		           9   project conditional on a reduced return on this				false

		4363						LN		170		10		false		          10   retired plant to achieve a better balance of				false

		4364						LN		170		11		false		          11   equities.  And if requiring such a condition means				false

		4365						LN		170		12		false		          12   that the project does not move forward, then as the				false

		4366						LN		170		13		false		          13   Commission is hearing from parties advocating on				false

		4367						LN		170		14		false		          14   behalf of customer interests, that would be okay.				false

		4368						LN		170		15		false		          15   Utah customers are not here to serve as a vehicle to				false

		4369						LN		170		16		false		          16   facilitate the Company's financial aspirations for				false

		4370						LN		170		17		false		          17   projects that are not necessary.				false

		4371						LN		170		18		false		          18             If the repowering project is allowed to				false

		4372						LN		170		19		false		          19   proceed, my third recommendation is that the overall				false

		4373						LN		170		20		false		          20   project should be scaled back to exclude at least				false

		4374						LN		170		21		false		          21   the Leaning Juniper project, as this project fails				false

		4375						LN		170		22		false		          22   to provide net benefits over a 20-year period, even				false

		4376						LN		170		23		false		          23   when measured using nominal PTCs and nominal capital				false

		4377						LN		170		24		false		          24   costs, in either the medium gas, medium CO2 or the				false

		4378						LN		170		25		false		          25   low gas, zero CO2 scenarios.  Moreover, the				false

		4379						PG		171		0		false		page 171				false

		4380						LN		171		1		false		           1   Commission should also consider excluding				false

		4381						LN		171		2		false		           2   Glenrock III, High Plains, McFadden Ridge, Dunlap				false

		4382						LN		171		3		false		           3   Ranch, Rolling Hills, Marengo I, Marengo II and				false

		4383						LN		171		4		false		           4   Goodnoe Hills from any pre-approval because these				false

		4384						LN		171		5		false		           5   projects, as well as Leaning Juniper, failed to				false

		4385						LN		171		6		false		           6   provide net benefits over a 20-year period, using				false

		4386						LN		171		7		false		           7   the measurement metrics from the IRP, that is, real				false

		4387						LN		171		8		false		           8   levelized PTC values for one or both of the gas CO2				false

		4388						LN		171		9		false		           9   scenarios.				false

		4389						LN		171		10		false		          10             Fourth, the resource tracking mechanism				false

		4390						LN		171		11		false		          11   proposed by the Company to defer and recover				false

		4391						LN		171		12		false		          12   projects should not be approved.  The proposed				false

		4392						LN		171		13		false		          13   mechanism is quite complex.  This departure from				false

		4393						LN		171		14		false		          14   conventional ratemaking practice is not necessary,				false

		4394						LN		171		15		false		          15   and taken as a whole, not desirable.  Because the				false

		4395						LN		171		16		false		          16   RTM is an exercise in single issue ratemaking, it				false

		4396						LN		171		17		false		          17   brings with it attended concerns about the efficacy				false

		4397						LN		171		18		false		          18   of identifying costs and setting rates in isolation.				false

		4398						LN		171		19		false		          19   Rather than adopting the RTM, I believe it would be				false

		4399						LN		171		20		false		          20   preferable for the Company to instead file a general				false

		4400						LN		171		21		false		          21   rate case at the appropriate time to recover its				false

		4401						LN		171		22		false		          22   repowering costs in the context of the Company's				false

		4402						LN		171		23		false		          23   overall costs and revenues.				false

		4403						LN		171		24		false		          24             However, if the RTM is approved, it should				false

		4404						LN		171		25		false		          25   be modified.  In particular, the Company's proposed				false
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		4406						LN		172		1		false		           1   long-term continuation of the RTM as a PTC tracking				false

		4407						LN		172		2		false		           2   mechanism should be eliminated.  PTCs are not				false

		4408						LN		172		3		false		           3   tracked today in the manner proposed by the Company,				false

		4409						LN		172		4		false		           4   nor is it necessary to track PTCs going forward to				false

		4410						LN		172		5		false		           5   ensure just and reasonable rates.				false

		4411						LN		172		6		false		           6   Therefore, I recommend that if the RTM is approved, the				false

		4412						LN		172		7		false		           7   Company's proposal for a long-term PTC tracker be rejected.				false

		4413						LN		172		8		false		           8   In addition, the Company's original proposal to cap the				false

		4414						LN		172		9		false		           9   surcharge at the amount of incremental net power cost				false

		4415						LN		172		10		false		          10   benefits should be retained, with no deferral of costs				false

		4416						LN		172		11		false		          11   exceeding the cap, as proposed by the Company in its				false

		4417						LN		172		12		false		          12   supplemental filing.				false

		4418						LN		172		13		false		          13             And finally, if a form of the RTM is				false

		4419						LN		172		14		false		          14   adopted, the treatment of property tax expense				false

		4420						LN		172		15		false		          15   should be modified to take into account the expected				false

		4421						LN		172		16		false		          16   reduction in property tax on existing plant that				false

		4422						LN		172		17		false		          17   would occur as the repowering project is implemented				false

		4423						LN		172		18		false		          18   and the existing plant is retired.				false

		4424						LN		172		19		false		          19             And that concludes my summary.				false

		4425						LN		172		20		false		          20        Q    Thank you, Mr. Higgins.				false

		4426						LN		172		21		false		          21   Before I turn you over to cross-examination, I did have a				false

		4427						LN		172		22		false		          22   question.  You've had the opportunity to listen to the				false

		4428						LN		172		23		false		          23   testimony yesterday and today, right?				false

		4429						LN		172		24		false		          24        A    Yes, I have.  When I wasn't here				false

		4430						LN		172		25		false		          25   physically, I was listening to the online broadcast.				false

		4431						PG		173		0		false		page 173				false

		4432						LN		173		1		false		           1        Q    Okay.  And did you hear -- there have been				false

		4433						LN		173		2		false		           2   a number of witnesses who've testified with respect				false

		4434						LN		173		3		false		           3   to the amortization of the retired plant, included				false

		4435						LN		173		4		false		           4   in that was Ms. Steward yesterday, Mr. Peterson				false

		4436						LN		173		5		false		           5   today, as well as Mr. Link.				false

		4437						LN		173		6		false		           6   Did you hear testimony on behalf of those witnesses on that				false

		4438						LN		173		7		false		           7   topic?				false

		4439						LN		173		8		false		           8        A    Yes, I did.				false

		4440						LN		173		9		false		           9        Q    And do you -- I'm interested in your view				false

		4441						LN		173		10		false		          10   on whether the Commission ought to address the				false

		4442						LN		173		11		false		          11   period of time of amortization in this proceeding or				false

		4443						LN		173		12		false		          12   in some separate proceeding?				false

		4444						LN		173		13		false		          13        A    I would strongly recommend that the				false

		4445						LN		173		14		false		          14   Commission consider this issue in the context of the				false

		4446						LN		173		15		false		          15   depreciation docket that will be forthcoming in the				false

		4447						LN		173		16		false		          16   future.  I have concerns that, if the Commission				false

		4448						LN		173		17		false		          17   were to lock in, say, to a ten-year amortization,				false

		4449						LN		173		18		false		          18   for example, as proposed by Mr. Peterson, that that				false

		4450						LN		173		19		false		          19   would have implications for customers in the				false

		4451						LN		173		20		false		          20   near-term that have not been fully vetted.				false

		4452						LN		173		21		false		          21   I also have -- I also believe that it would be appropriate,				false

		4453						LN		173		22		false		          22   as part of the discussion, to take into consideration the				false

		4454						LN		173		23		false		          23   impacts on customers in the years '21 through '30.  I				false

		4455						LN		173		24		false		          24   understand that the Division of Public Utilities is				false

		4456						LN		173		25		false		          25   concerned about customers in years '11 through '20, but				false
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		4458						LN		174		1		false		           1   customers in the years '21 through '30, if this project were				false

		4459						LN		174		2		false		           2   to go forward, would in fact be -- have a bequest given to				false

		4460						LN		174		3		false		           3   them by the customers of today, by investing in a plant				false

		4461						LN		174		4		false		           4   today that is likely to be providing benefits 21 years from				false

		4462						LN		174		5		false		           5   now, and obviating the need for new investments 21 years				false

		4463						LN		174		6		false		           6   from now.				false

		4464						LN		174		7		false		           7             And so I think that when you take all of				false

		4465						LN		174		8		false		           8   those things into consideration, the most reasonable				false

		4466						LN		174		9		false		           9   course of action is to consider all those questions				false

		4467						LN		174		10		false		          10   in the context of the larger depreciation study				false

		4468						LN		174		11		false		          11   that's going to come that's going to have				false

		4469						LN		174		12		false		          12   implications for Utah ratepayers from issues outside				false

		4470						LN		174		13		false		          13   of this docket.  And I think that it would be best				false

		4471						LN		174		14		false		          14   to consider the implications and the impacts of the				false

		4472						LN		174		15		false		          15   amortization period, if there be one, for -- for				false

		4473						LN		174		16		false		          16   this -- the retired plant in that larger context.				false

		4474						LN		174		17		false		          17                  MR. RUSSELL:  Thank you, Mr. Higgins.				false

		4475						LN		174		18		false		          18   Mr. Higgins is available for cross-examination.				false

		4476						LN		174		19		false		          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.				false

		4477						LN		174		20		false		          20   Mr. Moore or Mr. Snarr, any questions for				false

		4478						LN		174		21		false		          21   Mr. Higgins?				false

		4479						LN		174		22		false		          22                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.				false

		4480						LN		174		23		false		          23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid or				false

		4481						LN		174		24		false		          24   Mr. Jetter?				false

		4482						LN		174		25		false		          25                  MS. SCHMID:  No questions.				false
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		4484						LN		175		1		false		           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey.				false

		4485						LN		175		2		false		           2                  MS. HICKEY:  No, I think I'll waive.				false

		4486						LN		175		3		false		           3   Thank you.				false

		4487						LN		175		4		false		           4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank				false

		4488						LN		175		5		false		           5   you.  Ms. McDowell or Mr. Lowney?				false

		4489						LN		175		6		false		           6                  MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, the Company does				false

		4490						LN		175		7		false		           7   have questions.				false

		4491						LN		175		8		false		           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.				false

		4492						LN		175		9		false		           9                  MR. LOWNEY:  And, again, I've got a				false

		4493						LN		175		10		false		          10   few cross-examination exhibits, so I'll just pause a				false

		4494						LN		175		11		false		          11   moment while those get distributed.				false

		4495						LN		175		12		false		          12                  CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		4496						LN		175		13		false		          13   BY MR. LOWNEY:				false

		4497						LN		175		14		false		          14        Q    Good afternoon, Mr. Higgins.				false

		4498						LN		175		15		false		          15        A    Good afternoon.				false

		4499						LN		175		16		false		          16        Q    Now, I'd just like to ask you a question				false

		4500						LN		175		17		false		          17   about something you said in your pre-filed				false

		4501						LN		175		18		false		          18   testimony, as well as in your summary today.				false

		4502						LN		175		19		false		          19   And that is, that according to your testimony, to be				false

		4503						LN		175		20		false		          20   analytically consistent, PTCs must be modeled on the same				false

		4504						LN		175		21		false		          21   basis as capital costs, correct?				false

		4505						LN		175		22		false		          22        A    Correct.  For the -- certainly for the				false

		4506						LN		175		23		false		          23   purposes of this docket, in which there's been a				false

		4507						LN		175		24		false		          24   separation made, in my view, from the IRP structure				false

		4508						LN		175		25		false		          25   and the IRP valuation methods, that if we were to				false
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		4510						LN		176		1		false		           1   look at impacts, ratepayer impacts, in isolation for				false

		4511						LN		176		2		false		           2   a 20-year period, then I do believe that a				false

		4512						LN		176		3		false		           3   consistent approach is going to be necessary, yes.				false

		4513						LN		176		4		false		           4        Q    But you would agree that you've filed				false

		4514						LN		176		5		false		           5   prior testimony where you've questioned why PTCs are				false

		4515						LN		176		6		false		           6   treated in the same ways as capital costs, correct?				false

		4516						LN		176		7		false		           7        A    The -- are you --				false

		4517						LN		176		8		false		           8        Q    Let me point your attention to --				false

		4518						LN		176		9		false		           9        A    What are you referring to in the				false

		4519						LN		176		10		false		          10   testimony?				false

		4520						LN		176		11		false		          11        Q    This the document that's labeled RMP				false

		4521						LN		176		12		false		          12   Cross-Exhibit 9.				false

		4522						LN		176		13		false		          13        A    Yes.				false

		4523						LN		176		14		false		          14        Q    And this was testimony you filed in May of				false

		4524						LN		176		15		false		          15   last year, 2017, before the Public Utility				false

		4525						LN		176		16		false		          16   Commission of Oregon?				false

		4526						LN		176		17		false		          17        A    Yes.				false

		4527						LN		176		18		false		          18        Q    And, again, I'll represent to you, this is				false

		4528						LN		176		19		false		          19   a short excerpt of that testimony, just in the				false

		4529						LN		176		20		false		          20   interest of conserving paper.  And this case				false

		4530						LN		176		21		false		          21   involved a calculation of avoided cost pricing,				false

		4531						LN		176		22		false		          22   correct?				false

		4532						LN		176		23		false		          23        A    That's correct.				false

		4533						LN		176		24		false		          24        Q    And one of the issues in the case, at				false

		4534						LN		176		25		false		          25   least a marginal issue in the case, was how to				false
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		4536						LN		177		1		false		           1   account for PTCs in calculating avoided cost				false

		4537						LN		177		2		false		           2   pricing, correct?				false

		4538						LN		177		3		false		           3        A    The -- I actually discussed this issue in				false

		4539						LN		177		4		false		           4   my testimony, which is the excerpt that you have				false

		4540						LN		177		5		false		           5   here, and I don't know that it was necessarily an				false

		4541						LN		177		6		false		           6   issue for other parties, but I certainly did a walk				false

		4542						LN		177		7		false		           7   through of the issue in this excerpt.				false

		4543						LN		177		8		false		           8        Q    And I'll just direct your attention to				false

		4544						LN		177		9		false		           9   Page -- it's Page 14 of the testimony, footnote 10.				false

		4545						LN		177		10		false		          10        A    Yes.				false

		4546						LN		177		11		false		          11        Q    And you testify there that, "PacifiCorp				false

		4547						LN		177		12		false		          12   apparently treats PTCs as a negative fixed cost and				false

		4548						LN		177		13		false		          13   thus an offset against capacity costs, even though				false

		4549						LN		177		14		false		          14   PTCs are actually a function of energy output and				false

		4550						LN		177		15		false		          15   arguably should be included in the calculation of				false

		4551						LN		177		16		false		          16   avoided energy costs."  That was your testimony				false

		4552						LN		177		17		false		          17   before the Oregon Commission, correct?				false

		4553						LN		177		18		false		          18        A    Yes.  And that testimony, as you pointed				false

		4554						LN		177		19		false		          19   out, was in the context of avoided cost, and that				false

		4555						LN		177		20		false		          20   testimony was really speaking about the curiosity of				false

		4556						LN		177		21		false		          21   reflecting PTCs in the capacity payment to				false

		4557						LN		177		22		false		          22   qualifying facilities, as opposed to the energy				false

		4558						LN		177		23		false		          23   payment.				false

		4559						LN		177		24		false		          24             And, of course, as you can tell in				false

		4560						LN		177		25		false		          25   context, this was simply a footnote, it was a				false
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		4562						LN		178		1		false		           1   parenthetical comment that I made in passing.  And I				false

		4563						LN		178		2		false		           2   didn't challenge the Company's approach, nor does				false

		4564						LN		178		3		false		           3   this discussion here speak to the issue that's being				false

		4565						LN		178		4		false		           4   considered in this docket, which is real				false

		4566						LN		178		5		false		           5   levelization versus nominal treatment of PTCs.				false

		4567						LN		178		6		false		           6   This footnote says nothing, whatsoever, about real				false

		4568						LN		178		7		false		           7   levelization or nominal treatment of PTCs.  This simply				false

		4569						LN		178		8		false		           8   mentions the fact that, in the Company's avoided cost				false

		4570						LN		178		9		false		           9   calculations, the avoidance of PTCs is reduced from a QFs				false

		4571						LN		178		10		false		          10   capacity payment, rather than its energy payment.    And I				false

		4572						LN		178		11		false		          11   did point out that, arguably, it could be reflected in the				false

		4573						LN		178		12		false		          12   avoided energy payment, as opposed to the avoided capacity				false

		4574						LN		178		13		false		          13   payment, but then didn't --				false

		4575						LN		178		14		false		          14        Q    Didn't pursue --				false
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		4615						LN		180		2		false		           2        Q    And you previously testified that market				false

		4616						LN		180		3		false		           3   transactions or market purchases represent a need				false

		4617						LN		180		4		false		           4   that can be displaced by a lower cost resource,				false
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		4818						LN		187		23		false		          23   describes those results that you were describing.				false

		4819						LN		187		24		false		          24   It shows, under the medium gas case, Leaning Juniper as a				false

		4820						LN		187		25		false		          25   cost under all three of the models, correct?				false

		4821						PG		188		0		false		page 188				false

		4822						LN		188		1		false		           1        A    Correct.				false

		4823						LN		188		2		false		           2        Q    And then on Page 14, it shows your low gas				false

		4824						LN		188		3		false		           3   results, correct?				false

		4825						LN		188		4		false		           4        A    On Page 36?				false

		4826						LN		188		5		false		           5        Q    Yeah.  Excuse me.  Table KCH-14.				false

		4827						LN		188		6		false		           6        A    Correct.				false

		4828						LN		188		7		false		           7        Q    Now, Mr. Link testified that the Company's				false

		4829						LN		188		8		false		           8   economic analysis in this case conservatively did				false

		4830						LN		188		9		false		           9   not include any values for REC's, correct, the				false

		4831						LN		188		10		false		          10   renewable energy credits?				false

		4832						LN		188		11		false		          11        A    Correct.				false

		4833						LN		188		12		false		          12        Q    And are you familiar with the fact that				false

		4834						LN		188		13		false		          13   Mr. Link testified that for Leaning Juniper in				false

		4835						LN		188		14		false		          14   particular, for every dollar of REC, for every				false

		4836						LN		188		15		false		          15   dollar assigned to an incremental REC, the benefits				false

		4837						LN		188		16		false		          16   of that project increased by $1.1 million?				false

		4838						LN		188		17		false		          17        A    I am familiar with his testimony, yes.				false

		4839						LN		188		18		false		          18        Q    Now, isn't it true that you've testified				false

		4840						LN		188		19		false		          19   in the last several cases in front of the Oregon				false

		4841						LN		188		20		false		          20   Commission about how valuable REC's are?				false

		4842						LN		188		21		false		          21        A    I have testified, not about -- not				false

		4843						LN		188		22		false		          22   necessarily about how valuable REC's are, but I've				false

		4844						LN		188		23		false		          23   testified that direct access customers should				false

		4845						LN		188		24		false		          24   receive credit for renewable energy that their				false

		4846						LN		188		25		false		          25   producer, their supplier, supplies them because				false

		4847						PG		189		0		false		page 189				false

		4848						LN		189		1		false		           1   they're also paying PacifiCorp for the same kilowatt				false

		4849						LN		189		2		false		           2   hours of renewable energy, and that there should be				false

		4850						LN		189		3		false		           3   a recognition of that.  And I've had disagreements				false

		4851						LN		189		4		false		           4   with the Company in Oregon about an appropriate				false

		4852						LN		189		5		false		           5   approach to value that.  But I did not argue that				false

		4853						LN		189		6		false		           6   they had tremendous value; I argued that, what value				false

		4854						LN		189		7		false		           7   they have should be recognized.  And I argued about				false

		4855						LN		189		8		false		           8   the method for -- for which it should be of value.				false

		4856						LN		189		9		false		           9   And, of course, the Company countered by arguing				false

		4857						LN		189		10		false		          10   that they had very, very little value.				false

		4858						LN		189		11		false		          11        Q    And I guess you've made that				false

		4859						LN		189		12		false		          12   recommendation, at least, in the last three annual				false

		4860						LN		189		13		false		          13   power cost filings in Oregon, correct?				false

		4861						LN		189		14		false		          14        A    That is correct.				false

		4862						LN		189		15		false		          15        Q    And presumably, if you believed REC's had				false

		4863						LN		189		16		false		          16   no value or had de minimis value, you wouldn't be				false

		4864						LN		189		17		false		          17   making the same recommendation three years in a row,				false

		4865						LN		189		18		false		          18   right?				false

		4866						LN		189		19		false		          19        A    I -- it was a -- it was an argument that I				false

		4867						LN		189		20		false		          20   made that I stand by and I believe is valid, but it				false

		4868						LN		189		21		false		          21   wasn't based on the REC's having a tremendous amount				false

		4869						LN		189		22		false		          22   of value, it was based on the fact that they have				false

		4870						LN		189		23		false		          23   value in Oregon.  And I believe that the value				false

		4871						LN		189		24		false		          24   should be recognized, yes.				false

		4872						LN		189		25		false		          25        Q    Now, if you could turn to document RMP				false

		4873						PG		190		0		false		page 190				false

		4874						LN		190		1		false		           1   Cross-Exhibit 13.				false

		4875						LN		190		2		false		           2        A    Sure.				false

		4876						LN		190		3		false		           3        Q    And this is testimony that you filed in				false

		4877						LN		190		4		false		           4   one of the cases we were just discussing.  This				false

		4878						LN		190		5		false		           5   testimony was filed with the Public Utility				false

		4879						LN		190		6		false		           6   Commission of Oregon in August of 2016.  And if you				false

		4880						LN		190		7		false		           7   could turn to page 7 of that testimony, please?				false

		4881						LN		190		8		false		           8   Beginning on line 3, of page 7, you're describing a				false

		4882						LN		190		9		false		           9   hypothetical to value the exercise you just described, and				false

		4883						LN		190		10		false		          10   you assume the hypothetical value of $1 for an unbundled				false

		4884						LN		190		11		false		          11   REC, correct?				false

		4885						LN		190		12		false		          12        A    Correct.				false

		4886						LN		190		13		false		          13        Q    And then in the footnote, you say, "This				false

		4887						LN		190		14		false		          14   value, this $1 value is in the general range of REC				false

		4888						LN		190		15		false		          15   values that are identified in public sources,"				false

		4889						LN		190		16		false		          16   correct?				false

		4890						LN		190		17		false		          17        A    Correct.				false

		4891						LN		190		18		false		          18        Q    Now, if we could turn back, just briefly,				false

		4892						LN		190		19		false		          19   to Page 35 of your response testimony, that's the				false

		4893						LN		190		20		false		          20   table that shows the medium -- medium/medium				false

		4894						LN		190		21		false		          21   scenario for each project.  And assuming a $1 value				false

		4895						LN		190		22		false		          22   for RECs under the SO model results, Leaning Juniper				false

		4896						LN		190		23		false		          23   would go from a $1 million cost to a small				false

		4897						LN		190		24		false		          24   incremental benefit, correct?				false

		4898						LN		190		25		false		          25        A    Well, I believe it would go to about a				false

		4899						PG		191		0		false		page 191				false

		4900						LN		191		1		false		           1   breakeven, based on the numbers you represented to				false

		4901						LN		191		2		false		           2   me.				false

		4902						LN		191		3		false		           3        Q    1.1 versus 1?				false

		4903						LN		191		4		false		           4        A    Well, this one -- let's be clear, right?				false

		4904						LN		191		5		false		           5   This one is a rounded number, right?  It's 1 million				false

		4905						LN		191		6		false		           6   mas o menos.  So we don't -- we -- I don't know how				false

		4906						LN		191		7		false		           7   many decimal points this goes out.  So if we're				false

		4907						LN		191		8		false		           8   talking about rounding in the table, then you've got				false

		4908						LN		191		9		false		           9   to round the number that you've got for the REC				false

		4909						LN		191		10		false		          10   value as well.  So I'd say that, you know, it rounds				false

		4910						LN		191		11		false		          11   to about zero in -- in the SO model case and it's				false

		4911						LN		191		12		false		          12   still a cost in the other two cases.				false

		4912						LN		191		13		false		          13                  MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Mr. Higgins.				false

		4913						LN		191		14		false		          14   I have no further questions.  I would move to admit				false

		4914						LN		191		15		false		          15   Rocky Mountain Power Cross-Exhibits 9, 10 and 13.				false

		4915						LN		191		16		false		          16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party				false

		4916						LN		191		17		false		          17   objects to the admission of those exhibits, please				false

		4917						LN		191		18		false		          18   indicate to me.  I'm not seeing any objections, so				false

		4918						LN		191		19		false		          19   the motion is granted.				false

		4919						LN		191		20		false		          20     (RMP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 9, 10, and 13 admitted.)				false

		4920						LN		191		21		false		          21                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell, any				false

		4921						LN		191		22		false		          22   redirect?				false

		4922						LN		191		23		false		          23                  MR. RUSSELL:  Yes, Chairman.				false

		4923						LN		191		24		false		          24				false

		4924						LN		191		25		false		          25				false

		4925						PG		192		0		false		page 192				false

		4926						LN		192		1		false		           1                  REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		4927						LN		192		2		false		           2   BY MR. RUSSELL:				false

		4928						LN		192		3		false		           3        Q    Mr. Higgins, do you recall being asked				false

		4929						LN		192		4		false		           4   questions about testimony you provided in				false

		4930						LN		192		5		false		           5   Docket 15-035-53 in this Commission?				false

		4931						LN		192		6		false		           6        A    Yes.				false

		4932						LN		192		7		false		           7        Q    I've got a couple of follow-ups on that,				false

		4933						LN		192		8		false		           8   but first I need to hand out some testimony, so I'll				false

		4934						LN		192		9		false		           9   do that very briefly.				false

		4935						LN		192		10		false		          10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And if anyone				false

		4936						LN		192		11		false		          11   has a cellphone close to your microphone or an iPad				false

		4937						LN		192		12		false		          12   that's getting a signal or something, maybe move it				false

		4938						LN		192		13		false		          13   away from your microphone.  Or maybe my new sound				false

		4939						LN		192		14		false		          14   system just isn't quite good.				false

		4940						LN		192		15		false		          15                  MR. RUSSELL:  The document I've just				false

		4941						LN		192		16		false		          16   handed out is the direct testimony of Paul Clements.				false

		4942						LN		192		17		false		          17   It was filed May 11 of 2015.  It was filed with				false

		4943						LN		192		18		false		          18   Rocky Mountain Power's application and in support of				false

		4944						LN		192		19		false		          19   that application in Docket Number 15-035-53.  I				false

		4945						LN		192		20		false		          20   think for purposes of this hearing, we can identify				false

		4946						LN		192		21		false		          21   this document as UAE Hearing Exhibit 1.				false

		4947						LN		192		22		false		          22   BY MR. RUSSELL:				false

		4948						LN		192		23		false		          23        Q    Before I ask a specific question about				false

		4949						LN		192		24		false		          24   that testimony, Mr. Higgins, are you familiar with				false

		4950						LN		192		25		false		          25   the IRP that was in effect at the time of this				false

		4951						PG		193		0		false		page 193				false

		4952						LN		193		1		false		           1   testimony that was filed in May of 2015?				false

		4953						LN		193		2		false		           2        A    Generally, yes.				false

		4954						LN		193		3		false		           3        Q    Okay.  And is it your recollection that				false

		4955						LN		193		4		false		           4   that IRP included, as a method of meeting the				false

		4956						LN		193		5		false		           5   Company's loaded resource requirements, that it				false

		4957						LN		193		6		false		           6   would have included an expectation of acquiring				false

		4958						LN		193		7		false		           7   energy through market purchases and front office				false

		4959						LN		193		8		false		           8   transactions?				false

		4960						LN		193		9		false		           9        A    Yes.				false

		4961						LN		193		10		false		          10        Q    Okay.  And you mentioned in				false

		4962						LN		193		11		false		          11   cross-examination that the Company's position was				false

		4963						LN		193		12		false		          12   that it did not need resources for a decade, and I				false

		4964						LN		193		13		false		          13   just -- I want to -- I'm going to explore that for				false

		4965						LN		193		14		false		          14   just a second.  I'll have you turn to Page 3 of UAE				false

		4966						LN		193		15		false		          15   Hearing Exhibit 1.  Do you have that?				false

		4967						LN		193		16		false		          16        A    I do.				false

		4968						LN		193		17		false		          17        Q    And Line 62, starting in the middle of				false

		4969						LN		193		18		false		          18   that line.				false

		4970						LN		193		19		false		          19        A    Yes.				false

		4971						LN		193		20		false		          20        Q    And it states, "The Company has no need				false

		4972						LN		193		21		false		          21   for resources for the next decade."				false

		4973						LN		193		22		false		          22        A    Yes.				false

		4974						LN		193		23		false		          23        Q    Okay.  And then let's turn to Page 18, and				false

		4975						LN		193		24		false		          24   Line 370.  And the testimony there reads, "The				false

		4976						LN		193		25		false		          25   Company primarily enters into long-term transactions				false

		4977						PG		194		0		false		page 194				false

		4978						LN		194		1		false		           1   (those that exceed 36 months) only when there is a				false

		4979						LN		194		2		false		           2   clearly identified long-term resource need in its				false

		4980						LN		194		3		false		           3   IRP.  Long-term resource needs are typically				false

		4981						LN		194		4		false		           4   identified in the IRP only after lower cost,				false

		4982						LN		194		5		false		           5   lower-risk short-term resource opportunities are				false

		4983						LN		194		6		false		           6   exhausted such that a long-term resource is required				false

		4984						LN		194		7		false		           7   to meet customer load requirements."  My question to				false

		4985						LN		194		8		false		           8   you is, the testimony that we've just highlighted				false

		4986						LN		194		9		false		           9   from this, is this consistent with your recollection				false

		4987						LN		194		10		false		          10   of the Company's position in that docket?				false

		4988						LN		194		11		false		          11        A    Yes.  And this was the context that I was				false

		4989						LN		194		12		false		          12   referring to when I was responding to Counsel for				false

		4990						LN		194		13		false		          13   the Company.				false

		4991						LN		194		14		false		          14        Q    Okay.  And just to tie this up.				false

		4992						LN		194		15		false		          15   Do you recall what that docket was about?				false

		4993						LN		194		16		false		          16        A    Yes.  That docket was about -- the primary				false

		4994						LN		194		17		false		          17   issue in that docket was that Rocky Mountain Power				false

		4995						LN		194		18		false		          18   was recommending the QF contract terms be reduced				false

		4996						LN		194		19		false		          19   from 20 years to three years.  That was -- that was				false

		4997						LN		194		20		false		          20   the primary issue under consideration.				false

		4998						LN		194		21		false		          21                  MR. RUSSELL:  Okay.  No further				false

		4999						LN		194		22		false		          22   questions.				false

		5000						LN		194		23		false		          23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  Any				false

		5001						LN		194		24		false		          24   recross based on those questions?				false

		5002						LN		194		25		false		          25   Commissioner Clark, any questions for Mr. Higgins?				false

		5003						PG		195		0		false		page 195				false

		5004						LN		195		1		false		           1                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.				false

		5005						LN		195		2		false		           2   Thank you.				false

		5006						LN		195		3		false		           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:				false

		5007						LN		195		4		false		           4   Commissioner White?				false

		5008						LN		195		5		false		           5                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  Yes, just one				false

		5009						LN		195		6		false		           6   question.				false

		5010						LN		195		7		false		           7   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:				false

		5011						LN		195		8		false		           8        Q    To your proposal, I -- essentially, I				false

		5012						LN		195		9		false		           9   guess, to be characterizing it incorrectly, but				false

		5013						LN		195		10		false		          10   essentially to give a haircut on the return on the				false

		5014						LN		195		11		false		          11   legacy assets, is that something you have ever seen				false

		5015						LN		195		12		false		          12   done before?  I mean, is that -- and I'm just				false

		5016						LN		195		13		false		          13   wondering, I mean, legally, those were approved --				false

		5017						LN		195		14		false		          14   those projects were approved -- I mean, I guess I'm				false

		5018						LN		195		15		false		          15   just wondering, is that something you've seen done				false

		5019						LN		195		16		false		          16   in this Commission or others?				false

		5020						LN		195		17		false		          17        A    I have seen haircuts given on existing				false

		5021						LN		195		18		false		          18   assets for various reasons, and the -- I've seen				false

		5022						LN		195		19		false		          19   them ordered by Commissions and I've also seen them				false

		5023						LN		195		20		false		          20   as a result of stipulations, which, of course, are				false

		5024						LN		195		21		false		          21   typically considered maybe not precedential.  But to				false

		5025						LN		195		22		false		          22   your specific question, for example, here in Utah,				false

		5026						LN		195		23		false		          23   there was a stipulation in which the Company agreed				false

		5027						LN		195		24		false		          24   to take a lower rate of return on regulatory assets				false

		5028						LN		195		25		false		          25   associated with the Klamath Dam Project, and				false

		5029						PG		196		0		false		page 196				false

		5030						LN		196		1		false		           1   essentially, receives a debt return on that project.				false

		5031						LN		196		2		false		           2   And, again, that -- that's something that was				false

		5032						LN		196		3		false		           3   approved by the Commission, it wasn't mandated by				false

		5033						LN		196		4		false		           4   the Commission.  It was something the Company agreed				false

		5034						LN		196		5		false		           5   to do, but it has happened before here.				false

		5035						LN		196		6		false		           6   I've also seen Commissions order lower rates of return on				false

		5036						LN		196		7		false		           7   certain regulatory assets, which -- which this would be.				false

		5037						LN		196		8		false		           8   This would be or could be structured as a regulatory asset,				false

		5038						LN		196		9		false		           9   but as the unrecovered retired plant could be carved out and				false

		5039						LN		196		10		false		          10   considered to be a regulatory asset.  And I've seen lower				false

		5040						LN		196		11		false		          11   returns and regulatory assets in the context of prepaid				false

		5041						LN		196		12		false		          12   pension assets.  For example, the Kansas Commission, to my				false

		5042						LN		196		13		false		          13   recollection, has ordered that.				false

		5043						LN		196		14		false		          14             So you do see, from time to time, certain				false

		5044						LN		196		15		false		          15   assets singled out and treated that way.  And I				false

		5045						LN		196		16		false		          16   certainly think that in a case like this, where you				false

		5046						LN		196		17		false		          17   have an extraordinary retirement, that as a				false

		5047						LN		196		18		false		          18   retirement on an asset that's only ten years old, in				false

		5048						LN		196		19		false		          19   essence that's got another 20 years left on it, as				false

		5049						LN		196		20		false		          20   part of a proposal for, you know, an opportunity				false

		5050						LN		196		21		false		          21   investment, if you will, I do think that the return				false

		5051						LN		196		22		false		          22   allowed on a retired asset can be considered part of				false

		5052						LN		196		23		false		          23   the equation for coming up with a balanced result.				false

		5053						LN		196		24		false		          24                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the				false

		5054						LN		196		25		false		          25   questions I have.  Thanks.				false

		5055						PG		197		0		false		page 197				false

		5056						LN		197		1		false		           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  One				false

		5057						LN		197		2		false		           2   follow-up to Commissioner White's question.				false

		5058						LN		197		3		false		           3   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:				false

		5059						LN		197		4		false		           4        Q    Just to the issue of whether that				false

		5060						LN		197		5		false		           5   suggested baseline reduction would be a single-item				false

		5061						LN		197		6		false		           6   rate case, were any of those examples you cited				false
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           1                       PROCEEDINGS



           2                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We're back this



           3   morning in Public Service Commission Docket No.



           4   17-035-39, the Voluntary Request of Rocky Mountain



           5   Power for the Approval of Resource Decision to



           6   Repower Wind Facilities.  My recollection is we had



           7   Mr. Daniel Peaco on the stand and everyone except



           8   Ms. McDowell had declined cross-examination, and we



           9   were about to start cross-examination from Rocky



          10   Mountain Power.  Is my recollection correct on that?



          11   No one else had an interest in cross-examining



          12   Mr. Peaco?



          13                  Okay.  We'll bring Mr. Peaco back to



          14   the stand.  You're still under oath from yesterday,



          15   and we'll start with Ms. McDowell's questions.



          16                  MS. MCDOWELL:  While Mr. Peaco is



          17   getting settled, I just want to let everyone know



          18   that I have distributed a cross-examination exhibit,



          19   Rocky Mountain Power Cross-Exhibit 4, and I believe



          20   the witness has that and I believe the Commission



          21   was provided copies of that.



          22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And then I'll



          23   just clarify that it's on yellow paper.  I assume --



          24   are all the numbers confidential or just the shaded



          25   ones?
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           1                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Just the shaded ones.



           2   Just to clarify, because I think it may help sort



           3   out the confidentiality issues.  Project costs -- on



           4   an individual basis, the project cost numbers are



           5   confidential, so the overall project cost isn't



           6   confidential, but it's broken down into the



           7   individual project costs, and that's what



           8   confidential here.  The cells that are shaded, I



           9   don't intend to -- I think I can navigate through



          10   this without actually asking confidential questions,



          11   but if, you know, if my questions elicit a response



          12   that is confidential, maybe we can take it from



          13   there.



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And just to



          15   clarify, I think what you just said means that the



          16   multi-colored shading on the far right is not



          17   confidential?



          18                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's correct.  You



          19   know, I stand corrected.  Even though they're not



          20   shaded, they are confidential because I understand



          21   that, as I'm thinking about it now, you could



          22   actually back into those numbers --



          23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  So all the



          24   multicolored shaded numbers are also?



          25                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's correct.  So I
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           1   will try to ask questions at a high level --



           2   although it may be impossible to navigate through



           3   this without some closed session, so we'll just see



           4   how that goes.



           5                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.



           6                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



           7   BY MS. MCDOWELL:



           8        Q    Good morning, Mr. Peaco.



           9        A    Good morning.



          10        Q    So at the end of day the yesterday,



          11   Ms. Hickey asked about your recommendation that the



          12   Company make a new voluntary resource filing scaling



          13   back the scope of the project.  Do you recall that



          14   question?



          15        A    I do.



          16        Q    And are you aware that the timeline for a



          17   voluntary approval filing in front of this



          18   Commission is six months, 180 days?



          19        A    I'm not.  I'll take your representation of



          20   that.  I'm not real familiar with the requirements.



          21        Q    So your recommendation didn't take into



          22   account the amount of time that it would take the



          23   Commission to actually process that additional



          24   request?



          25        A    Well, the recommendation is based on the
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           1   fact that we don't have -- in our opinion, we don't



           2   have a record here to make an affirmative decision



           3   and so if there was one desire, then it would



           4   require new information.



           5        Q    So in this case, we're in the ninth month



           6   of the filing, does that sound right, filed in June?



           7        A    Yes, at least.



           8        Q    So wouldn't the delay associated with a



           9   new filing potentially cause risks associated with



          10   the qualification for the PTCs with these projects?



          11        A    To my understanding, there's still some



          12   float in the schedule, but I invited the Company to



          13   file that in their last responsive testimony but



          14   didn't, so I don't really see that it's on us.  We



          15   asked you to file that so we could hear that



          16   downsize filing today, and that didn't occur.



          17        Q    Well, I would -- I noticed an



          18   inconsistency between your testimony and



          19   Dr. Zenger's testimony where she expressed concerns



          20   about the projects even being one day late and



          21   losing eligibility for PTCs.  Your recommendation



          22   would add at least another six months in the



          23   schedule, so wouldn't that actually add to the risks



          24   that Dr. Zenger expressed concern about?



          25        A    Well, it would, but my understanding is
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           1   that the critical path is not such that there isn't



           2   more time to consider this, but the alternative is



           3   to deny the projects outright, so I think you'd have



           4   to make that choice.



           5        Q    So I'd like to turn to your testimony



           6   at -- it's in your supplemental response testimony,



           7   lines 376 through 378.



           8        A    370 --



           9        Q    It's page 22, and basically the Q begins



          10   on line 374 and it goes to 378.  Do you have that?



          11        A    Yes.



          12        Q    So there are -- the question asks whether



          13   you've done any analysis to test the economics of



          14   the repowering projects in light of the problems



          15   with the Company's analysis, and there you say,



          16   "Yes, I have.  I've calculated a set of benefit cost



          17   metrics for each of the repowering projects using



          18   different estimates of the energy benefits.  The



          19   benefit cost metrics are summarized in Table 4."  Do



          20   you see that?



          21        A    I do.



          22        Q    So I've handed you, or cause to be



          23   distributed to you in advance of the hearing, RMP



          24   Cross-Exhibit 4.  Do you recognize this as the work



          25   paper that underlies your table 4?
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           1        A    Yes.



           2        Q    So that everybody is on the same page



           3   here, when you calculate a benefit-to-cost ratio --



           4   just so everybody understands it, a benefit-to-cost



           5   ratio higher than 1.0 indicates that the benefits



           6   are -- exceed the costs on a particular project; is



           7   that correct?



           8        A    Correct.



           9        Q    And just so everybody understands your



          10   methodology, I'd like to go through it.  Instead of



          11   using the Company's modeling, the IRP modeling, you



          12   used the Company's Palo Verde prices -- the price



          13   curve for the Palo Verde market -- for the entire



          14   study period through 2050; is that correct?



          15        A    Well, there are two columns of numbers



          16   that are the Company's numbers, and then the last



          17   four columns as you describe.



          18        Q    And basically you did this, according to



          19   your testimony, to avoid the issues that you believe



          20   are associated with the IRP models; is that correct?



          21        A    The IRP models and the alternative that



          22   Mr. Link offered in his testimony.



          23        Q    So just, again, to understand what you've



          24   done here, in your columns P through Q, where you



          25   say a hundred percent PV and then have both the
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           1   medium and low case, is what you've done, basically,



           2   is take the Company's medium Palo Verde price curve



           3   and its low Palo Verde price curve and reprice the



           4   incremental energy using those curves?



           5        A    That's correct.



           6        Q    And then your --



           7        A    All of the entire energy from the project.



           8        Q    And then -- so it would be the incremental



           9   energy up until 2037 and then the entire energy



          10   output between 2037 and 2050?



          11        A    That's correct.



          12        Q    So using those -- just to make sure we



          13   understand the way this chart flows -- then in the



          14   70 percent case, you've basically, again, taken the



          15   Company's medium and low price curves and then



          16   reduced them by 30 percent; is that right?



          17        A    The Company offered medium and low



          18   Palo Verde price scripts at 70 percent.  Mr. Link



          19   described and offered Palo Verde price scripts for



          20   medium and low as case assumptions, and then he used



          21   a 130 percent of those values and 70 percent of



          22   those values in his testimony.  So the 70 percent



          23   value here are the medium and low Palo Verde price



          24   70 percent versions that Mr. Link refers to in his



          25   testimony.
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           1        Q    So just referring to Column P, this is



           2   your benefit-to-cost ratio using the hundred percent



           3   of the PV pricing under the Company's medium-priced



           4   forecast.  Are you with me on that column?



           5        A    Yes.



           6        Q    So every column is higher than 1.0,



           7   correct?



           8        A    Correct.



           9        Q    And the Company's medium case is in



          10   Column N, correct?



          11        A    Correct.



          12        Q    And comparing your results in Column P to



          13   the results in Column N, doesn't it show that your



          14   results produce higher benefit-to-cost ratios than



          15   the Company's medium/medium results for every single



          16   project?



          17        A    The assumption that using the Palo Verde



          18   medium/medium at a hundred percent does produce that



          19   result.  It's simply a demonstration of what that



          20   set of assumptions produces.  Correct.



          21        Q    And would you accept, subject to check,



          22   that a simple average of the Company's



          23   benefit-to-cost ratios using the medium case is 1.29



          24   and yours is 1.42?



          25        A    Simple average is not appropriate for
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           1   these calculations.  I'll accept your math, but I



           2   reject the concept that a simple average has any



           3   meaning.  You would need to do a weighted average to



           4   have any meaning.



           5        Q    So if you're right that the SO and PaR



           6   models are flawed, at least in this instance, the



           7   flaws have understated the benefits of repowering in



           8   the medium case?



           9        A    No, that's not correct.



          10        Q    Well, your benefit-cost ratios are higher



          11   than the Company's, correct?



          12        A    That's not my recommended case.



          13        Q    With respect to the medium case, which is



          14   my question, in the medium case, don't the PaR and



          15   SO models understate the benefits as compared to



          16   your calculations?



          17        A    My calculation of the cost benefit using



          18   Mr. Link's assumptions of Palo Verde and 100 percent



          19   medium/medium does produce a higher result than the



          20   Company's modeling analysis, correct.  I don't



          21   accept the representation that it's anything other



          22   than the calculation of that result when you



          23   associate that with -- that's not a number that I



          24   would recommend the Commission put any weight on in



          25   terms of decision making, if that's where you're
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           1   going, so I just want to make that distinction.



           2        Q    You know, your counsel can ask you



           3   questions on redirect, but I'm just asking you some



           4   specific questions about your analysis that you've



           5   provided in this case which you said was designed to



           6   assess the benefits of this project.



           7        A    Correct.



           8        Q    So if you could refer to Column Q, these



           9   are your results for the low gas, zero CO2 scenario,



          10   correct?



          11        A    At 100 percent Palo Verde, correct.



          12        Q    At 100 percent Palo Verde.  So under that



          13   column, every project except Leaning Juniper shows



          14   net benefits in your study, correct?



          15        A    Correct.



          16        Q    And if you compare those results, again,



          17   to the Company's results in Column O, your



          18   methodology produced higher benefit-cost ratios for



          19   8 of the 12 projects, correct?



          20        A    I haven't counted those.  There are some



          21   that are higher, some that are lower.



          22        Q    If you can accept, subject to check, you



          23   produced lower benefits only for Glenrock I, Seven



          24   Mile Hill I, Leaning Juniper, and Goodnoe Hills.



          25        A    I'm sorry.  Those four again?
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           1        Q    Glenrock I, Seven Mile Hill I, Leaning



           2   Juniper, and Goodnoe Hills.



           3        A    That's correct.



           4        Q    So now, I'm going to ask you about your



           5   Columns R and S.  In those cases, I think we have



           6   already been through this, that you basically took,



           7   again, the medium and low price curves that the



           8   Company provided, and then you discounted them by



           9   another 30 percent?



          10        A    Correct.



          11        Q    And you did this even though you'd already



          12   run a low forecast in Column Q, correct?



          13        A    I'd run the -- Mr. Link's low hundred



          14   percent Palo Verde prices in Column Q.



          15        Q    So isn't the effect of reducing the medium



          16   Palo Verde curve by 30 percent to basically turn



          17   that into the low case?  If you look at the



          18   benefit-cost ratios between your 100 percent



          19   Palo Verde low curve and 70 percent Palo Verde



          20   medium, aren't those results virtually the same?



          21        A    They're very close, yes.



          22        Q    So you basically have two low curves then?



          23        A    I'm not following that question.



          24        Q    Well, you have -- Q is the low curve at a



          25   hundred percent Palo Verde, and Column R is the
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           1   medium case at 70 percent Palo Verde, and they're



           2   essentially equivalent cases, low gas cases?



           3        A    No.  That's not true.



           4        Q    Well, they produce essentially the same



           5   results, don't they?



           6        A    Right, but your representation of the



           7   cases are what I'm objecting to.



           8        Q    So then if you go over to one more column,



           9   Column S, there you take the low benefit case -- so



          10   you basically take the low Palo Verde curve and you



          11   reduce it another 30 percent.  That's what that case



          12   does, right?



          13        A    Right.



          14        Q    So it's really a low/low case, correct?



          15   You're taking the low curve and then you're reducing



          16   it a step further; is that correct?



          17        A    We're taking Mr. Link's low Palo Verde



          18   prices and reducing those and taking the 70 percent



          19   value of those and running those in that case,



          20   correct.



          21        Q    And just to be clear, you did not test any



          22   of this using the high Palo Verde curve, correct?



          23        A    Correct.



          24        Q    Which you could have done, you had those



          25   numbers.
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           1        A    There was no reason to.



           2        Q    Because you just want to look at the



           3   medium/low and low/low case here?



           4        A    No.  In other places in my testimony, I



           5   did -- I tested the Palo Verde prices against



           6   Mr. Link's natural gas prices and found that all of



           7   the Palo Verde prices tracked well above what



           8   natural gas prices would produce for values in



           9   PacifiCorp's system.  And that's the basis upon



          10   which I concluded that the results in Column R and S



          11   most closely align with what Mr. Link has assumed



          12   for natural gas price forecasts in the medium and



          13   low cases.  And so my -- based on that analysis, my



          14   conclusion is Column R most closely aligns with



          15   Mr. Link's natural gas price assumptions in the



          16   medium case, and Column S most closely aligns with



          17   his assumptions for natural gas prices in the low



          18   case.



          19        Q    Now, isn't it true that Mr. Link used that



          20   70 percent scenario only in the out years, beginning



          21   in 2017?



          22        A    That's my understanding.



          23        Q    And isn't it also true that when you test



          24   the implied heat rate -- which I think is the



          25   analysis you're talking about -- in those out years,
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           1   the heat rate is much more aligned with the numbers



           2   that you say are appropriate?



           3        A    I'm sorry.  What are you referring to?



           4        Q    So you tested the heat rate in the



           5   near-term right, like 2022?



           6        A    Yeah, I'd have to look at the numbers.



           7        Q    But it was within the period of time that



           8   the Company uses, basically, available market data



           9   to set its curve, right?



          10        A    I don't have -- I'd have to look at the



          11   numbers to see what you're referring to.



          12        Q    But do you recall that your test for the



          13   heat rate was in the near-term, not out in 2037?



          14        A    I don't recall exactly how far we went out



          15   with that.



          16        Q    So I wanted to ask you to turn to -- I



          17   guess I want to back up and ask you about the



          18   reasonableness of discounting the Company's price



          19   curves, the low price curve, by an additional



          20   30 percent, and specifically wanted to ask you about



          21   DPU's Cross-Exhibit 1 from yesterday, which is the



          22   order and stipulation from the Idaho Commission



          23   approving this proposal.  Do you have that?



          24        A    I do not have that.



          25        Q    I only have one copy.

�                                                                          20











           1                  MS. SCHMID:  Could we go off the



           2   record for just one moment?



           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.



           4   We'll be in brief recess.



           5                  (A brief recess was taken.)



           6   BY MS. MCDOWELL:



           7        Q    So, Mr. Peaco, you have been handed DPU



           8   Cross-Exhibit 1.  Do you see that?



           9        A    I have that.



          10        Q    Can you please turn to the back part of



          11   that exhibit?  The order approving the stipulation



          12   is attached, and I'd like you to turn to what is the



          13   page that's labeled page 4 of that order.



          14        A    I have that.



          15        Q    And I'll represent to you that the order



          16   was issued on December 28, 2017, approving the



          17   repowering project in Idaho.



          18        A    The cover letter has a November 24 date.



          19   Is that something different?



          20        Q    So just so there's no confusion, the



          21   exhibit has -- as the Division presented it -- has



          22   the stipulation in the first group of pages, and



          23   that was presented to the Commission on November 24,



          24   2017.  And then the order approving the stipulation



          25   is the back part of the exhibit, and that's what I
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           1   have questions about.  The first page of that order



           2   is page 1 and indicates the date of December 28,



           3   2017.



           4        A    I have that.



           5        Q    So you if you could, turn to page 4 of



           6   that order.  And there in the second full



           7   paragraph -- the second paragraph, down from the



           8   top, the Commission is explaining why the -- in



           9   part, why it accepted the recommendation of staff to



          10   approve the stipulation, and it specifically refers



          11   to the staff, Idaho staff's position on forward



          12   price curves.  And I just wanted to read that



          13   language to you and then ask you a question about



          14   it.  The paragraph states, "The staff also described



          15   natural gas price risk if natural gas prices are



          16   less than the Company assumes, then the project's



          17   net benefits will also be less than estimated.



          18   While the impact of lower gas prices could be large,



          19   Staff believes the natural gas price risk is low.



          20   Staff compared the Company's natural gas price



          21   forecasts with those of the U.S. Energy Information



          22   Administration (EIA), and found that the Company's



          23   forecasts are consistently lower than the EIA's.



          24   Staff thus believed that the Company's forecasts are



          25   conservative, and explained that if actual gas
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           1   prices are closer to EIA's forecasts, there will be



           2   more benefits than the Company has estimated."  So



           3   with that language, doesn't the Commission's order



           4   citing Staff's position on the reasonableness of the



           5   Company's gas forecast undermine your position that



           6   these forecasts should be reduced by an additional



           7   30 percent to determine cost-benefit ratios in this



           8   case?



           9        A    No.



          10        Q    Your analysis, as you indicated, does not



          11   include a high case, correct?



          12        A    But that wasn't the purpose of my



          13   analysis.



          14        Q    So you start with a conservative analysis



          15   that does not reflect -- which reflects conservative



          16   price curves based on, at least, the Idaho



          17   Commission's order, and then you reduce that low



          18   forecast by an additional 30 percent?



          19        A    No.  That's not right.  What I explained



          20   to you was that I compared the 70 percent Palo Verde



          21   to the Company's own low gas price forecast, that



          22   70 percent that I was aligning up with the Company's



          23   natural gas price forecast.  I'm not offering



          24   something different than that.  I'm saying the



          25   70 percent Palo Verde script is consistent with the
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           1   Company's own low natural gas price with a



           2   reasonable system heat rate.



           3        Q    But you take the Company's low natural gas



           4   forecast and you reduce it by 30 percent in your



           5   Column S.



           6        A    No, that's not correct.



           7                  MS. SCHMID:  Pardon me, Mr. Peaco,



           8   could you speak a little more loudly and a little



           9   more directly into the microphone?



          10                  THE WITNESS:  Sure.



          11        A    That is not correct.



          12   BY MS. MCDOWELL:



          13        Q    Well, then, how is it that you have a



          14   medium case and a low case?  You've used the



          15   Company's medium Palo Verde curve and its low Palo



          16   Verde curve.



          17        A    You're comparing the Palo Verde price



          18   curve with the Company's natural gas price forecast,



          19   and they're two different things.



          20        Q    So you basically reduced the medium



          21   forecast and the low forecast, each by 30 percent,



          22   correct?



          23        A    Palo Verde forecast.



          24        Q    So even after taking that low forecast --



          25   the low Palo Verde price curve -- and reducing that
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           1   by 30 percent, isn't it true that even in that case,



           2   only two projects show a benefit-cost ratio of less



           3   than 1?



           4        A    Yes.



           5        Q    So in total, you performed either -- I



           6   don't know if you want to call it two studies or



           7   four studies, but produced 48 results, correct?



           8   Your columns P, Q, R, and S had 48 results, correct?



           9        A    Yes.



          10        Q    And of those 48, only five returned



          11   results showing that repowering does not provide net



          12   benefits, correct?



          13        A    Yes.



          14        Q    So in your testimony, you indicated that



          15   RMP should be -- or the Company should be required



          16   to demonstrate benefits to customers under the low



          17   gas, zero CO2 scenario.  Do you recall that



          18   testimony?



          19        A    I do.



          20        Q    Well, doesn't table 4 show that even under



          21   your own analysis, the repowering project meets the



          22   standard for every facility but Leaning Juniper?



          23        A    If you ignore all the risks that are



          24   inherent in those projects, yes.  But my testimony



          25   goes on to explain that these numbers do not address
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           1   all the remaining outstanding risks associated with



           2   those.



           3        Q    So I wanted to ask you about applying a



           4   simple average to calculate risk-weighted benefits,



           5   like the Division's expert, Mr. Evans did in the SCR



           6   case.  Were you here yesterday when we discussed the



           7   SCR case?



           8        A    I was.



           9        Q    So do you agree that a simple average for



          10   the Leaning Juniper plant under a hundred percent PV



          11   case shows that you would produce a benefit-cost



          12   ratio of greater than 1.0?



          13        A    I'm sorry.  A simple average of what?



          14        Q    Of the Leaning Juniper results for the



          15   medium -- for the hundred percent Palo Verde case



          16   produces a benefit cost ratio greater than 1.0?  So



          17   it's basically your Column P and Column Q, under



          18   cell 12?



          19        A    So is your question, if you average the



          20   four numbers --



          21        Q    The two numbers in the hundred percent



          22   case.  This is awkward because I'm trying not to say



          23   the numbers since they're confidential.



          24        A    But we've got rows and column here, and I



          25   want to make sure --
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           1        Q    So basically it's 12, which is the Leaning



           2   Juniper row, and columns P and Q.



           3        A    Averaging just those two?



           4        Q    A simple average of those two produces a



           5   benefit-cost ratio of greater than one 1.0, correct?



           6        A    Slightly.



           7        Q    So you indicate that this table



           8   illustrates the problems with the SO model, but



           9   doesn't it ultimately validate the results of the SO



          10   model, at least in the medium hundred percent Palo



          11   Verde case?



          12        A    Well, I think we're talking about two



          13   different issues.  The issue that I was pointing to



          14   was the fact that, as you pointed out in talking



          15   about the results in Column Q, they're not uniformly



          16   different.  And what we found was, one of the things



          17   about the method that we did would -- at least



          18   you're measuring consistently each project against



          19   the same metric, whereas in the Company's results,



          20   we've pointed repeatedly to the notion that there's



          21   a lot of anomalous results.  And what this points to



          22   is that the relative sequence of projects changes



          23   when you go from the Company's method to ours.  And



          24   that confirms to me that System Optimizer and PaR



          25   results are producing different results because
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           1   there are some numerical issues within the models



           2   that don't produce consistent results across the



           3   project, and that was the issue I was referring to.



           4   You're asking about the bottom line benefit-cost



           5   ratio comparisons, and that's a different issue.



           6        Q    Well, when you have two different models,



           7   you've run two different models, you would -- the



           8   results of those two models could be different on,



           9   you know, a detailed basis, correct?  But if the two



          10   models end up directionally showing the same thing,



          11   don't those models validate one another?



          12        A    It doesn't validate the models, it happens



          13   to be they come out to have similar results in some



          14   aggregate sense.  But what I was focusing on in the



          15   testimony that you asked me about was the fact that



          16   the rank order of the projects is materially



          17   different between those results and our results,



          18   which suggest to me that there were some differences



          19   in going from project to project that we've --



          20   issues that we've identified in our testimony that



          21   mean that you have some results that are anomalous



          22   coming out for some projects so that there's -- in



          23   some cases, maybe, the PaR System Optimizer results



          24   were producing higher or lower values than they



          25   would if you used -- basically, priced all the
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           1   energy at some constant price, as we have done here.



           2        Q    So in your summary yesterday, you said a



           3   50/50 proposition was not acceptable, and a dollar



           4   benefit was not enough.  Do you recall that?



           5        A    Correct.



           6        Q    So don't your results in Column P and Q



           7   show that this is anything but a 50/50 proposition?



           8        A    No.



           9        Q    When all of your benefit-cost ratios in



          10   Column P are positive and positive by a significant



          11   margin, doesn't this show that this is more than a



          12   dollar of benefit for customers?



          13        A    The implicit assumption in your question



          14   is, you're ignoring the litany of risk issues that



          15   remain for customers that have not been factored



          16   into those numbers.  And one of those is a low gas



          17   price risk, which points me to, at the low end,



          18   there's a probability that even ignoring the risks



          19   that some of the these projects are under water and



          20   they don't even produce a dollar benefit.



          21        Q    So when you indicate that there is



          22   disparity of results among the individual projects,



          23   isn't that something you would expect, given the



          24   different size and configuration of the projects?



          25        A    Well, no.  I would expect there to be
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           1   proportionality, but I would expect, based upon what



           2   I understand about the System Optimizer model, is



           3   using that model to measure -- it's modeling only



           4   the first 17 years.  There's small, incremental



           5   energy differential in the model, there's no



           6   incremental capacity, yet the model might change 500



           7   megawatt combined cycle unit by a year or two as a



           8   result of that change.  It's a very nonlinear result



           9   and, at least, a very anomalous result, which we've



          10   pointed out before.  And that's what I believe is



          11   happening here, and then that builds into the



          12   extrapolation methodology.  And I think this is not



          13   the right tool to evaluate these kinds of projects.



          14        Q    So under your alternative tool, you have



          15   not taken into account the proportionality or other



          16   project-specific attributes that you acknowledged



          17   might differ project to project, correct?



          18        A    I'm sorry?



          19        Q    Under your analysis here, you haven't



          20   taken into account proportionality or different



          21   project's attributes, correct?



          22        A    I'm not sure I understand proportionality.



          23        Q    You said you would have to look at



          24   proportionality, and you haven't taken that into



          25   account here, have you?
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           1        A    I'm still not understanding what you're



           2   referring to.



           3        Q    So when I asked you the question of,



           4   wouldn't you need to look at -- or wouldn't you



           5   expect that, given the project's different



           6   attributes, you would have different outcomes on a



           7   project-by-project basis.  You said, yes, you would



           8   need to look at proportionality.  Do you recall



           9   that?



          10        A    I don't.



          11        Q    That was what I recall I heard in your



          12   answer.  So would you agree that you need to take



          13   into account proportionality among the projects in



          14   looking at the variability of benefit-cost ratios?



          15        A    Let me try this and see if it's what



          16   you're after.  Our use of benefit-cost ratios was



          17   intended to compare the proportion of benefits to



          18   costs, which hasn't been done elsewhere.  If that's



          19   what you're referring to as proportionality, we've



          20   done that.



          21        Q    Would you accept, subject to check, in



          22   this case, since you have reviewed all of these



          23   studies, that the Company provided 135 different



          24   studies with respect to the repowering project in



          25   its most recent set of testimony?
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           1        A    I'm not sure where the 135 comes from.



           2        Q    So I can go through that with you.  Do you



           3   have Mr. Link's testimony with you?



           4        A    Which testimony?



           5        Q    Supplemental direct testimony, and I'm on



           6   pages 13 through 14.



           7                  MS. SCHMID:  I'm sorry.  Was that his



           8   supplemental direct?



           9                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's correct.



          10                  THE WITNESS:  I'm sorry.  Which page?



          11                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Pages 13 and 14 of the



          12   supplemental direct.



          13   BY MS. MCDOWELL:



          14        Q    So there, the Company provided



          15   project-by-project results using the SO and PaR



          16   models for both the medium and low scenarios.  Do



          17   you see that?



          18        A    Which table are you referring to?



          19        Q    So basically, there's two tables, one for



          20   the medium and one for the low gas.  One is on page



          21   13, one is on page 14.  Do you see those?



          22        A    Yes.  I'm with you.



          23        Q    So there's a total of 72 different studies



          24   embedded in those -- in those results.  Do you see



          25   that?
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           1        A    Six runs for each of the 12 projects?



           2        Q    Right.  So 72 different studies.



           3        A    I see that.



           4        Q    Okay.  And then, if you go to Mr. Link's



           5   testimony on page 15 --



           6        A    Yes.



           7        Q    -- and there, he provides an overall



           8   project -- or basically on page 15, he provides the



           9   nominal revenue requirement studies for each project



          10   for the medium and low gas scenarios.  Do you see



          11   that?



          12        A    For the 30-year project life?  Yes.



          13        Q    So that's another 24 studies.  Would you



          14   accept that, subject to check?



          15        A    24 runs.  Yes, I will accept that.



          16        Q    Of these 96 results that we just went



          17   through, only one project showed net cost, and that



          18   was in the low gas, zero CO2 scenario using the SR



          19   and PaR model, correct?



          20        A    On the 20-year analysis.  And there's a --



          21   in that project, it's zero in the 30-year.



          22        Q    And then, the Company also provided



          23   analysis of all of the projects together using the



          24   SO and PaR models for all nine price policy



          25   scenarios; do you recall that?
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           1        A    I understand that, yes.



           2        Q    And so that was on page 20 and that, I'll



           3   represent to you, comprised 27 different studies.



           4        A    I would call them runs, but yes.



           5        Q    And then on page 22, the Company provided



           6   that same analysis through the 2050 period, which



           7   was an additional nine studies?



           8        A    Yes.



           9        Q    And under all 36 of those studies,



          10   repowering provided net benefits to customers,



          11   correct?



          12        A    Correct.



          13        Q    And then, the Company also provided



          14   sensitivities using market prices to value the



          15   energy benefits for the longer-term economic



          16   analysis.  That was the discussion we had this



          17   morning about the use of Palo Verde prices?



          18        A    Correct.



          19        Q    And there were three studies in that case.



          20   Do you recall that?



          21        A    I will accept that.  I believe you're



          22   right, but I don't have it in front of me.  Is there



          23   a page reference?



          24        Q    That's on page 26.



          25        A    Okay.  I see that.
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           1        Q    So I got to 135 by adding 72 -- the first



           2   set of runs we talked about -- 24, 27, and 3, and



           3   that got to 135 different studies in Mr. Link's



           4   testimony.  Do you accept that number?



           5        A    I would label them runs, but yes, I would



           6   accept that.



           7        Q    And then you performed an additional 48



           8   studies -- you got an additional 48 results, I



           9   guess, if you want to call them results -- so that



          10   from a results standpoint, that brings us to a total



          11   number of 183 studies that we have between your



          12   analysis and Mr. Link's.  Would you accept that?



          13        A    Well, runs again, but yes.



          14        Q    So how can you claim there's not enough



          15   information in this case to determine whether



          16   repowering is most likely to reduce customer costs



          17   when there are now 183 study results, and the vast



          18   majority of them show net benefits to customers?



          19        A    All of Mr. Link's results suffer from the



          20   problems that I critiqued in my testimony, so I



          21   consider them of no value.  And in a number of the



          22   cases I've done, I've shown to illustrate how



          23   Mr. Link's assumptions would run through those, but



          24   the only ones that I have really focused on are,



          25   sort of, the last two columns in the exhibit we've
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           1   been talking about this morning.  So there's a lot



           2   of runs there, but most of them I would say to just



           3   set aside and they're not worth considering, because



           4   they have a number of problems which have been



           5   identified in my testimony and others.



           6        Q    So the SO and PaR runs which are -- have



           7   been conducted using the Company's IRP models,



           8   you're discounting entirely?



           9        A    Correct.



          10        Q    So you understand that the statute that



          11   the Company filed under the voluntary resource



          12   approval statute requires consideration of short-



          13   and long-term impacts, correct?



          14        A    Correct.



          15        Q    And can you turn to your supplemental



          16   response testimony?  And that's your testimony on



          17   April 2nd, and can you turn to line 663, please?



          18        A    I'm there.



          19        Q    And actually, I should have directed you



          20   to 659, which is the Q and A where you respond to



          21   the short- and long-term impacts.  And with respect



          22   to the short-term impacts, you indicate that -- on



          23   lines 662 to 663 -- that with respect to short-term



          24   impacts, the PTC benefits, if realized, would



          25   mitigate much of the costs in the first ten years.
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           1   Do you see that?



           2        A    Yes.



           3        Q    And on an NPV basis, which I think is what



           4   you were discussing in your supplemental -- let's



           5   call that the Hearing Exhibit 1 that you produced



           6   yesterday --



           7        A    Correct.



           8        Q    -- you were looking at production tax



           9   credit value on a net present value basis, correct?



          10        A    Yes.  I think the exhibit actually had



          11   nominal and present value, but we talked about



          12   present value.



          13        Q    But your point was to show NPV -- the



          14   Company had relied on nominal numbers, and you



          15   wanted to show what the NPV of those numbers was,



          16   correct?



          17        A    Correct.



          18        Q    So -- and on an NPV basis, would you agree



          19   that the PTCs are roughly -- provide about



          20   65 percent of the project costs?



          21        A    Yeah.  I'm not sure that's a number that



          22   can be made public, but yes.



          23        Q    I appreciate your sensitivity.  I think



          24   it's an issue around the overall.  Project costs are



          25   not confidential, it's only on a project-by-project
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           1   basis.



           2        A    Depending on what the numeric denominator



           3   is, it's approaching 70 percent of the total on a



           4   net present value basis.



           5        Q    And then on line 666, you indicate that



           6   the long-term benefit, much of the benefit -- I



           7   guess here on line 665 you say, "Much of the benefit



           8   is derived from the years 20 to 30 of the projects,



           9   the life extension period."  Do you see that?



          10        A    Yes.



          11        Q    And that's because that's when the



          12   existing facilities are assumed to be retired, based



          13   on the expiration of their 30-year life?



          14        A    Correct.



          15        Q    And during years 20 to 30, that's when the



          16   Company estimates an approximate 3,500 of gigawatt



          17   hours annually of incremental generation?



          18        A    I'll accept your number.  I don't have it



          19   in front of me.



          20        Q    Do you understand that during those years,



          21   repowering will also provide a capacity benefit,



          22   approximately equal to a thousand megawatts of wind



          23   resources?



          24        A    But that would not be the capacity.



          25   That's the nameplate of the total installation, but
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           1   that would not be the capacity benefit.



           2        Q    But it would provide a substantial



           3   capacity --



           4        A    Well, that would be some small fraction of



           5   the thousand --



           6        Q    -- off of the --



           7        A    I don't know the exact ratio, but it's



           8   somewhere in the 100 to 200 watt range of capacity.



           9        Q    So I wanted to ask you about your



          10   testimony on -- your response testimony on lines 584



          11   to 586.



          12        A    Yes.



          13        Q    And there, you indicate -- with respect to



          14   the PTC qualification risks -- you indicate that PTC



          15   qualification risks that remain are largely within



          16   the Company's control to manage, but as in the prior



          17   testimony, the Company is not agreeing to assume any



          18   of the remaining risk.  Were you here yesterday when



          19   Mr. Hoogeveen testified about the Company's



          20   willingness to guarantee PTC qualification for all



          21   risks within the Company's control?



          22        A    Within the Company's control, yes.



          23        Q    And so here, you indicate that the risks



          24   are largely within the Company's control to manage,



          25   but the Company is not agreeing to assume those
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           1   risks.  Isn't it true that the Company has agreed to



           2   assume PTC qualification risk for all risks within



           3   its control?



           4        A    My statement may not be as articulate as



           5   it should have been, but the distinction I was



           6   trying to draw here is, there are certain risks that



           7   the Company assumes within its control.  But one in



           8   particular we talked about yesterday is the risk



           9   that the production in the first ten years is not --



          10   is clearly a risk that the Company is not willing to



          11   take.  And that was the risk remaining that I was --



          12   one of the risks remaining that I was referring to



          13   is that the Company has claimed it's outside of its



          14   control and it's not willing to take.



          15        Q    But that's not a PTC qualification risk,



          16   is it?



          17        A    No.  That's what I'm saying.  I could have



          18   said this better.  If you said, the PTC risks that



          19   remain are largely within the Company's control to



          20   manage.  However, there are risks outside the



          21   Company's control that they're not willing to take,



          22   and the production risk is one of those.  And so



          23   that was my intent here, and I'm sorry that was not



          24   articulated as it should have been.



          25        Q    So this is a -- I have a final line of
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           1   questioning that will involve some confidential



           2   information.  And it's just a short amount of



           3   confidential information, so I don't know if it



           4   makes sense for me to finish up all my questions and



           5   then just have those questions at the very end and



           6   just indicate to you when I'm going to be asking



           7   about confidential information.



           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  That would be



           9   the most efficient way to do it.



          10   BY MS. MCDOWELL:



          11        Q    So I have a couple of questions before I



          12   get into confidential information.  In your summary



          13   yesterday, you indicated that the benefits of the



          14   project have declined from the Company's rebuttal



          15   case in the fall to its supplemental filing in



          16   February.  Do you recall that?



          17        A    Yes.



          18        Q    And isn't it true that the declining



          19   benefits is associated largely with the tax reform



          20   changes and the reduction in the corporate income



          21   tax rate?



          22        A    That would be my expectation.  I don't



          23   have a breakdown of all the changes between those,



          24   but that would be my expectation, that that would be



          25   one important driver of the change.
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           1        Q    So can you turn to your direct testimony,



           2   this is your testimony from last fall on



           3   September 20, at pages 54 to 55?



           4        A    I'm there.



           5        Q    So just to -- before I ask you about that



           6   specific testimony, I just want to provide a little



           7   background.  Yesterday, Commissioner Clark asked



           8   Mr. Hemstreet about the voltage of frequency support



           9   equipment that's part of the repowering.  Do you



          10   recall those questions?



          11        A    I do.



          12        Q    Do you recall that Mr. Hemstreet's



          13   testimony was that this equipment would help the



          14   Company comply with FERC guidelines on inertial



          15   response?



          16        A    I recall that.



          17        Q    And just to summarize what we're talking



          18   about, the particular equipment is referred to as



          19   the wind-free and wind inertia equipment.  Do you



          20   understand that?



          21        A    Yes.



          22        Q    And I've come to understand that the



          23   wind-free equipment provides reactive power to the



          24   grid, and the wind inertia equipment provides



          25   inertial response capability during under-frequency
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           1   events.  Is that your understanding also?



           2        A    It's been a while since I've looked at



           3   these, but I'll take your representation of that.



           4        Q    So in your direct testimony, you opposed



           5   this equipment, claiming that the Company had not



           6   shown a need for it, correct?



           7        A    Correct.



           8        Q    And I wanted to ask you about surrebuttal



           9   testimony on this same point, and this is when I



          10   will be asking about some confidential information.



          11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  So



          12   I'll take that as a motion to close the hearing to



          13   the public.  There's a section of Title 54 -- I



          14   don't have the section number handy -- that gives



          15   the Commission the authority to do that upon a



          16   finding that it is in the public interest to do so.



          17   So I'll first ask all the parties if there's any



          18   objection to a Commission finding that would be in



          19   the public interest to -- sorry, Mr. Burnett, you



          20   might have to go sit in our lobby if we do this --



          21   but if any party objects to that motion for the



          22   Commission to make a finding, that it would be in



          23   the public interest to close the hearing for a



          24   period of time -- and I'll turn to my colleagues if



          25   we need any deliberation.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  I'd support



           2   whatever is necessary to flesh out this issue for



           3   us.



           4                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  I likewise



           5   support.



           6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  With that, we



           7   make a finding that it is in the public interest to



           8   close the hearing while this confidential material



           9   is discussed.  We'll stop the streaming temporarily,



          10   and then this material will be reflected only in the



          11   confidential transcript, not the public one.



          12                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Thank you very much.



          13   I appreciate that accommodation.



          14    (The following testimony was deemed confidential.)



          15   ///



          16   ///



          17   ///



          18   ///



          19   ///



          20   ///



          21   ///



          22   ///



          23   ///



          24   ///



          25   ///
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           1                  MS. MCDOWELL:  So I would like to



           2   offer Cross-Exhibit 4, and with that, I'll conclude



           3   my cross-examination.



           4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If anyone



           5   objects to the admission into the record of RMP



           6   Cross-Exhibit 4, please indicate to me.  And I'm not



           7   seeing any objection, so that motion is granted.



           8   Thank you.



           9      (Confidential RMP Cross-Exhibit 4 admitted.)



          10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Any redirect,



          11   Ms. Schmid?



          12                  MS. SCHMID:  Yes, but may we have a



          13   moment and maybe go off the record for one second?



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Would a five or



          15   ten-minute break be appropriate?



          16                  MS. SCHMID:  That would be very



          17   appropriate.  Thank you.



          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Why don't we



          19   just take a ten-minute recess.



          20                  (A brief recess was taken.)



          21                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We're back on



          22   the record, and we're with Ms. Schmid's redirect of



          23   Mr. Peaco.



          24



          25
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           1                  REDIRECT EXAMINATION



           2   BY MS. SCHMID:



           3        Q    Thank you very much.  Good morning.  You



           4   were asked a series of questions about negative and



           5   positive values.  And you were asked questions about



           6   the statute that applies to voluntary request for



           7   resource decision review and things the Commission



           8   should, or actually must -- shall consider.  Do you



           9   recall that line of questions?



          10        A    I do.



          11        Q    Is it true that the Commission has many



          12   things that it must take into consideration?



          13        A    That's my understanding, yes.



          14        Q    And is it true that those are (1) whether



          15   it will most likely result in the acquisition,



          16   production, and delivery of utility services at the



          17   lowest reasonable cost to the retail customers of an



          18   energy utility located in this state, (2) the



          19   long-term and short-term impacts, (3) risk,



          20   (4) reliability, (5) financial impacts on the energy



          21   utility, and (6) other factors determined by the



          22   Commission to be relevant?



          23        A    That's my understanding, yes.



          24        Q    And is it also your understanding that



          25   these things, including 6, the other factors
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           1   determined to be -- determined by the Commission to



           2   be relevant, are what the Commission shall take into



           3   consideration when it is determining whether or not



           4   the requested resource is in the public interest?



           5        A    That's also my understanding.



           6        Q    So we talked just a little bit about the



           7   other factors, and you were also asked -- or



           8   actually, we talked a lot about what net present



           9   values mean and things like that.  Isn't it possible



          10   that net present values may not reveal when costs



          11   and benefits actually hit the system and actually



          12   impact customers?



          13        A    The net present value collapses all of the



          14   nominal benefits and costs as they play out over



          15   time into a single number of present value.  So it



          16   does not have any information about when those



          17   benefits in costs occur, it just aggregates into one



          18   metric over the life of the project.



          19        Q    And so the fact that those values are



          20   aggregated, is it something that the Commission, in



          21   your opinion, should take into consideration as one



          22   of those others factors?



          23        A    The net present value metric will not tell



          24   you anything about the timing of cost and benefits



          25   and how it would impact customers over time.
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           1        Q    Thank you.  You were also asked questions



           2   addressing long-term market heat rates.  Do you



           3   recall that line of questioning?



           4        A    Yes.



           5        Q    I'd like you to turn, please, to your



           6   response testimony on page 16, figure 1.



           7        A    I'm there.



           8        Q    Could you tell us what you see in this



           9   chart?



          10        A    This chart shows our analysis for the low



          11   and the medium gas cases, the two cases that we



          12   evaluated, and it shows that we tested the market



          13   heat rates from 2017 to 2042.



          14        Q    Thank you.  Turning now to what's been



          15   entered into evidence as RMP Cross-Exhibit 4 and,



          16   again, this chart and exhibit does contain



          17   confidential information, so I will refer to things



          18   by rows.  Could you please explain why columns P and



          19   Q should not be the basis for the Commission's



          20   decisions, but R and S should be considered by the



          21   Commission?



          22        A    The values in P and Q are based upon the



          23   Company's two provided Palo Verde scripts that are



          24   at a hundred percent of that price script.  And we



          25   tested it, the market heat rate -- which was part of
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           1   the prior line of questioning about the market heat



           2   rate test -- we tested those prices, and we found



           3   that those price scripts were well in excess of the



           4   Company's own natural gas price forecast for those



           5   scenarios.  And from that, we concluded that these



           6   clearly overstated the market value of energy, and



           7   so we believe that the medium and low numbers that



           8   most closely align with the Company's own medium and



           9   low natural gas prices are the numbers in columns R



          10   and S.



          11                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  Those are



          12   all my redirect questions.



          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  Any



          14   recross, Ms. McDowell?



          15                  MS. MCDOWELL:  No, thank you.



          16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          17   Commissioner Clark, do you have any questions for



          18   Mr. Peaco?



          19   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:



          20        Q    Yes.  I want to start with the last



          21   questions you had from Counsel, because I just want



          22   to make this as clear as I can in my own mind what R



          23   and S -- columns R and S are.  I think what Mr. Link



          24   did is he used a Palo Verde price script for the



          25   years subsequent to 2036; is that right?
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           1        A    Yes.  He used those numbers to provide an



           2   alternative methodology to what he used as an



           3   extrapolation method that we've talked about.  So he



           4   used that to provide an alternative to that



           5   methodology for that part of his analysis, but he



           6   kept the System Optimizer PaR results intact and



           7   just used that for the extrapolation period.



           8        Q    And am I right that here, you have used



           9   the Palo Verde price script for the entire period



          10   under analysis, right?



          11        A    Correct.



          12        Q    And are there price scripts that apply to



          13   a low natural gas, or a medium natural gas, or a



          14   high natural gas scenario, or is there just one



          15   price script that would be utilized?



          16        A    The Company actually offered in its



          17   analysis a separate Palo Verde price script for its



          18   medium case and its low case.  So we used those two



          19   separate ones.



          20        Q    Okay.  So in Column S, is the Palo Verde



          21   price script that you've taken 70 percent of



          22   associated with the Company's low natural gas



          23   scenario or the medium?



          24        A    The numbers in there are the Company's low



          25   Palo Verde price script.  And what we did separately
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           1   is to compare that price script to the Company's low



           2   natural gas price, times the market heat rate to see



           3   where those compared.  And when we did that analysis



           4   to compare, you know -- did the Palo Verde prices



           5   make sense relative to the, basically, marginal cost



           6   of energy on their system, we found that 70 percent



           7   of Palo Verde prices was most closely aligned with a



           8   reasonable price for gas fire generation on their



           9   own system.  And that's how we came to get



          10   comfortable that that was a number that was useful



          11   to look at.



          12        Q    And just to be clear, it's 70 percent of



          13   the Palo Verde price script that's associated with



          14   the low natural gas forward price scripts?



          15        A    The Company represented it as their low



          16   Palo Verde price script, but they also separately



          17   have a low natural gas price.  And so we looked at



          18   both of those to see where those two prices lined up



          19   to each other.



          20                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  That concludes



          21   my questions.  Thank you.



          22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          23   Commissioner White.



          24                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  No questions,



          25   thank you.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And I don't have



           2   anymore, so thank you, Mr. Peaco.  We appreciate



           3   your testimony this morning.  Ms. Schmid.



           4                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  The Division



           5   would like to call its next witness,



           6   Mr. Charles Peterson.



           7                   CHARLES E. PETERSON,



           8   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was



           9            examined and testified as follows:



          10                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          11   BY MS. SCHMID:



          12        Q    Good morning.



          13        A    Good morning.



          14        Q    Could you please state your full name,



          15   title, employer, and business address for the



          16   record?



          17        A    Yes.  Charles E. Peterson.  I'm a utility



          18   technical consultant with the Division of Public



          19   Utilities.



          20        Q    And your business address?



          21        A    160 East 300 South, Heber Wells Building,



          22   Fourth Floor, Salt Lake City, Utah.



          23        Q    Thank you.  In connection with your



          24   employment by the Division, have you participated in



          25   this docket?
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           1        A    Yes.



           2        Q    Did you prepare or cause to be filed



           3   what's been pre-marked as DPU Exhibit 4.0 Direct,



           4   DIR, your prefiled direct testimony, DPU Exhibit No.



           5   4.0-SR, your prefiled surrebuttal testimony, and



           6   what's marked at DPU Exhibit No. 4-RESP, which is



           7   your prefiled response testimony, and that was filed



           8   on April 2nd, 2018?



           9        A    Yes.



          10        Q    Do you have any changes or corrections to



          11   that testimony?



          12        A    None that I'm aware of.



          13        Q    If I were to ask you today the same



          14   questions that were presented in your prefiled



          15   testimony, would your answers be the same?



          16        A    Yes.



          17                  MS. SCHMID:  With that, the Division



          18   moves for the admission of DPU Exhibit No.



          19   4.0-Direct, 4.0-SR, and 4.0-RESP.



          20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party



          21   objects to that motion, please indicate to me.  I'm



          22   not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.



          23     (DPU Exhibit Nos. 4.0-DIR, 4.0-SR, and 4.0-RESP



          24                        admitted.)



          25   BY MS. SCHMID:
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           1        Q    Mr. Peterson, do you have prepared



           2   comments and live testimony to give today?



           3        A    Yes, I do.



           4        Q    Please proceed.



           5        A    Good morning, Commissioners.  My testimony



           6   covers three matters in this docket.  The first



           7   matter pertains to a statutory requirement of



           8   whether the Company has the financial capabilities



           9   or the financial impacts on the Company of the



          10   repowering proposal.



          11             The second point is whether or not it's



          12   appropriate under traditional regulatory practice to



          13   recover the cost on and earn a return on property



          14   that is no longer useful, and if so, under what



          15   circumstances that is allowable.



          16             And the third issue is the issue of



          17   intergenerational equity.  With respect to the



          18   first, I believe that it is well within the



          19   Company's financial capacity to pursue the



          20   repowering projects as it has proposed them.  This



          21   is especially true if the Company maintains a



          22   capital structure of approximately 50 percent



          23   equity, which the Company has at least implied that



          24   it will do.  And also implicitly, is the Company has



          25   regulatory support and recovery for the projects.
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           1             With respect to the second point, the



           2   Division understands that the Company's



           3   justification for the repowering project is



           4   primarily economic.  That is, ratepayers and the



           5   Company will be economically better off with the



           6   repowering projects as proposed than without them.



           7   As I detailed in my direct testimony, the



           8   authorities I cited suggest that it may be



           9   appropriate to allow recovery of equipment that is



          10   no longer used and useful for purely economic



          11   reasons.  One authority, Phillips, for example,



          12   presents cases where the recovery of equipment taken



          13   out of service was over a four- or five-year period.



          14   I concluded that, for economic reasons alone, it may



          15   be appropriate for the recovery of equipment that is



          16   no longer used and useful but, if so, it should be



          17   over a relatively short period of time.



          18             This leads into my final issue of



          19   intergenerational equity.  The Company cites three



          20   cases that have come before the Commission as



          21   precedential to the recovery of equipment taken out



          22   of service.  In the Powerdale decision, the



          23   Commission allowed a recovery over three years.  The



          24   other two cases, which the Division believes were



          25   inappropriately cited by the Company because they
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           1   were parts of settlements, had recovery periods of



           2   approximately five years.  I did not find any



           3   evidence, neither did the Company offer any



           4   evidence, of a regulator anywhere allowing recovery



           5   of and return on equipment taken out of service over



           6   a 30-year period.  The intergenerational equity



           7   issue is this:  There will be future ratepayers who



           8   will receive no benefit from the production tax



           9   credits -- the economic justification for the



          10   repowering projects -- and there will be future



          11   ratepayers toward the end of the ten years of the



          12   PTC benefits that will inadequately be compensated



          13   by the PTCs to offset the payment on the equipment



          14   removed from service.



          15             The Company proposes to remove the legacy



          16   equipment, the equipment that is currently



          17   operating.  And after removal, this legacy equipment



          18   will no longer be used and useful.  However,



          19   ratepayers who would receive no PTC benefits and



          20   ratepayers who would be inadequately compensated



          21   with the PTCs for the cost of those -- for the cost



          22   those ratepayers incur, will both pay the Company



          23   for the legacy equipment for its remaining



          24   amortizable value over 20 years or more.  This



          25   scenario is unprecedented, to my knowledge.
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           1             I made the suggestion that the Commission



           2   consider -- that if the Commission considers the



           3   intergenerational issue to be of some importance,



           4   then the amortization period of the legacy



           5   equipment -- the equipment which will no longer be



           6   used or useful -- could be reduced to at least match



           7   the period of the PTC benefits.  While even ten



           8   years is beyond the length of recovery of legacy



           9   equipment that has typically been given, it at least



          10   can be justified by matching costs with benefits.



          11   It is also true that any benefits to current



          12   ratepayers will be reduced over that ten-year



          13   amortization period, which could undermine the



          14   project's justification.



          15             In its latest filings, the Company



          16   witness, Ms. Joelle Steward, made some new



          17   observations concerning my testimony.  It is



          18   noteworthy that she makes no specific mention of



          19   intergenerational equity issue, which implies to me



          20   that Company is aware of and has no answer for it.



          21   Ms. Steward correctly notes that I did not include



          22   the Company's return on the legacy equipment that it



          23   is proposing to continue to receive from ratepayers



          24   for 30 years in the calculations I made in



          25   estimating the value or cost of reducing the
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           1   amortization period to ten years.  Including the



           2   return on the equipment only makes it worse for



           3   future ratepayers, in that they will not only pay



           4   the Company for the cost of the equipment, but will



           5   also reward the Company for keeping it out of



           6   service.



           7             Ms. Steward also suggests that the



           8   Company's proposal to amortize the legacy equipment



           9   is consistent with typical ratemaking.  At best, the



          10   typical ratemaking treatment has been to amortize



          11   equipment over the remaining original life of that



          12   equipment.  She continues to ignore the fact that



          13   amortizing equipment that is not used or useful over



          14   a 30-year period is unprecedented and creates an



          15   intergenerational equity issue that is also



          16   unprecedented.  This is not typical ratemaking in my



          17   view.



          18             And finally, Ms. Steward suggests that the



          19   Company should wait until the next depreciation



          20   study cycle to determine the appropriate



          21   amortization of this legacy equipment.  This is a



          22   new idea that the Company is proposing, and has the



          23   effect of delaying a decision on this matter.  The



          24   Company itself did not wait for the depreciation



          25   study cycle to make the unprecedented proposal to
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           1   amortize equipment that was not used or useful over



           2   a 30-year period.  And that concludes my opening



           3   comments.



           4                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  Mr. Peterson



           5   is now available for questions.



           6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or



           7   Mr. Snarr, do you have any questions for



           8   Mr. Peterson?



           9                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.



          10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?



          11                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



          12   BY MR. RUSSELL:



          13        Q    Mr. Peterson, on that last point regarding



          14   the depreciation study, as you note, Ms. Steward has



          15   testified that the Company would recommend that we



          16   address the length of the period of amortization in



          17   the upcoming depreciation study.  I note your



          18   comments, but it's unclear to me, what is your view



          19   as to when the Commission ought to address that



          20   issue?  In this docket or in some other docket?



          21        A    If the Commission considers the issue of



          22   intergenerational equity to be important, it should



          23   definitely be decided in this docket.



          24                  MR. RUSSELL:  That's all I have.



          25   Thank you.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey?



           2                  MS. HICKEY:  I think I'll waive in



           3   the interest of time.



           4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. McDowell or



           5   Mr. Lowney?



           6                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Just one moment.  No



           7   questions.



           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, any



           9   redirect based on Mr. Russell's questions?



          10                  MS. SCHMID:  None.  Thank you.



          11   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:



          12        Q    I just want to be clear.  So are you --



          13   you're suggesting it would be inappropriate to



          14   postpone consideration of this matter until the



          15   depreciation study?  Do we need to decide now, or



          16   would that be something you would consider



          17   appropriate during that time?



          18        A    Well, obviously, we could re-debate it at



          19   that time, but I can't see that the position of the



          20   Division would be any different.  The Company is



          21   taking this equipment out of service and putting it



          22   somewhere.  That puts time -- it becomes an



          23   amortizable amount on the balance sheet that is not



          24   considered depreciation at that point.  It's just



          25   simply, purely cost recovery, and not tied to any
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           1   particular economic period, which normal



           2   depreciation is supposed to be at least nominally



           3   tied to.  So the issue is, over what period are you



           4   going to amortize this equipment to give the Company



           5   cost recovery.  And so, yes, you could delay making



           6   a decision on it, but I think it's more appropriate



           7   to be done here, in this setting here, so that we



           8   tie up any loose ends with that.



           9        Q    Would it be appropriate also to discuss --



          10   to address the question of return of as well as a



          11   return on during that time period, or is that



          12   something that would also be more appropriate?



          13        A    Well, if you want to delay to another



          14   docket setting, then I guess we could, but I think



          15   we can decide in this docket whether a return on or



          16   a return of is appropriate.  The Division is taking



          17   the position that the legacy equipment -- it would



          18   be appropriate for the Company to return or to



          19   receive cost recovery from this equipment, assuming



          20   the Commission believes that the proposal, the



          21   repowering proposal, is appropriate.  If the



          22   Commission approves the repowering proposal as being



          23   appropriate, then the equipment that would be taken



          24   out of service for that proposal, whether it's for



          25   the entire package that the Company is proposing or
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           1   some reduced package -- that reduced number of



           2   projects -- but in any case, whatever equipment is



           3   taken out to implement a repowering of any size, the



           4   Division takes the position that it would be



           5   appropriate for the Company to receive a return of



           6   its costs, which would include the return of capital



           7   costs.



           8             Otherwise, I think the Company is correct



           9   in its assertion, or its implicit assertion, that it



          10   will not pursue projects because they don't make



          11   sense without the recovery of the legacy equipment.



          12        Q    Putting aside the intergenerational -- how



          13   to depreciate or what period of time to recover the



          14   investment, are you aware of any case, at least of



          15   this Commission, where there's been an initial



          16   approval and then when an investment is retired



          17   earlier than -- the return-of portion is then taken



          18   out when you're recovering that strata portion?



          19        A    I'm not aware of any, but that doesn't



          20   mean it's never happened.



          21                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the



          22   question I have.



          23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          24   Commissioner Clark?



          25
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           1   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:



           2        Q    I have a few questions.  Good morning,



           3   Mr. Peterson.  Do you have enough understanding of



           4   the Company's economic analysis to know whether or



           5   not its analysis assumes both a return of the



           6   investment, as well as a return on the investment in



           7   this, what would be the stranded plant?



           8        A    My understanding is that the Company has



           9   not included the legacy equipment in these economic



          10   calculations.  My understanding of what the Company



          11   is saying here is that we can go and repower this



          12   equipment and pay for the repowering with the PTC



          13   benefits, and in addition to paying for the



          14   repowered equipment with the PTC benefits, there



          15   will be additional benefits left over, say, in the



          16   $150 million range that would then go to effectively



          17   reducing the cost of the legacy equipment.  So



          18   therefore, ratepayers are better off because -- I'm



          19   just kind of picking a number out of the air, but I



          20   think it's in the ballpark -- $150 million better



          21   off because without doing the repowering, they would



          22   have to pay for the full cost -- the full remaining



          23   cost of the legacy equipment, and they would not get



          24   the benefit of this $150 million.  And so that's, at



          25   least, how I conceptualize what the Company is
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           1   saying here.



           2        Q    Have you evaluated, or has anyone at the



           3   Division, evaluated the Company's proposals,



           4   assuming that the cost of the stranded assets would



           5   be recovered over the life of the PTCs, for example,



           6   over that 10-year period, so that it would be



           7   matched against the credits?



           8        A    I have performed that sort of analysis.



           9   If I understand your question correctly, you are



          10   comparing the 30-years versus the 10-year period?



          11        Q    Right.



          12        A    Yes.  And I've suggested in my testimony



          13   that the present value of the -- the present value



          14   as of 2019 -- the present value of the equipment



          15   that would be recovered under the Company's 30-year



          16   proposal, in other words, from year 10 to year 30,



          17   is in the ballpark of $200 million.  Now, I need to



          18   clarify this.  The $200 million is part of the



          19   intergenerational equity issue, but the $200 million



          20   would be -- if it's part of the -- let me try to



          21   start over.  Obviously, there's going to be turnover



          22   in the Company's mix of customers over the years.



          23   The full $200 million would only be applicable if



          24   the Company experienced a 100 percent turnover in



          25   customers in the 10 years, which is extremely
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           1   unlikely.  But there would be some portion of the



           2   future customers that the Company will undoubtedly



           3   have who will not be adequately compensated from the



           4   PTC benefits who would be paying into some of that



           5   $200 million figure and those -- so you have an



           6   intergenerational equity that has a present value of



           7   about $200 million, and the $200 million would apply



           8   if every customer were changed out in the next 10



           9   years.  And it would be zero if no customer is



          10   changed out over 30 years.



          11             It's hard to say what the churn rate would



          12   be, and even if we knew that, there might be



          13   difficulties with interpreting it.  But the Division



          14   believes that there would be some sizable fraction



          15   of customers in the future that will fall into this



          16   category, that they will not receive any benefits



          17   from the PTCs, but they will have to continue to pay



          18   on the legacy equipment if you follow the 30 years.



          19        Q    And in the Division's view, is this an



          20   important consideration for the Commission in



          21   evaluating the proposal?  You've said a few times,



          22   if the Commission feels that it's -- this



          23   intergenerational equity issue is of importance.



          24   What's the Division's position?



          25        A    The Division's position is, first of all,
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           1   to the best of my knowledge -- again, there hasn't



           2   been a clear statement by the Commission of



           3   intergenerational equity, per se, and what would



           4   constitute inequity.  So we're struggling a little



           5   bit to say what the Commission should do, based on



           6   precedent.  However, the Division's position is that



           7   the -- there is intergenerational inequity, and that



           8   the best way to solve it would be to shift the costs



           9   of the legacy equipment to at least the period of



          10   time when the ratepayers would be receiving the



          11   benefits, which is amortizing it over the 10-year



          12   period.  I have the feeling I lost some of your



          13   question.



          14                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  I think you've



          15   answered my questions.  That concludes my questions.



          16   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          17        Q    Thank you.  And just maybe one or two



          18   questions in addition to that.  Some years back,



          19   there was a stipulated agreement to establish, I



          20   believe, a 5-year depreciation study cycle; is that



          21   correct?



          22        A    A 5-year depreciation -- you're talking



          23   about the depreciation study cycle?



          24        Q    Is it five years; is that right?



          25        A    You know, since I haven't been intimately
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           1   involved with those matters that have come up since



           2   I've been here, I'm not sure it's five years.  That



           3   sounds correct.



           4        Q    So you don't have information on the



           5   agreement that led to that cycle or how it's been



           6   implemented since then?



           7        A    I'm not familiar with it.  I'm sorry.



           8        Q    So you wouldn't be able to answer whether



           9   what you're suggesting would be in any way



          10   inconsistent with the stipulation that established



          11   that cycle?



          12        A    I couldn't speak that directly, no.



          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank



          14   you, Mr. Peterson.  We appreciate your testimony



          15   today.



          16                  MS. SCHMID:  Pardon me.  Would I be



          17   permitted to ask one question, or would that not --



          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We typically



          19   don't, but I think we'll allow that right now.



          20                  REDIRECT EXAMINATION



          21   BY MS. SCHMID:



          22        Q    Thank you.  Mr. Peterson, in your opinion



          23   and in the opinion of the Division, is it likely



          24   that some customers will be worse off if the



          25   application is approved?
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           1        A    As a whole?



           2        Q    Yes.



           3        A    Yes.



           4                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.



           5                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Commissioner Levar,



           6   I'm going to ask for your indulgence for one other



           7   follow-up question, if it's possible.



           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  I think since we



           9   allowed that question, it's only fair to allow a



          10   follow-up.



          11                  MS. MCDOWELL:  I really appreciate



          12   that.  I just want to be sure the record is clear.



          13                  RECROSS EXAMINATION



          14   BY MS. MCDOWELL:



          15        Q    Were you here when Ms. Steward gave her



          16   summary of her testimony yesterday?



          17        A    Yes.



          18        Q    And do you recall, she summarized her



          19   testimony on the cost recovery of the legacy



          20   equipment, and that testimony included the rebuttal



          21   testimony of Jeff Larsen, which states, "The Company



          22   included cost recovery of the legacy plant in its



          23   economic analysis that demonstrated repowering is



          24   lower cost than other alternatives."  Does that



          25   refresh your recollection on whether the legacy
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           1   plant was included in the Company's economic



           2   analysis?



           3        A    Well, if it was, we don't know where it



           4   was included because I've attempted to ascertain the



           5   lines from the testimony that included that.



           6        Q    Mr. Peterson, isn't the legacy equipment,



           7   including the full return on that equipment as



           8   Ms. Steward testified yesterday, included within the



           9   project-cost side of the equation?



          10        A    My answer is the same, is that, to the



          11   best of my knowledge, the -- and I did attempt to



          12   ascertain this -- the legacy equipment was not part



          13   of the benefits that the Company calculated.  Now,



          14   that's to the best of my knowledge.



          15        Q    Just to be clear, it's not part of the



          16   benefits, but did you review the cost side to see



          17   whether it was within -- embedded as one of the



          18   costs within the project costs?



          19        A    I attempted to look at that and I asked



          20   for help, with my colleagues, to see if that was in



          21   there, and we were unable to identify specific line



          22   items, at least when I asked about it.



          23                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Thank you.  Because



          24   this an important point, we would be pleased to



          25   provide additional data on that point to verify that
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           1   the legacy equipment, including the return of and



           2   return on, is included in the project-cost side.  It



           3   is in there, and we're happy the demonstrate that it



           4   is in some way.



           5                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  To clarify, are



           6   you asking to recall a witness in rebuttal to this



           7   testimony or --



           8                  MS. MCDOWELL:  We could do it that



           9   way, or we could just produce -- for example, in



          10   response to a bench request or clarification -- just



          11   verification that that cost and the return of and



          12   return on is in the cost side of the Company's



          13   economic analysis.



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do



          15   you have a response?



          16                  MS. SCHMID:  I do.  The Division



          17   believes this question could be answered by



          18   Mr. Peaco, and he would be the appropriate person to



          19   address it.



          20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  If we go



          21   that route, we probably ought to allow the Utility



          22   to bring up a witness to address the issue also.  Is



          23   there interest in moving forward that way from the



          24   parties?



          25                  MS. MCDOWELL:  It seems like an
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           1   important point.  It would be one question, and we



           2   could establish it in that way.



           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Well, I think



           4   we'll excuse Mr. Peterson.  Thank you for your



           5   testimony.  And while we're still on the Division's



           6   presentation, it seems to make sense to go



           7   forward -- Commissioner Clark, did you want to add



           8   something?



           9                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No.  I just



          10   wanted to say, I'm interested in the process you



          11   described.  Thank you.



          12                  MS. SCHMID:  Pardon me.  If the



          13   Company provides information, the Division



          14   respectfully requests the opportunity to respond to



          15   that.



          16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.



          17   Well, I think what we'll do is allow the Utility to



          18   call a witness to rebut this issue, and then we'll



          19   allow the Division to call a witness to rebut this



          20   issue.  We'll allow cross-examination on both, if



          21   there's no objection from anyone in the room to that



          22   process.



          23                  MS. SCHMID:  Or the Division -- okay.



          24   Thank you.



          25                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Commissioner LeVar, is
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           1   it your intention to do that now or at the



           2   conclusion?



           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Why don't we do



           4   that now.



           5                  MS. MCDOWELL:  All right.  One moment



           6   while I figure out which of my witnesses.  It will



           7   be Mr. Link.



           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Well, I hadn't



           9   really thought of that question.  If the parties



          10   would prefer to do this at the end, I was thinking



          11   while it's fresh in everyone's mind --



          12                  MS. MCDOWELL:  Let's just do it.



          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Mr. Link,



          14   you're still under oath from yesterday.



          15                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          16   BY MS. MCDOWELL:



          17        Q    Good morning, again, Mr. Link.



          18        A    Good morning.



          19        Q    So were you present during Mr. Peterson's



          20   testimony?



          21        A    Yes.



          22        Q    And did you hear the question that



          23   Commissioner Clark asked Mr. Peterson regarding



          24   whether the legacy equipment was included in the



          25   Company's economic analysis?
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           1        A    Yes.



           2        Q    And can you explain how you've included



           3   the legacy equipment in the Company's economic



           4   analysis of repowering in this docket?



           5        A    I can.



           6             Good morning, Commissioners.  I'm happy to



           7   verify and clarify precisely what was in our



           8   economic analysis.  And I'll start by simply stating



           9   that the return on, return of the existing equipment



          10   is included in every study that we've performed in



          11   our economic analysis.  The way that that is



          12   included -- and it probably helps explain, in part,



          13   Mr. Peterson's response as to why he couldn't find



          14   it -- I think there's a rational explanation for



          15   both of these.



          16             Essentially, as I think I discussed



          17   yesterday in my testimony, we do two runs of our



          18   system, one with and one without repowering.  And in



          19   essentially both of those runs, the assumption is



          20   that all embedded cost is the same, and so they net



          21   out as a difference.  And so if one is looking at



          22   the change in results, it doesn't show up that there



          23   is a return on and return of the existing equipment.



          24   But became virtue of making that assumption in the



          25   approach, it is to say that regardless of whether we
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           1   repower or don't repower, we still recover our



           2   return on and return of the existing equipment.



           3   It's the same in either case over the term of the



           4   existing -- the amortization period of that



           5   equipment, so roughly, an additional twenty years.



           6        Q    So, Mr. Link, just to be clear, that



           7   including the legacy equipment with a full return of



           8   and return on in both the "with repowering" and



           9   "without repowering" than in the "with repowering"



          10   case, return of and return on the legacy equipment



          11   would be included in the cost-side of the equation?



          12        A    Yes.  It's included in the overall project



          13   economics.



          14        Q    So when you're calculating the net



          15   benefits, those are benefits over and above the



          16   Company's recovery of the legacy equipment,



          17   including return of and return on?



          18        A    Right.  I think if we had assumed anything



          19   other than what I described -- let's say we assumed



          20   there was no return on, then in the case with



          21   repowering, there would be a separate cost item to



          22   account for that, and there is not.  It's a net to



          23   zero.



          24                  MS. MCDOWELL:  That's all the



          25   questions I have.  Thank you.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey, do



           2   you want to ask Mr. Link any questions on this



           3   issue?



           4                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you, sir.



           5                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?



           6                  MR. RUSSELL:  No, Chairman.  Thank



           7   you.



           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or



           9   Mr. Snarr?



          10                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.



          11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid?



          12                  MS. SCHMID:  Yes.



          13                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



          14   BY MS. SCHMID:



          15        Q    So is it true that because of the way that



          16   you've included return on and return of in your



          17   analysis, it doesn't make any difference because



          18   it's --



          19        A    I wouldn't quite characterize it that way.



          20   I would say the way that we applied it is that it



          21   nets to zero, which implies we have the same revenue



          22   requirement on that equipment, whether we repower or



          23   we don't.  And so by not repowering or repowering,



          24   we're capturing the return on and return of that



          25   equipment in either scenario.
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           1        Q    But you're capturing the return on with or



           2   without, but if you add the new equipment, you'll



           3   also be recapturing -- or capturing a new return on



           4   rate base; is that correct?



           5        A    No, it's not correct.  By virtue of making



           6   the same assumption in both views of the system



           7   going forward with or without, the case without, if



           8   we did not repower, we would continue to earn our



           9   return on and return of the existing equipment.  In



          10   the next case, we have the exact same assumption,



          11   return on and return of, the net impact of that in



          12   our present value revenue requirement differential



          13   analysis is zero, so it has no impact on the net



          14   benefits, but it is included in the economic



          15   analysis.  We think about directionally, if we had



          16   not included that, that would essentially improve



          17   the present value revenue requirement benefits for



          18   customers because the case without repowering would



          19   be lower cost relative to what we reported, but of



          20   course, result in a lower return on that investment



          21   in the Company's side of the equation.



          22                  MS. SCHMID:  May we have just one



          23   moment?



          24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Yes.



          25                  MS. SCHMID:  Thank you.  The Division
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           1   has no further questions.



           2                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.



           3   Commissioner Clark, do you have any questions for



           4   Mr. Link?



           5   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:



           6        Q    Thank you.  Is there any aspect of the



           7   Company's proposal or analysis that would have the



           8   affect of altering the normal depreciation schedule



           9   for the assets that would be -- I'll call them



          10   stranded -- or would be retired early if we approve



          11   the application that would extend them beyond the



          12   lives that they have now?  In other words, are they



          13   going to be recovered for 30 years beginning with



          14   the implementation of the new equipment, or do they



          15   just -- are they recovered over the lives that they



          16   currently have on the Company's books?



          17        A    I would say as assumed -- I'll start with



          18   as assumed -- in our economic analysis, they were



          19   not extended on the existing equipment to go the



          20   full new 30-year life of the repowered assets once



          21   those are placed in service.  They're retained by



          22   virtue of how we did this by saying it's the same in



          23   either case, that they would continue to be



          24   amortized over their current depreciable lives,



          25   which would be roughly that approximately additional
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           1   20 years or so, depending on the project.  And I



           2   believe, just to reiterate some of the description



           3   of Ms. Steward's testimony, the latest proposal



           4   here, then, is actual treatment of that would be



           5   picked up again and reassessed in the depreciation



           6   study, which we plan to file later this year.



           7                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  That concludes



           8   my questions.  Thank you.



           9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          10   Commissioner White, any other questions?



          11   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:



          12        Q    I think I understood, but I just want to



          13   make sure, like, one more time.  The economic



          14   analysis the Company did in these projects assumed



          15   that the overall benefits would incorporate the



          16   concept that you're retiring these assets earlier



          17   that were previously approved with return on and



          18   return of, back in 2000-whatever, right?



          19        A    Yes.  It accounts for the continued return



          20   on and return of those assets.



          21        Q    And even with that early retirement, the



          22   overall benefits for the Company's case, you know,



          23   shows a net benefit?



          24        A    Yes.  That assumption is included in all



          25   of the numbers in my testimony.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all I



           2   have.  Thanks.



           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do



           4   you want to supplement this issue further?



           5                  MS. SCHMID:  The Division has nothing



           6   further.  Thank you.



           7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  And then,



           8   nothing further, generally?  You're finished with



           9   all your witnesses?



          10                  MS. SCHMID:  Both.  Yes.  Thank you.



          11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or



          12   Mr. Snarr?



          13                  MR. SNARR:  We'd like to proceed with



          14   the presentation of the case on behalf of the



          15   Office.  I do have an exhibit list here that I'd



          16   like to distribute here to the Commissioners and



          17   others that might help.



          18                  The Office would like to first call



          19   Cheryl Murray as a witness.



          20                      CHERYL MURRAY,



          21   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was



          22            examined and testified as follows:



          23                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          24   BY MR. SNARR:



          25        Q    Ms. Murray, could you please state your
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           1   name and your employment, and provide your business



           2   address?



           3        A    My name is Cheryl Murray.  I am employed



           4   by the Office of Consumer Services, and my business



           5   address is 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.



           6        Q    And in connection with your duties with



           7   the Office, have you caused to be filed, testimony,



           8   or had the opportunity to review testimony filed by



           9   others who were employed by the Office, such as you



          10   could adopt their testimony in connection with this



          11   proceeding?



          12        A    Yes.



          13        Q    And would that include the direct



          14   testimony that was filed by Gavin Mangelson on



          15   September 20, surrebuttal testimony, again, by



          16   Mr. Mangelson on November 15, 2017, as well as your



          17   responsive testimony, filed on April 2, 2018?



          18        A    Yes.



          19        Q    And if you were asked all those questions,



          20   would you provide the same answers today?



          21        A    I would.



          22        Q    Do you have any corrections?



          23        A    Yes.  On the Mangelson surrebuttal



          24   testimony cover page, there was a date of



          25   October 2017, and the correct date is November 15,
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           1   2017.



           2        Q    Are there any other additions or



           3   corrections?



           4        A    Not that I'm aware of.



           5                  MR. SNARR:  With that explanation, we



           6   would offer these exhibits into testimony.



           7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party



           8   objects to that motion, please indicate to me.  I'm



           9   not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.



          10   (OCS Exhibit Nos. 1D Mangelson, 1S Mangelson, and 1



          11                Response Murray admitted.)



          12   BY MR. SNARR:



          13        Q    Ms. Murray, have you prepared a summary to



          14   present today?



          15        A    Yes.



          16        Q    Can you proceed to provide that?



          17        A    Yes.



          18             Good morning, Commissioners.  In my



          19   testimony, I introduced two expert witnesses for the



          20   Office, and briefly summarized the Office's



          21   positions that were informed by the analyses



          22   conducted by those experts.  Mr. Philip Hayet



          23   conducted the analysis regarding the costs,



          24   benefits, and risks associated with the wind



          25   repowering projects.  He determined that the Company
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           1   has not demonstrated that repowering its wind



           2   projects will most likely result in the acquisition,



           3   production, and delivery of electricity to its



           4   customer at the lowest reasonable cost considering



           5   risk, thus he recommends that the wind projects be



           6   rejected by the Commission, or in the alternative,



           7   that a much more limited set of projects receive



           8   pre-approval.  Mr. Hayet also recommended several



           9   ratepayer protection measures.



          10             Ms. Donna Ramas testified regarding cost



          11   recovery of the projects and the proposed revenue



          12   tracking mechanism.  Based on her analysis and



          13   extensive background with revenue requirement and



          14   accounting issues, Ms. Ramas explains why the RTM



          15   is unnecessary, adds complexity to the regulatory



          16   process, and should be rejected by the Commission.



          17   Both witnesses are available today to respond to



          18   questions related to the analyses they conducted,



          19   their conclusions, and their ultimate



          20   recommendations.



          21             In summary, the Office recommends that the



          22   Commission reject the Company's request for



          23   pre-approval for the wind repowering project in its



          24   entirety.  However, if the Commission decides not to



          25   reject the Company's request for approval, it should
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           1   grant pre-approval of only a limited number of the



           2   resources, as explained fully by Mr. Hayet.



           3             Finally, the Office is concerned with the



           4   uncertainty surrounding the multi-state process and



           5   the allocation of costs and perhaps even resources



           6   among PacifiCorp's six states.  In order to mitigate



           7   that uncertainty as it pertains to the projects at



           8   issue in this docket, the Office recommends that if



           9   the Commission approves all or any of the wind



          10   projects, it should only pre-approve Utah's share



          11   of the projects as calculated under the current MSP



          12   allocation methods.



          13             And that concludes my statement.



          14                  MR. SNARR:  Ms. Murray is available



          15   for cross-examination.



          16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid, do



          17   you have any questions for Ms. Murray?



          18                  MS. SCHMID:  No questions.



          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?



          20                  MR. RUSSELL:  No questions,



          21   Mr. Chairman.



          22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey?



          23                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you.



          24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. McDowell or



          25   Mr. Lowney?
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           1                  MS. MCDOWELL:  No questions.



           2                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



           3   Commissioner White?



           4   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:



           5        Q    On that last point about MSP, is it the



           6   Office's recommendation to -- if the Commission were



           7   to approve -- you mentioned that you would be



           8   limited to Utah's share of the costs.  Would that



           9   include Utah's share of the benefits, or would that



          10   be an open question going forward?



          11        A    I believe we would view it as symmetrical.



          12                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  Thank you.



          13   That's all the questions I have.



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          15   Commissioner Clark?



          16                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No further



          17   questions.



          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And I don't have



          19   any either.  Thank you for your testimony this



          20   morning.  Mr. Moore?



          21                  MR. MOORE:  The Office calls



          22   Donna Ramas and ask that she be sworn.



          23                       DONNA RAMAS,



          24   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was



          25            examined and testified as follows:
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           1                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



           2   BY MR. MOORE:



           3        Q    Could you please state and spell your



           4   name, and give your business address, and state for



           5   whom you are testifying?



           6        A    My name is Donna, D-o-n-n-a, Ramas,



           7   R-a-m-a-s.  My business address is 4654 Driftwood



           8   Drive, Commerce Township, Michigan.  And in this



           9   case, I'm testifying on behalf of the Office of



          10   Consumer Services.



          11        Q    Did you prepare and cause to be filed



          12   redacted confidential versions of a September 20,



          13   2017, direct testimony, a November 15, 2017,



          14   supplemental rebuttal testimony, an April 2, 2017



          15   response testimony together with exhibits, and did



          16   you participate in the filing of the April 30, 2018,



          17   errata?



          18        A    Yes, I did.  And that errata was directed



          19   to my April 2nd, 2018, response testimony.



          20        Q    Do you have any corrections to these



          21   testimonies?



          22        A    Outside of the errata, no, I do not.



          23        Q    If I asked you the same questions, would



          24   your answers be the same today?



          25        A    Yes, they would.
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           1                  MR. MOORE:  The Office moves for



           2   admission of the testimony and associated exhibits.



           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If anyone



           4   objects to that motion, please indicate to me.  I'm



           5   not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.



           6   BY MR. MOORE:



           7        Q    Have you prepared a summary of your



           8   testimony?



           9        A    Yes, a brief summary.



          10        Q    Please proceed.



          11        A    Good morning, Commissioners, Chair.



          12             In my testimonies, I recommend that the



          13   new resource tracking mechanism proposed by the



          14   Company in this case be rejected.  It's my opinion



          15   that there's no need to establish a new recovery



          16   mechanism that adds a substantial amount of



          17   complexity to the regulatory process.



          18             If the Company does, in fact, go forward



          19   with the repowering projects in this case, or a



          20   subset of those projects, adequate means currently



          21   exist to address the revenue requirements associated



          22   with those projects without the need for this



          23   complex new recovery mechanism.  As I explained in



          24   my direct testimony, if the Company forecasts that



          25   the projects will cause it to be unable to earn its
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           1   Commission-authorized rate of return in the State of



           2   Utah when taking into consideration all of the items



           3   that impact its overall revenue requirements, it has



           4   the ability to file a rate case before the



           5   Commission.  The Company also has the ability to



           6   seek the use of a future test in a general rate case



           7   that would include the period the projects are in



           8   service.



           9             As pointed out in my direct testimony, my



          10   surrebuttal testimony, and again in my response



          11   testimony, the Company has provided no information



          12   in this case addressing whether or not the wind



          13   repowering projects at issue in this case will cause



          14   it to be unable to earn its authorized rate of



          15   return if the resource tracking mechanism is



          16   rejected.  Under the Company's resource tracking



          17   mechanism proposal, the Company could, in fact, end



          18   up earning in excess of its authorized rate of



          19   return during the period the repowering projects are



          20   in place and in service, and yet still be able to



          21   recover additional costs from Utah ratepayers under



          22   its proposed mechanism.  In addition, under the



          23   Company's new proposal, they could also defer



          24   additional amounts to be recovered from customers



          25   beyond the amounts flowing through the resource
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           1   tracking mechanism with impacts of tax reform.



           2   That's being addressed in a completely separate



           3   docket that's been established.  Again, both the



           4   resource tracking mechanism and the newly proposed



           5   deferral of cost would operate under the Company's



           6   proposal regardless of the rate of return being



           7   earned by the Company under the current rates in



           8   effect.



           9             As addressed in my surrebuttal testimony,



          10   I also recommend that any deferrals authorized by



          11   the Commission in this proceeding be limited only to



          12   the unrecovered costs associated with the projects



          13   being replaced.  That would be the stranded costs



          14   that were discussed earlier today.  Thus, if the



          15   Commission determines that the projects or a subset



          16   thereof are prudent and in customer interest, the



          17   Company would not have to write off the unrecovered



          18   costs associated with existing wind assets being



          19   recovered earlier.  As discussed earlier today, this



          20   could be achieved early either through the Company's



          21   proposal of transferring the costs, the unrecovered



          22   costs into the accumulated depreciation reserved to



          23   be addressed in the depreciation case, or the



          24   Commission could authorize the establishment of a



          25   regulatory asset to address those costs in a future

�                                                                          92











           1   rate case, or potentially as part of the decision in



           2   this case.



           3             In my direct testimony, I also point out



           4   several problems and concerns with actual mechanics



           5   in calculations that go into the resource tracking



           6   mechanism.  It's my opinion that these problems and



           7   concerns were not alleviated by the information



           8   presented in the Company's rebuttal testimonies.



           9             In conclusion, I strongly continue to



          10   recommend that the Company's proposed resource



          11   tracking mechanism be rejected in this case.  Thank



          12   you.



          13                  MR. MOORE:  Ms. Ramas is available



          14   for cross.



          15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.



          16   Ms Schmid, do you have any questions for Ms. Ramas?



          17                  MS. SCHMID:  No questions.



          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell?



          19                  MR. RUSSELL:  No questions.



          20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey?



          21                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you.



          22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. McDowell or



          23   Mr. Lowney?



          24                  MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, the Company does



          25   have a few questions.  Before I get started, we've
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           1   got a few cross-examination exhibits, so we'll



           2   distribute those to the group before we start



           3   questioning.



           4                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



           5   BY MR. LOWNEY:



           6        Q    Good morning, Ms. Ramas.  My first few



           7   questions are not going relate to those exhibits.  I



           8   would just like to ask you a few questions about tax



           9   reform to get started.  So, Ms. Ramas, would you



          10   agree that you testified extensively in your direct



          11   and surrebuttal testimony related to the



          12   uncertainties surrounding potential tax reform?



          13        A    Yes, I did.



          14        Q    And would you agree -- and I believe you



          15   testified -- that a lot of that uncertainty is now



          16   resolved, correct?



          17        A    Yes.  The majority of that has been



          18   resolved through the new tax act that was passed in



          19   December 2017.



          20        Q    If you could, turn to your response



          21   testimony.  That would be the most recent testimony



          22   you filed.  Page 3, if you're on page 3, lines 60 to



          23   63.  At the bottom of that page, you testified that,



          24   "The recommendations presented in my direct and



          25   surrebuttal testimonies will not be repeated
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           1   herein."  But you continue to stand behind those



           2   recommendations, correct?



           3        A    Yes.  But I did then elaborate in the



           4   following paragraph that a lot of the concerns and



           5   uncertainties pertaining to the tax law have since



           6   been resolved.



           7        Q    Okay.  I just wanted to clarify.  In your



           8   surrebuttal testimony, you had a specific



           9   recommendation related to accounting for tax reform



          10   in the economic analysis, and I wanted to make sure



          11   that recommendation of yours has been resolved.  Is



          12   that fair?



          13        A    For the most part.  There's still one



          14   issue that I see as -- at least, in the areas I



          15   reviewed -- as being a concern.  And that is in, I



          16   believe it's Mr. Hoogeveen's testimony yesterday, he



          17   indicated that the hold harmless provisions or the



          18   guarantees the Company is making in this case



          19   wouldn't include future changes in tax law.  But as



          20   part of that discussion, my recollection was that he



          21   specifically referenced IRS guidance because, again,



          22   it's -- a lot of the safe harbor provisions at issue



          23   in this case to get the hundred percent production



          24   tax credit allowances are dependent on IRS guidance,



          25   so not necessarily anything in the new tax code,
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           1   but guidance issued by the IRS.  And I took his



           2   testimony -- and I may be wrong -- but my



           3   understanding of his testimony was that if the IRS



           4   changes that guidance such that ratepayers no longer



           5   get that hundred percent -- or the Company no longer



           6   qualifies for the hundred percent production tax



           7   credits, that that's not something the Company would



           8   be willing to assume the risk for.  And that's a big



           9   concern for me because absent those production tax



          10   credits, I'm not even sure the Company could argue



          11   that any of these projects could be considered



          12   economic.  So I do still have that concern, and it's



          13   still my view that if something changes the



          14   qualification for the hundred percent production



          15   tax credits, that that should be a risk that the



          16   Company is willing to accept in that case and not



          17   pass on to ratepayers.



          18        Q    And just one quick qualifier.  With



          19   respect to those provisions that the Company is



          20   relying on in order to allow the repowering



          21   facilities to become PTC eligible, it is your



          22   understanding that, during the tax reform debate



          23   that occurred last year, there were proposals out



          24   there that would have changed substantively the



          25   treatment and eligibility of PTCs in all of those
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           1   proposals, ultimately did not make it into the final



           2   bill that was passed, correct?



           3        A    Yes, that's my understanding.  But again,



           4   my concern is just with my understanding of



           5   Mr. Hoogeveen's qualification that if those



           6   guidelines change going forward, that that risk



           7   isn't a Company risk.  And it's my view that that



           8   should be a Company risk and not a ratepayer risk.



           9        Q    Let's turn to your direct testimony,



          10   please, page 24.



          11        A    I'm there.



          12        Q    And I'm going to direct your attention to



          13   the Q and A that begins on line 509.  And really,



          14   the substantive portion of your response begins on



          15   511.  And you state that -- this is in response to



          16   the RTM -- you say, "Shifting costs from base rates



          17   to automatic recovery mechanisms removes some of the



          18   incentive to control costs."  Do you see that?



          19        A    Yes, I do.



          20        Q    And then on lines -- so the next sentence,



          21   you refer to the RTM as an automatic true-up.  Is



          22   that a fair characterization of your testimony?



          23        A    Yes, because that's my understanding of



          24   how it would operate, that you're truing up certain



          25   components of the revenue requirements associated
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           1   with the assets at issue in this case.



           2        Q    And I guess the word that I'm going to ask



           3   you about is the word "automatically," because would



           4   you agree that the Company must demonstrate the



           5   prudence of any expenses before they're included in



           6   the RTM mechanism?



           7        A    I guess it's my understanding that, if the



           8   RTM is approved -- which I'm advising against --



           9   that you would still have an annual review, such as



          10   you do with the EBA mechanism or the renewable



          11   energy credit balancing account that's in place.  So



          12   there would still be a review of those costs under



          13   the Company's proposal.



          14        Q    And are you familiar with the Voluntary



          15   Approval Statute that the Company is relying on in



          16   this case?



          17        A    Yes.  I've read the statute.  I'm not an



          18   attorney, but I am familiar with it.



          19        Q    I'm going to ask a very general question.



          20   Is it your understanding that under the terms of



          21   that statute, even if the Company were to receive



          22   pre-approval in this case, it is still obligated to



          23   implement the resource decision prudently and can



          24   experience a disallowance if it doesn't do so?



          25        A    If you give me a moment to look at the
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           1   statute -- I agree the Company would still be



           2   required to do so and at risk for amounts above the



           3   amount that's pre-approved.  I'm not sure that



           4   parties could go back and challenge up to the level



           5   that's pre-approved under the statute.



           6        Q    And I'll direct your attention -- the



           7   statute is 54-17-403, subsection 2A.  And it reads,



           8   "The Commission may disallow some or all costs



           9   incurred in connection with an approved resource



          10   decision if the Commission finds that an energy



          11   utility's actions in implementing an approved



          12   resource decision are not prudent because of



          13   information or changed circumstances that occur



          14   after."  And then it has a couple of events,



          15   including approval.



          16        A    Yeah, that's contingent on the new



          17   information or changed circumstances.



          18        Q    So given that the Company is still



          19   required to demonstrate the prudence of all costs



          20   before they go into the RTM, isn't the difference



          21   between the RTM and the general rate making only an



          22   issue of timing, not of substance, in terms of the



          23   incentive to control costs?



          24        A    First, I would disagree that the RTM



          25   mechanism follows, necessarily, the statute.  My
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           1   understanding of the statute is the pre-approval of



           2   the resource decision, not approval of the RTM,



           3   because there's nothing within the statute



           4   addressing the allowance of such a recovery



           5   mechanism.  The costs are still subject to review,



           6   however, that review doesn't consider overall



           7   revenue requirements of the Company.  So even though



           8   those costs would be reviewed in an annual review of



           9   the resource energy tracking mechanism, that doesn't



          10   mean the Company has a revenue requirement need to



          11   have that special mechanism.  There is the potential



          12   the Company could still earn its authorized rate of



          13   return, even without that mechanism in place.



          14        Q    Let's move on to a different topic.  If



          15   you could, turn to page 31 of your direct testimony,



          16   please.  This section of your testimony is



          17   addressing the impacts of renewable energy credits,



          18   correct?



          19        A    Correct.



          20        Q    And it's your understanding that the



          21   Company's economic analysis in this case did not



          22   include any specific value for the RECs that would



          23   generated -- incremental RECs that would be



          24   generated by the repowering projects, correct?



          25        A    It wasn't included in the SO -- in the PaR
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           1   runs is my understanding, but Mr. Link did reference



           2   it as a potential benefit in his testimony and did



           3   include some dollar amounts based on a dollar per



           4   REC value in his testimony.  So in this section of



           5   testimony, I'm recommending that that not be



           6   considered in evaluating whether or not this project



           7   should be approved.



           8        Q    And that's exactly what I was going to ask



           9   you about.  So if you go to your testimony on line



          10   661, you testify that the Commission not give



          11   credence to the possibility of future revenues from



          12   the increment RECs, correct?



          13        A    Correct.  For the reasons cited on that



          14   same page and the next page in my testimony.



          15        Q    And I see a lot of your reasoning is



          16   confidential, so I don't want to ask you about those



          17   specific reasons.  But obviously, if something I ask



          18   requires to you to go there, just let us know and



          19   we'll close the hearing.



          20        A    And I'll try my best to respond without



          21   having to do that.



          22        Q    So if I could direct your attention to the



          23   document that's labeled RMP Cross-Exhibit 8.



          24        A    I have that.



          25        Q    And just to give everybody a frame of
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           1   reference, these are comments filed by the Office of



           2   Consumer Services on August 4, 2017, in the



           3   Company's annual -- in the docket that reviews or



           4   audits the Company's Renewable Energy Credits



           5   Balancing Account.  Is that correct?



           6        A    Yes, it is.



           7        Q    And if you could, just turn to page 2 of



           8   that document.  Under the heading, "Office



           9   Analysis," it indicates that you provided assistance



          10   in reviewing the Company's application, correct?



          11        A    Correct.



          12        Q    And I'd like to direct your attention now



          13   to the very bottom of that page 2, the first



          14   sentence of the last paragraph which says, "The



          15   Office notes that the annual amount of REC revenues



          16   received by the Company are increasing."  Do you see



          17   that?



          18        A    Yes, I do.



          19        Q    And then, if you could turn to the top of



          20   the next page, page 3, the second paragraph that



          21   begins with "The Office agrees," and if you go down



          22   a little bit to the next line, it says, "Given the



          23   increase in REC revenues being realized by the



          24   Company, coupled with the Company's outstanding



          25   proposals to expand its wind resources which would
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           1   increase the RECs available for sale, the RBA



           2   benefits ratepayers by ensuring that they receive



           3   the advantage of the increased revenues during the



           4   long span between general rate cases."  Do you see



           5   that?



           6        A    Yes, I do.  But, again, this goes to the



           7   revenues received and the amount available for sale.



           8   Without giving anything confidential, my testimony



           9   goes more towards the ability to sell those and not



          10   necessarily the sale price received on each of



          11   those.



          12        Q    Fair enough.  But what I'd like to ask is,



          13   it appears that you're testifying in this case that



          14   there's going to be very little, if any, future REC



          15   revenues, while just a matter of months ago the



          16   Office was testifying that, in fact, those revenues



          17   are increasing and increasing specifically because



          18   of projects like wind repowering.



          19        A    I think you're misrepresenting what I'm



          20   saying in these documents.  In Cross-Exhibit 8, we



          21   acknowledge that the resources would increase the



          22   RECs available for sale, and we indicate that the



          23   revenues in this time frame being addressed in



          24   this -- the revenues have increased, but that it



          25   doesn't include only the amount billed.  That's
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           1   based on the amount actually sold and the price



           2   received for those sales.  In my testimony in this



           3   case -- if you give me a moment, I just want to make



           4   sure I don't say anything that falls under the



           5   confidential section, so just give me a moment,



           6   please.



           7             In the interest of utmost caution, my



           8   confidential testimony section -- which I believe



           9   the Commissioners have or have access to --



          10   addresses more the ability to sell additional RECs,



          11   and the fact -- the nonconfidential part addresses



          12   the fact that there are going to be a lot more RECs



          13   out there in the market between if these projects go



          14   forward and other companies throughout the country



          15   that are adding wind resources as a result of the



          16   production tax credit allowances will put further



          17   downward pressure on the ability to sell additional.



          18   So even though the Company anticipates generating a



          19   lot more RECs in the event that it goes forward with



          20   these projects or the Commission finds them prudent,



          21   or a subset thereof prudent, that doesn't



          22   necessarily translate to more REC revenues overall



          23   in the long term.



          24        Q    If I could direct your attention, please,



          25   to Cross-Exhibit 7.  And just for reference, this is
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           1   testimony that you filed in Docket No. 10-035-124 in



           2   May of 2011, correct?



           3        A    Correct.



           4        Q    And again, one of the issues you addressed



           5   in this testimony is -- and I should represent this



           6   an excerpt.  The testimony is much longer, but in



           7   the interest of conserving paper, I've included just



           8   the section where you address additional REC



           9   revenues.  So that began on page 25 of your prefiled



          10   testimony in that case.  And if I could direct your



          11   attention to page 33.  And on lines 721 to 722, you



          12   recommended that in 2011 --



          13        A    I'm sorry.  Just a moment.  What line is



          14   that?



          15        Q    I'm sorry.  Lines 721 and 722.  You



          16   recommended that the REC revenues for purposes of



          17   the Company's revenue requirement be calculated on a



          18   price per REC of $36, correct?



          19        A    Yes.  In that case, based on the facts and



          20   circumstances at that time.  I do distinctly



          21   remember this issue in that case and some



          22   frustrations that I had with the Company with regard



          23   to getting information on this issue in that case.



          24   But yes, that was amount, as of the -- when this



          25   testimony was filed back in 2011, but since that the
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           1   market has changed substantially.  And I think I'll



           2   leave it with that for now to try not to get into



           3   confidential information from prior dockets and this



           4   docket.



           5        Q    And I guess my question is, if the market



           6   can change substantially between 2011 and today,



           7   it's quite possible it could change substantially



           8   over the next 30 years, correct?



           9        A    It could, but I don't see that happening



          10   because the circumstances currently and as projected



          11   going forward are substantially different than what



          12   was the case back in this docket.  There's been



          13   changes in California legislation and other states



          14   regarding RECs and REC qualification, as well as a



          15   significant increase in the amount of RECs available



          16   in the market since that time frame.



          17        Q    And just to be clear, despite that fact



          18   that there are more RECs in the market, the Office's



          19   position is that the Company is going to be earning



          20   greater revenue on those RECs, based on the comments



          21   that were filed in August?



          22        A    The comments filed in August said that the



          23   revenues were increasing received by the Company --



          24   and I don't want to get into confidential



          25   information -- I don't recall if that was more
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           1   volume sale in that time frame, or the dollar per



           2   REC had changed, and again, it may very well happen



           3   that the Company does generate some additional



           4   revenues from RECs coming in this case.  But based



           5   on my opinion, the current circumstances, the



           6   confidential section of my testimony, and what I



           7   just seen happening out there coming up, in



           8   evaluating whether or not these projects are prudent



           9   and in customer's best interests, it's my view that



          10   not lot of weight, if any, should be given to those



          11   additional RECs that are generated.  I'm not saying



          12   they may not result in a good benefit in the future,



          13   but they're way too uncertain at this point to give



          14   them any weight in deciding if this project is



          15   economic or not.



          16                  MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Ms. Ramas.  I



          17   have no further questions.  I would move to admit



          18   RMP Cross-Exhibit 7 and 8 into the record.



          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If anyone



          20   objects to this motion, please indicate to me.  I'm



          21   not seeing any objections, so that motion is



          22   granted.



          23        (RMP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 7 and 8 admitted.)



          24                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore, any



          25   redirect?
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           1                  MR. MOORE:  No redirect -- excuse me.



           2   No redirect, Mr. Chairman.



           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank



           4   you.  Commissioner White, any questions for



           5   Ms. Ramas?



           6                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  No questions.



           7   Thank you.



           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



           9   Commissioner Clark?



          10                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.



          11   Thank you.



          12                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And I don't



          13   either.  So thank you, Ms. Ramas.



          14                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.  Have a good



          15   afternoon.



          16                  MR. MOORE:  Excuse me.  Ms. Ramas has



          17   to catch a plane.  I wonder if she could be excused?



          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Let me just ask



          19   any party or Commissioner if they see any reason not



          20   to do so.  I'm not seeing any indication from



          21   anyone.  So thank you, Ms. Ramas.



          22                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          23                  MR. SNARR:  Could we take just a



          24   five-minute break before we commence with the next



          25   witness?
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Certainly.  And



           2   looking at the time, we probably won't have time to



           3   do cross-examination before lunch.  But maybe we can



           4   get through the -- if, in your opinion, we can get



           5   through the direct examination after a five-minute



           6   break before lunch, that would probably be good.



           7                  MR. SNARR:  Let's proceed in that



           8   fashion.



           9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  So we'll



          10   take a five-minute recess and then we'll go with



          11   direct.



          12               (A brief recess was taken.)



          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We'll go ahead



          14   with presenting Mr. Hayet's direct testimony.



          15                  MR. SNARR:  Yes.  May he be called as



          16   a witness?



          17                      PHILIP HAYET,



          18   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was



          19           examined and testified as follows:



          20                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          21   BY MR. SNARR:



          22        Q    Mr. Hayet, could you please state your



          23   name and tell us about your employment and



          24   association with the Office of Consumer Services?



          25        A    Yes.  My name is Philip Hayet.  My Company
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           1   is J. Kennedy and Associates.  And did you say my



           2   address?



           3        Q    I didn't say address, but you can provide



           4   that and then tell us how you're associated with the



           5   Office.



           6        A    Okay.  My address is



           7   570 Colonial Park Drive, Roswell, Georgia 30075.



           8   And I've been asked to assist the Office with the



           9   economic analysis that the Company has conducted.



          10        Q    In connection with that assignment, have



          11   you prepared or caused to be prepared, testimony to



          12   be filed in this docket?



          13        A    I have.



          14        Q    Did that include direct testimony and



          15   related exhibits on September -- in September



          16   of 2017, surrebuttal testimony in November of 2017,



          17   responsive testimony in April of 2018, and rebuttal



          18   to response testimony in late April of 2018?



          19        A    Yes.



          20        Q    And with respect to the testimonies that



          21   you have presented, do you have any corrections that



          22   need to be made to anything that's been filed?



          23        A    I have one correction to my April 2nd



          24   testimony, at Page 34, Line 300 -- 677.



          25   There's a number, it refers to Table 4, as typed, and that
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           1   should be Table 5, at that line.



           2        Q    Thank you.  With that correction, if you



           3   were asked the same questions today in various filed



           4   testimonies, would your replies be the same?



           5        A    They would.



           6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  I don't think we



           7   have the line number right on the correction.



           8   You're in your April testimony?



           9                  THE WITNESS:  April 2nd and Page 34,



          10   Line 677.  I thought that I got this off the



          11   Commission website.



          12                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That works for



          13   me.



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Somehow, my



          15   correct copy is different, but I'll -- Commissioner



          16   Clark's matches yours, so I'm --



          17                  MR. SNARR:  Do you have the



          18   confidential version?



          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No.  I -- oh,



          20   yes, I did have a copy.  I thought I printed the



          21   confidential version, but, no, I have the redacted.



          22   I'm going to go back and -- so that's the different



          23   supplemental.  Okay.  We're good.  Thank you.



          24   BY MR. SNARR:



          25        Q    You did provide both confidential and
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           1   nonconfidential --



           2        A    Yes.



           3        Q    -- versions of some of the testimony; is



           4   that correct?



           5        A    Yes.



           6        Q    All right.



           7                  MR. SNARR:  The Office would move the



           8   admission of the identified testimony, including the



           9   correction that was made to those, as Office



          10   Exhibits 2-D, for the testimony, Exhibits 2.1



          11   through 2.7-D, as exhibits related to direct



          12   testimony, Office Exhibit 2-S, for the surrebuttal,



          13   and Office Exhibit 2 Response, for the responsive



          14   testimony, and Office Exhibit 1-2, rebuttal, as



          15   indicated in our exhibit list provided to the



          16   Commission.  We move for the admission of those



          17   exhibits.



          18                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party



          19   objects, please indicate that to me.  I'm not seeing



          20   any objections, so the motion is granted.



          21    (OCS Exhibit Nos. 2-D, 2.1-2.7D, 2-S, 2-RESP,



          22                 1-2 Rebuttal admitted.)



          23   BY MR. SNARR:



          24        Q    Mr. Hayet, did you prepare a summary of



          25   your testimony for presentation today?
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           1        A    Yes.



           2        Q    Could you provide that now?



           3        A    Good morning, Commissioners.  I think it's



           4   still morning.  In my testimony, I address concerns



           5   with the Company's proposal to repower



           6   nearly 1,000 megawatts of wind capacity, while



           7   continuing to recover the revenue requirements



           8   associated with its existing investment in the same



           9   currently operating facilities.



          10             While the Company asserts that these



          11   projects will provide net benefits to customers



          12   primarily by increasing wind energy production and



          13   PTC benefits, the benefits are not substantial,



          14   given the magnitude of the investment and the risk



          15   of the project, that under some circumstances may



          16   actually increase costs to ratepayers.  Furthermore,



          17   the repowering projects are unnecessary as the



          18   existing resources are being maintained and are



          19   currently operating, and the Company has no resource



          20   need driving the decision to repower these



          21   resources.  Despite the risk that the benefits might



          22   be small or might not materialize at all, the



          23   Company desires these projects greatly because it



          24   will benefit by increasing its rate base and growing



          25   its earnings and profits.

�                                                                         113











           1             In my direct and surrebuttal testimony, I



           2   discuss concerns about potential tax law changes,



           3   the need to conduct evaluations on a



           4   project-by-project basis, and flaws in the Company's



           5   economic analysis.  I reviewed the Company's two



           6   economic analyses.  One, covering a 20-year, and the



           7   other covering a 34-year time horizon, and I



           8   concluded that both analyses have problems.  I



           9   identified potential problems in the Company's



          10   modeling assumptions related to tax law changes that



          11   appeared likely, and I addressed flaws in the



          12   Company's longer term analysis, stemming from the



          13   Company's decision to use an extrapolation approach



          14   to develop net power cost benefits beyond 2036



          15   instead of running its normal PaR and system



          16   optimizing models.



          17



          18             In recognition that the pending tax law



          19   changes would have a substantial impact on the



          20   results, the Company filed an unopposed motion to



          21   amend the procedural schedule in late November to



          22   further evaluate impacts.  While it appeared that



          23   the Company was going to report a much lower benefit



          24   after the corporate tax rate drop from 35



          25   to 21 percent, the Company's February supplemental
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           1   direct filing reported benefits in its 20-year study



           2   that surprisingly were higher than the benefits



           3   presented in its October testimony.



           4             A major reason for the increase was



           5   attributed to PacifiCorp's sudden decision to make a



           6   change to the way production tax credits were



           7   modeled in its economic analysis.  Apparently,



           8   PacifiCorp decided that it had not been modeling



           9   PTCs accurately enough all along, when it had been



          10   modeling them using a levelized cost representation



          11   and it concluded it would be necessary to model



          12   them, instead, using a non-levelized or nominal cost



          13   representation.  While PacifiCorp could have made



          14   this change prior to filing two rounds of testimony



          15   in this proceeding, or earlier than that in the 2017



          16   IRP or even in an earlier IRP, the sudden decision



          17   to make this change increased net benefits



          18   nearly $200 million in its 20-year studies, at



          19   nearly the same time the tax law impacts reduced



          20   benefits by a similar amount.



          21             Table 1 of my April 2 response testimony



          22   indicates that every single one of PacifiCorp's nine



          23   price policy cases showed positive economic



          24   benefits, but after reverting back to PacifiCorp's



          25   prior PTC modeling approach, just three out of nine
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           1   price policy cases had positive benefits.  And the



           2   positive benefits in those three high gas price



           3   cases were small.  Table 2 of my response testimony



           4   indicates that on a project-by-project basis, not



           5   only is Leaning Juniper uneconomic as PacifiCorp's



           6   results indicated, but eight other repowering



           7   projects are uneconomic after reverting back to



           8   PacifiCorp's prior approach in the low gas, zero CO2



           9   case.



          10             I found that PacifiCorp's to-2050 analysis



          11   was also flawed, based on the extrapolation approach



          12   that PacifiCorp used.  Instead of running its SO and



          13   PaR models to derive optimal expansion plans and



          14   produce energy related benefits, PacifiCorp never



          15   conducted any modeling tests to demonstrate the



          16   reasonableness of this extrapolation technique.



          17   This was especially concerning in this repowering



          18   docket because replacement energy costs produced



          19   when the difference in the repowering energy was



          20   around 750 gigawatt hours, was then used to



          21   extrapolate energy benefits at a later period when



          22   the difference in repowered energy was



          23   over 3,000 gigawatt hours.  This necessarily



          24   overstated the energy benefits and biased the



          25   results in favor of repowering.
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           1             Recognizing that PacifiCorp's to-2050



           2   analysis was flawed, I still evaluated the Company's



           3   results and concluded that on a project-by-project



           4   basis, there were significant differences in



           5   benefits between the projects.  Based on the results



           6   of both the to-2036, and the to-2050 analysis, I



           7   concluded there were significant modeling risks that



           8   led to the benefits of the projects being overstated



           9   and that several of the repowering projects, if not



          10   all, were likely uneconomic.  In addition, despite



          11   PacifiCorp's claims that the risk of the projects



          12   have been mitigated, I found there were risks that



          13   the Company simply did not consider, including the



          14   risk that the cost to repower the wind resources



          15   could ultimately exceed PacifiCorp's approximately,



          16   $1 billion estimate and that the energy and PTCs



          17   produced by the repowered projects might not fully



          18   materialize.



          19             Based on analysis that I conducted, I



          20   found that even small increases in costs or small



          21   reductions in energy and PTCs could lead to a



          22   significant erosion of the benefits of the



          23   repowering project.  Furthermore, I'm not convinced



          24   that PacifiCorp has evaluated all resource



          25   alternatives to repowering, and the possibility
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           1   still exists that other more economic resources,



           2   such as solar, could be part of the Company's



           3   least-cost, least-risk resource plan.  While the



           4   Company updated its modeling for the latest



           5   repowering cost assumptions, it has not updated its



           6   solar resource cost assumptions, based on more



           7   current information that is available, such as from



           8   the 2007 RFP.



           9             Based on these concerns, my primary



          10   recommendation is that the Commission should deny



          11   the Company's repowering request.  However, if the



          12   Commission is inclined to permit the Company to



          13   proceed with repowering any of its wind projects, I



          14   have conducted an analysis to determine the most



          15   cost-effective set of projects to repower, that I



          16   believe would result in a significant savings and



          17   capital cost without substantially reducing the



          18   total repowering benefits, if they really exist.



          19   Table 6 in my response testimony includes the results of my



          20   analysis in which I have grouped the best performing and



          21   worst performing projects separately, and I found that by



          22   repowering just half of the projects, 87 percent of the



          23   total benefits could be preserved, while a significant



          24   portion of the capital costs could be eliminated.  Figure 3



          25   in my response testimony presents this graphically.  And it
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           1   shows that year by year, the amounts of benefits lost by



           2   only repowering half of the projects is inconsequential



           3   compared to the annual pattern of benefits preserved.



           4   Table 7 and 8 of my response testimony demonstrates further,



           5   how the benefits of the best performing projects are



           6   preserved in the faces of the risks that I identified,



           7   including higher capital cost and lower and PTC benefits.



           8             The six projects that the Commission



           9   should consider if it decides to allow PacifiCorp to



          10   repower some of its wind resources include, Goodnoe



          11   Hills, Marengo I and II, Seven Mile Hill I, Dunlap



          12   Ranch and Glenrock.  My April 23rd rebuttal



          13   testimony revisited the notion of limiting



          14   repowering to more optimal portfolio and compared my



          15   subset of repowering projects to the subsets the



          16   Division and UAE recommended as well.  I provided a



          17   comparison of the different repowering proposals that each



          18   of us made in Table 1 of my April 23rd testimony.  Though



          19   each of those primarily recommended that the Company's



          20   repowering proposal should be rejected, we all provided



          21   reasonable subsets of projects that could be repowered and



          22   would reduce ratepayer risk if the Commission decides to



          23   allow PacifiCorp to repower just some of its wind resources.



          24             In summary, I continue to recommend that



          25   the Company's repowering request be denied, but
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           1   should the Commission decide to allow PacifiCorp to



           2   proceed with repowering any of its wind projects, I



           3   recommend that the Commission allow the Company to



           4   repower a limited set of wind resources.  And given



           5   these projects primarily intend to provide economic



           6   benefits, I believe that the Commission should



           7   impose ratepayer protection conditions.



           8   These conditions include:  (1) PacifiCorp should be required



           9   to assume all the responsibility for the successful



          10   completion of the projects that the Commission authorizes



          11   PacifiCorp to repower, based on the schedule and cost for



          12   those projects as identified in Mr. Hemstreet's supplemental



          13   direct testimony.



          14   (2) I recommend that PacifiCorp should be limited to



          15   recovery of future capital expenditures and O&M cost for the



          16   approved repowering projects to the amount that it included



          17   in the economic evaluation in the supplemental direct



          18   filing.  And Ms. Ramas has an additional recommendation to



          19   limit pre-approval based on the current Utah jurisdictional



          20   allocation.



          21   And (3) in addition, given all the assurances of the



          22   accuracy of the Company's modeling assumptions, I recommend



          23   that PTCs and energy benefits be guaranteed at 95 percent of



          24   the amounts that PacifiCorp assumed in its supplemental



          25   filing analysis for the life of the repowered wind projects.
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           1             This concludes my summary.



           2                  MR. SNARR:  Mr. Hayet is available



           3   for cross-examination.



           4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you,



           5   Mr. Snarr.  With that, I think we will recess



           6   until 1:00, and we will begin with



           7   cross-examination.



           8                  (A recess was taken.)



           9                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  We are back on



          10   the record.  Mr. Hayet is still under oath.  You



          11   just finished your direct examination summary, so



          12   I'll go first to Ms. Schmid.



          13   Do you have any questions for Mr. Hayet?



          14                  MS. SCHMID:  The Division does not



          15   have any questions.



          16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank



          17   you.  Mr. Russell, do you have any questions for



          18   Mr. Hayet?



          19                  MR. RUSSELL:  I do not.  Thank you.



          20                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.



          21   Ms. Hickey.



          22                  MS. HICKEY:  No, thank you, sir.



          23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank



          24   you.  Ms. McDowell or Mr. Lowney?



          25                  MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, the Company does
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           1   have some questions.



           2                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



           3   BY MR. LOWNEY:



           4        Q    Good afternoon, Mr. Hayet.



           5        A    Good afternoon.



           6        Q    Now, in your response testimony, you



           7   conducted an economic assessment of each facility on



           8   an individual basis, correct?



           9        A    Yes.



          10        Q    And in that analysis, you used what you



          11   described as non-levelized capital costs and



          12   non-levelized PTCs, correct?



          13        A    Yes.



          14        Q    And that would be the same -- same thing



          15   as saying nominal capital costs and nominal PTCs,



          16   correct?



          17        A    Yes.



          18        Q    And you also focused on the 20-year



          19   planning horizon to, as you say, "ensure the



          20   projects are economic in the near-term horizon,"



          21   correct?



          22        A    Yes.



          23        Q    And your results are presented on Table 5,



          24   which is on Page 28 of your response testimony; is



          25   that right?  And if you could just turn to that
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           1   page, please?



           2        A    Okay.



           3        Q    All right.  And this is the scenario -- or



           4   excuse me.  This Table 5 represents your individual



           5   assessment of each of the 12 projects under both the



           6   low and medium gas scenarios, correct?



           7        A    Yes.



           8        Q    And looking at each of those columns, it's



           9   true that 11 of the 12 projects produced net



          10   benefits for customers, correct?



          11        A    They do.



          12        Q    Under both scenarios?



          13        A    That's correct.  But these analyses don't



          14   take into consideration other risk factors that are



          15   also important to consider.



          16        Q    But at a minimum, your economic assessment



          17   of these projects indicates that even under a low



          18   gas scenario, for 11 of the 12 projects, it's more



          19   expensive to not repower them than to repower them,



          20   correct?



          21        A    And -- and what I respond to that is:



          22   It's true, but there are also fairly moderate



          23   benefits in -- in many of these.  I think that if



          24   you look across these, you can see a wide variation



          25   in benefits, some that are fairly small, there's a

�                                                                         123











           1   benefit of one, two, and so up to -- up to four or



           2   five.  We consider those to be pretty moderate --



           3   pretty small benefits.  And therefore, in the fact



           4   that these are economic projects, we're concerned



           5   about proceeding necessarily with projects that have



           6   benefits this low without also taking into



           7   consideration other factors.



           8        Q    And just to be clear, though.  Your



           9   study -- given that your study goes only



          10   through 2036, your benefit assessments here do not



          11   account for the roughly 3,500 gigawatt hours that



          12   will be generated in the 2037 --



          13        A    No.  And I also talked about some other



          14   factors related to that as well.



          15        Q    Okay.  And if you could, turn to Line 487



          16   of your response testimony, please.  And on that



          17   line, you state that, "If any consideration is to be



          18   given to the to-2050 analysis results, the focus



          19   should be on Mr. Link's Table 3-SD."



          20   Do you see that testimony?



          21        A    Yes.  But I'll have to explain what I mean



          22   by that.



          23        Q    Well, let's just turn to -- you re-created



          24   that table --



          25        A    Right.
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           1        Q    -- as Table 4, on the following Page 24 of



           2   your response --



           3        A    Right.



           4        Q    -- testimony, correct?



           5        A    Yes.



           6        Q    And just examining those results, which,



           7   again, is your -- the results through 2050 -- that



           8   you say should receive consideration if any results



           9   should receive consideration -- you provide a



          10   project-by-project assessment under both the medium



          11   and low gas scenario.  And in the medium scenario,



          12   every single project produces net benefits, correct?



          13        A    Right.



          14        Q    And under the low gas scenario, the only



          15   project that does not produce net benefits is



          16   Leaning Juniper and that's a net breakeven



          17   essentially, correct?



          18        A    Essentially, but it's -- that's -- what I



          19   meant by that was, if any of the benefits should be



          20   considered -- and I meant on a project-by-project or



          21   on a -- looking across the price policy scenarios I



          22   was referring to, this should be considered more.



          23   And the reason for that, is because, again, you can see that



          24   there is a wide variation in benefits across the projects,



          25   and that leads you to conclude that it probably -- that
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           1   given that these are economic projects, it leads you to the



           2   conclusion that, if you're going to do them at all, you



           3   ought to do just the subset of the projects or the most



           4   economic of these projects.  And that's the point that I try



           5   to make.



           6        Q    So following up on that statement, if you



           7   could turn to Page 31 of your response testimony.



           8        A    I'm there.



           9        Q    And Table 6, at the top of that page is



          10   sort of the table that describes your projects that



          11   you identify as the most economic and the least



          12   economic, correct?



          13        A    Exactly.



          14        Q    And I will note, there's a confidential



          15   column in that table.  My goal is to not ask any



          16   questions that would require that information to be



          17   disclosed, but if you need to, please let me know.



          18   Now, just looking down that table, the top six projects are



          19   the most economic, the bottom six are the least economic,



          20   according to your conclusions, correct?



          21        A    Yes.



          22        Q    And to identify the projects that you say



          23   are the least economic, you examined the net



          24   benefits only, correct?



          25        A    Yes.
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           1        Q    And arbitrarily, anything under $7 million



           2   in net benefits is a least economic project, in your



           3   assessment, correct?



           4        A    I wouldn't call it arbitrarily.  I think



           5   that what you can see is that we -- we perhaps could



           6   have excluded another one that's on that list, the



           7   Marengo II.  There's a -- there's a fairly wide gap



           8   in that range.  We decided to include the



           9   Marengo II, but from -- there's a -- there's a clear



          10   delineation between Marengo II and Goodnoe Hills,



          11   but even if you consider where we did break it,



          12   which was at five, there is a -- is a very big gap



          13   between five, 11, all the way up to a net benefit



          14   of 23.



          15             So we've -- we've kept significant



          16   benefits in this portfolio of the best projects, and



          17   we've eliminated the worst performing.  And through



          18   all of the testing that we've done, it -- it seemed



          19   to confirm that that was a reasonable set to accept,



          20   on a risk basis.



          21        Q    Well, and going back to something you said



          22   in your summary, which was that one of the issues



          23   you had -- you -- one of the considerations you --



          24   one of the items you considered in making your



          25   recommendations in this case, is the relative
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           1   quantity of benefits -- or the quantity of benefits



           2   relative to the cost, correct?



           3        A    Yes.



           4        Q    I believe I heard you say that.



           5        A    I -- I'm not sure that I -- I'm not sure



           6   exactly what I said that you're referring to.  So I



           7   don't necessarily want to say yes, but maybe if you



           8   can explain.



           9        Q    Fair enough.  Let me just follow-up on



          10   that.  When you are identifying what you described



          11   as the least economic projects, you didn't consider



          12   the relationship between the net benefit



          13   quantification and the overall project cost, this --



          14   the benefit-to-cost ratio that we discussed this



          15   morning with Mr. Peaco.  That was not part of your



          16   consideration, correct?



          17        A    No.



          18        Q    So, for example, if you look at the Seven



          19   Mile Hill II project, which is one that you



          20   described as least economic -- and I don't want to



          21   divulge the confidential investment cost number --



          22   but just examining the net benefit relative to that



          23   cost, it has a fairly high benefit-to-cost ratio



          24   relative to some other projects, correct?



          25        A    Say -- which -- I'm sorry, which project?
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           1        Q    Seven Mile Hill II.  It's the second,



           2   below Glenrock III.  So it's second in the list of



           3   least economic projects.



           4        A    And you said it has a fairly high,



           5   compared to the other ones?



           6        Q    If you compare the net benefit that you



           7   report in the far right-hand column to the



           8   investment cost, the confidential number in the



           9   middle column, the ratio of those two numbers.  In



          10   other words, the benefit-to-cost ratio.



          11        A    Fairly small.



          12        Q    Relative to the other projects?



          13        A    Well, I'd have to do the -- I -- I told



          14   you that I haven't done that math, but --



          15        Q    Well, I'm just comparing five to the



          16   confidential number in the column next to it,



          17   relative to example -- to, for example, the seven



          18   for Marengo II, relative to its cost in the column



          19   next to it.  You would agree that Seven Mile Hill II



          20   has higher benefits, relative to its cost, than, for



          21   example, Marengo II?



          22        A    Yeah.  But I mean, I have -- I wouldn't



          23   necessarily dispute you on that point, but I -- I've



          24   done it on an impact basis, and I think that's the



          25   basis that we did it to come up with this -- this
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           1   list.  Now, I understand that the Division did it on



           2   a benefit-cost ratio approach, and except for two



           3   projects that they accepted, two projects that we



           4   accepted, we had the same list.



           5        Q    Let's move on and discuss some of the



           6   risks that you describe, both in your summary today



           7   and in your response testimony.  And in particular,



           8   two risks you highlighted are the risks of cost



           9   overruns and the risk that there will be less energy



          10   production than expected, correct?



          11        A    Yes.



          12        Q    And you performed a sensitivity analysis



          13   to specifically understand how these risk factors



          14   impact the net benefits of the repowering project,



          15   correct?



          16        A    Yes.



          17        Q    If you could turn to Line 657 of your



          18   response testimony, please.



          19        A    I'm there.



          20        Q    Now, to test the cost overrun sensitivity,



          21   you modeled a 5 percent increase in total capital



          22   costs, correct?



          23        A    Yes.



          24        Q    And you acknowledge, however, down



          25   beginning on Line 657, that because some of these
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           1   projects have a high proportion of fixed costs,



           2   a 5 percent overrun is actually a much larger



           3   percentage relative to the unfixed costs?



           4        A    Yes, I acknowledge that.



           5        Q    And I note, on Line 661, you include that



           6   percentage and I -- I've talked to my client and the



           7   number that is on 661, at 50 percent, that's not a



           8   confidential number.  Again, going back to what we



           9   said earlier, the individual project cost



          10   information is confidential, but given that you



          11   can't use this number alone to back into that, we



          12   can discuss it non-confidentially.



          13        A    Okay.



          14        Q    So I will ask you to confirm that what



          15   you're essentially testing with your 5-percent cost



          16   overrun is the impact of a 50-percent cost overrun,



          17   for the costs that are not currently fixed?



          18        A    That's possibly true, but there are other



          19   things that potentially -- that are force majeure



          20   conditions.  There are other things that could lead



          21   to cost overruns.  There is project management cost.



          22   So it's -- yes, I -- this does say 50 percent of the



          23   non-fixed costs, but there are other costs as well, that



          24   possibly could increase, so it wouldn't just only be the



          25   non-fixed costs.  So there are other things that could lead
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           1   to cost overruns that could drive up the cost such that



           2   a 5-percent total cost -- I don't see that on a project of a



           3   billion dollar magnitude, coming up with 5-percent increase



           4   when all the different ways there could be a cost overrun,



           5   is out of the question.



           6   So I -- I consider that 5 percent of the billion dollars,



           7   not to be out of the realm of possibility.



           8        Q    Let's turn to Table 8 of your testimony.



           9   It's on Page 35, and this is the results of your two



          10   sensitivities.  And, again, just to provide a little



          11   context, this is the medium/medium case, and you're



          12   studying it to 2036, using both nominal capital and



          13   PTC costs, correct?



          14        A    Correct.



          15        Q    And if we just look at the 5-percent cost



          16   overrun column, which, again, you had previously



          17   acknowledged and it sounds like maybe you're



          18   qualifying it a little bit here, that's equivalent



          19   in some sense to a 50-percent cost overrun?



          20        A    Plus, it could equivalent to having a cost



          21   overrun on other components.  So it's not just



          22   a 50-percent cost overrun on -- on the non-fixed



          23   costs.



          24        Q    And -- and just to be clear.  Your



          25   analysis shows that both the, what you describe as
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           1   the least economic and the most economic projects,



           2   can withstand a 5-percent cost overrun and still



           3   provide net benefits, correct?



           4        A    They do, but -- but if you look at it,



           5   the 5-percent overrun case supports the fact that we



           6   can still achieve -- for the same exact cost, we can



           7   still achieve, in that case, 94 out of 107 of the



           8   total benefits, 94 out of a total --



           9   that's 87 percent of the total benefits can still be



          10   achieved.



          11



          12             So if it were my money being invested on a



          13   risk basis, I would want to take -- take advantage



          14   of the opportunity to select those projects that are



          15   going to give me the opportunity to still



          16   get 87 percent of the benefits.  And I forgot if you



          17   released me to talk about -- you didn't release me



          18   to talk about the percentage of the costs.  So I



          19   won't -- I won't say that.  But the point being, I



          20   can still achieve a big portion of the benefits



          21   at -- at a much reduced capital cost.  I think



          22   that's a pretty good bet.



          23        Q    Well, and -- and let's move onto the next



          24   column.  The next column is the 5 percent reduced



          25   production.  And just to be clear, what you're
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           1   modeling in this case is the assumption that over



           2   the life of these projects, they're going to produce



           3   systematically a sustained 5-percent reduction in



           4   energy?



           5        A    Yes, that's true.  Because there could be



           6   inaccuracies in -- in the modeling.  Despite all the



           7   great data and the millions of data points, I don't



           8   think it's out of the question, over the life of the



           9   project, for anybody to consider that you could not



          10   achieve 90 -- that -- that the ultimate result at



          11   the end of the period would be that the wind



          12   resources have produced 95 percent of the total



          13   energy that you had expected you would produce.



          14   And if that reasonable case were to occur, you'll



          15   achieve 91 percent of all the benefits at a much greatly



          16   reduced capital cost.



          17        Q    And just to be clear.  Even that



          18   sensitivity, the least economic projects as you



          19   describe them, still provide net benefits?



          20        A    Small.



          21        Q    But they provide net benefits?



          22        A    Very small.



          23        Q    Now, going to the final column on Table 8,



          24   the combined column.  This models a scenario where



          25   there's both a 50-percent cost overrun and a
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           1   sustained 5-percent reduction energy production



           2   across all projects, correct?



           3        A    Yes.



           4        Q    And that is the only scenario where the



           5   least economic projects result in a net cost --



           6        A    In a scenario that I don't believe is out



           7   of the realm of possibility, and I would put -- I



           8   would note that, either the Company has 100 percent



           9   confidence in its assumptions about the energy and



          10   about the capital costs, or the -- if it doesn't,



          11   then the Company should have studied cases such as



          12   this, but if it does, the Company certainly could --



          13   could accept the total risk that you'll achieve



          14   this -- these outcomes.  But I think it's reasonable



          15   to study the possibility that you may not achieve



          16   the entire amount of energy, production, capital,



          17   PTC benefits, capital costs that you're expecting,



          18   necessarily.



          19        Q    Well, and while I won't disagree that it's



          20   within the realm of possibility, you would agree



          21   that it's not the most likely scenario, correct?



          22        A    I wouldn't say that.



          23        Q    You'd say it's --



          24        A    I would not say that a 5-percent cost



          25   overrun or a 5-percent reduction in the energy and
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           1   PCC is unlikely.  I wouldn't say that.



           2        Q    My question is the most unlikely or the



           3   most -- are you saying that's the most likely



           4   scenario?



           5        A    I don't -- I don't think that -- that I



           6   would say -- I would say that it's -- it's entirely



           7   possible and could occur.  That's all I -- that's



           8   all I can say.



           9        Q    So it's possible?



          10        A    Yeah.  I think it's entirely possible



          11   that -- that this outcome could be -- could be the



          12   outcome that occurs.  And it's surprises me that the



          13   Company wouldn't -- you know, the Company stopped



          14   short by saying it was sufficient to look at price



          15   policy cases.  You've got to look at all the



          16   variables for which could potentially lead to having



          17   your project that you're putting forth becoming



          18   uneconomic.



          19        Q    Well, and your own analysis shows that's



          20   not necessarily the case, because net benefits are



          21   still produced even in these extreme scenarios?



          22        A    No.  I -- I'm sorry.  I have -- if both of



          23   these cases were to occur, we'd have -- it'd be --



          24   you'd be better off doing the six projects that I've



          25   talked -- suggested that you do.
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           1        Q    All right.  Now let's turn back to



           2   Page 31, and that's Table 6.  And let's talk a



           3   little bit more about the specific projects that you



           4   described as the least economic, and that's the



           5   bottom -- the bottom six in that table, correct?



           6        A    Correct.



           7        Q    Now, were you here yesterday when



           8   Mr. Hemstreet described the protections and



           9   mitigations measures included in the GE contracts



          10   that will cover the projects being repowered in



          11   Wyoming?



          12        A    Yes.



          13        Q    And isn't it true that of the projects



          14   that you've described as the least economic, five of



          15   those projects are subject to the protections



          16   provided by that GE contract --



          17        A    Yes, but --



          18        Q    -- that Mr. Hemstreet described?



          19        A    But I might also note that there are also



          20   provisions in those contracts that are excluded that



          21   would still subject PacifiCorp to at risk -- to be



          22   at risk.  There's a force majeure provision, there's



          23   a provision -- and I know that the contract is



          24   confidential, so I don't know how far I can go to --



          25   to talk about the fact that there are still

�                                                                         137











           1   provisions built into that contract that put



           2   PacifiCorp back on the hook if certain conditions



           3   occur.



           4             And so there's not -- the note -- to



           5   suggest -- to suggest that the contract perfectly



           6   protects ratepayers and PacifiCorp for every



           7   outcome, I think is going a step too far.



           8        Q    And -- and just to be clear, I don't think



           9   anybody in the Company testified that customers are



          10   perfectly protected, correct?



          11        A    I don't know that anybody has.  I'm -- I



          12   would say, it's been -- it seems like that's what --



          13   I wouldn't necessarily say I can recall hearing that



          14   somebody said that, but it seems like that's the



          15   impression that has been left.



          16        Q    I'm sorry.  I just want to jump back.  I



          17   got a little bit out of order.  Going back to the



          18   sensitivity studies that you analyzed, consistent



          19   with everything else, with the other results that we



          20   already discussed, those sensitivities only go



          21   through 2036, correct?



          22        A    Correct.



          23        Q    So, again, when you're calculating those



          24   benefits, the capacity and energy benefits that are



          25   provided after 2036 are completely left out of that
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           1   analysis?



           2        A    That's a long time in the future, and --



           3   and the fact that the analysis that the Company did



           4   without looking at technology that could exist in



           5   the future, at -- the advancement in technology, and



           6   the fact that a different optimal plan that could be



           7   derived through running the models, led me to be



           8   concerned that, taking all those factors together,



           9   that I'd rather have these projects show and be



          10   analyzed, at this point in time, especially given



          11   the modeling issues that I've pointed out, or all



          12   those factors taken together, we came to the



          13   conclusion that for this analysis, it was reasonable



          14   to consider it on a 2036 basis.



          15        Q    And just to be clear, the Company's



          16   testimony -- and I don't think this has been



          17   disputed -- is that after 2036, these projects are



          18   expected to generate approximately 3,500 gigawatt



          19   hours of incremental energy annually.



          20   Would you agree with that?



          21        A    I would, assuming that there's no



          22   extension, of course, on the existing wind



          23   resources, which could potentially happen.  Those



          24   units could operate longer and, therefore, the



          25   differential is not necessarily the 3,600.
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           1        Q    And you agree -- we can dispute how to



           2   value that, but you agree that energy has value,



           3   correct?



           4        A    Yes.



           5        Q    And would you also agree that those



           6   repowered wind facilities are going to provide a



           7   capacity value after 2036, that is also not



           8   accounted for in your sensitivities?



           9        A    Yeah.  It's like on the order of a hundred



          10   and something out of a 10,000 megawatt peak.



          11        Q    I'd like to ask you a few questions about



          12   how to model PTCs.  That's something that has come



          13   up in this case, and you discussed it in your



          14   summary today.  So just to sort of set the table



          15   here, the Company refined the way it modeled PTCs in



          16   its February 2018 supplemental filing, correct?



          17        A    I believe refinement has been used,



          18   inaccurate has been used, different words have been



          19   used to describe the changes that the Company has



          20   made.  I've heard a number of different



          21   representations of how PacifiCorp --



          22        Q    We can agree it was a change?



          23        A    It was a change.



          24        Q    It was a change.  And we can also agree



          25   that that change did not impact the -- any of the
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           1   analysis that extended through 2050, correct?



           2        A    We can agree.



           3        Q    Now, if you could turn to Page 26 of your



           4   response testimony.  And I'd like to ask you a few



           5   questions about Figure 2, at the top of that page,



           6   and, again, I note that's a confidential figure.  I



           7   don't intend to ask you about specific numeric



           8   values, more just, sort of, shape and directional



           9   questions.  So obviously, if you need to speak



          10   confidentially, let me know.



          11        A    Okay.



          12        Q    Now, this table is for one specific



          13   project and it demonstrates the differences in the



          14   modeling based on different treatment of production



          15   tax credits, correct?



          16        A    Yes.



          17        Q    And just to be clear, that this, sort of,



          18   solid line is the levelized capital, levelized PTC



          19   technique?



          20        A    Yes, and that --



          21        Q    And that was the modeling that the Company



          22   used prior to February 2018, correct?



          23        A    Yes.



          24        Q    And if you look at the dashed line, that



          25   is levelized capital, non-levelized PTC, and that's
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           1   the modeling the Company is using right now,



           2   correct?



           3        A    Yes.



           4        Q    And then the, sort of, the middle curve



           5   that has the diamonds, is non-levelized capital,



           6   non-levelized PTC, correct?



           7        A    Correct.



           8        Q    And that would also be the nominal



           9   capital, nominal PTC, which is the same modeling



          10   used through 2050, right?



          11        A    Yes.



          12        Q    And would you agree that the non-levelized



          13   capital -- I'm just going to say, the line with the



          14   diamonds on it -- is the line that best reflects the



          15   ratemaking impact of this particular project?



          16        A    Yes.



          17        Q    And looking at these curves, would you



          18   agree that the Company's modeling, as it stands



          19   today, the dashed line is closer, both in shape and



          20   value to that diamond line than was the earlier



          21   modeling that relied on levelized PTCs?



          22        A    Yes.  And -- and what I would say about



          23   that is that, first, it is higher.  It's -- it's



          24   definitely closer, but it is higher.  And the fact



          25   is, it does add in additional costs not accounted
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           1   for in that analysis within the Company's study.



           2   And it does lead -- there is no doubt the Company cannot



           3   deny that, based on using the old approach that it did, that



           4   that old approach led to adding in a lot more cost and



           5   therefore, the Company abandoned that because it wanted to



           6   make sure it had every -- you know, at -- at least it was



           7   able to show that all of its projects were economic.



           8             It couldn't -- it -- in my view, it seems



           9   that the Company could not report, "Oh, we have this



          10   to-2036 analysis, which is our standard, we could



          11   not show results that had a large number of cases



          12   that were uneconomic," and then at the same time



          13   say, "Oh, but ignore those cases.  Look at the



          14   to-2050."  And that's essentially what you're asking



          15   me right now.  You're asking me to forget about



          16   the -- you know, we've changed our approach, you



          17   know, don't even look at the old results.  We're



          18   now -- we're now advising using this new approach,



          19   and the -- but if we just focus on the to-2050, you



          20   know, that's the reason why the Company had -- had



          21   gone away from that approach.



          22        Q    Well, and just to be clear, regardless of



          23   motives, the new approach is more accurate --



          24        A    No.



          25        Q    -- just based on looking at this diagram,
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           1   isn't it?



           2        A    No.  The new approach is not necessarily



           3   more accurate.



           4        Q    Well, I think we established it's closer



           5   in value, as well as shape, to the --



           6        A    Let --



           7        Q    -- nominal/nominal modeling, correct?



           8        A    Let me -- let me explain something.  The



           9   reason that the Company believes that protection tax



          10   credits should be done on a nominal basis, is



          11   because it says that that's closer to the way that



          12   production tax credits will be flowed through to



          13   ratepayers through rates.  The same -- the same



          14   thing is true about capital revenue requirements.



          15   To represent them as levelized, which is what the



          16   Company still wants to do, it also is not levelizing



          17   those in the way that the Company does it.  And we



          18   should all be clear that levelization, by the way,



          19   in the way that the Company is doing it, doesn't



          20   necessarily mean flat, straight-across levelization.



          21   It's real levelization, which is adding -- it's



          22   taking a real discount rate, and the ultimate result



          23   of that is that something that is charged through



          24   rates over the life of a project that is front-end



          25   loaded over the life, and declines over the life,

�                                                                         144











           1   for modeling purposes, the Company is saying -- and



           2   I'm not sitting here necessarily disagreeing that



           3   economic analyses are done this way, but the Company



           4   is saying that is it appropriate, necessarily, to



           5   use a profile for which you begin at the first year,



           6   at the lowest point you possibly can, and you rise



           7   over the life.  So you've taken -- you've actually



           8   flipped the profile entirely.



           9             And in doing that, that puts the least



          10   amount of capital revenue requirements into the



          11   analysis as a result, since there's a point in time



          12   in which the costs are cut off, and at the same



          13   time, it puts the highest amount or the greatest



          14   amount of production tax credits in because it



          15   ensures the entirety of the production tax credits



          16   are in.



          17             So I'm -- I'm going to suggest to you that



          18   that's still a problem with the way that you're



          19   modeling production tax credits and capital revenue



          20   requirements.  And I will also suggest to you, the



          21   Company -- the notion that the Company never, ever



          22   supported in this case, the idea of doing



          23   levelized/levelized is wrong, because there was a



          24   point in this case where the Company responded to



          25   data requests that -- that justified, that's how you
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           1   have to model the cost.  You have to model the cost



           2   on a levelized/levelized basis that's in discovery



           3   that we have, in my testimony, in my -- in my



           4   April 2nd testimony, OCS 5.8.  It's in there and



           5   explains that that was the right way to do it.



           6   I think at the point in time that the Company found it



           7   produced results that were undesirable, the Company went to



           8   this levelized capital approach with nominal PTCs.



           9        Q    And created a more accurate result --



          10        A    No.



          11        Q    -- according to this table, correct?



          12        A    No.



          13                  MR. LOWNEY:  No further questions.



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.



          15   Any redirect, Mr. Moore or Mr. Snarr?



          16                  MR. SNARR:  No redirect.



          17                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No redirect?



          18   Okay.  I think I have a couple questions.



          19   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          20        Q    Excuse me if I ramble a bit as I'm trying



          21   to get this question, but, you know --



          22        A    These are complicated.



          23        Q    We have -- we have a lot of different



          24   sensitivity runs with different inputs and, you



          25   know, levelized and non-levelized talk, different --
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           1   different starting points.  There's been discussion



           2   earlier in the hearing of what happened a few years



           3   ago in the Jim Bridger SCR case.  I don't know if



           4   you were involved in that one, but -- but one high



           5   level, as we were shown the orders, that the



           6   Commission chose a somewhat objective standard, if



           7   we're going to average some six different



           8   sensitivity runs.  Now, that may or may not be the



           9   appropriate outcome here.  But as we're looking at



          10   the choice between repowering or not repowering, and



          11   we're looking at all these different sensitivity



          12   runs, can we -- can we articulate any kind of



          13   objective standard for what's an acceptable level of



          14   risk?  What's an adequate level of benefit, that's



          15   not just a -- a gut check for each project?



          16        A    I think that's a good question and a fair



          17   question.  And I recall, I asked that myself, to the



          18   Company, or raised that issue -- we'll call it



          19   that -- in this regard early on in the case, or in



          20   the 40 Docket, which is a similar case to this, I



          21   noticed, of course, that we did have the nine price



          22   policy scenarios.  And the question then becomes,



          23   how much weight should you give to the different



          24   cases?  How much weight should you give to the CO2?



          25   And we, in fact, don't, at this time, have CO2, and
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           1   we just don't know what will happen with CO2.  How



           2   much weight should you give to high gas cases?  And



           3   I ask -- I raise the question of, does -- is there a



           4   weighting to the cases and to the results that we



           5   should apply?  Should we consider the low gas, low



           6   CO2 case to have a higher probability of occurring?



           7   I've taken the position in the case, that I think



           8   that my view is that there ought to be a higher



           9   weighting given to the low gas and the low to



          10   moderate gas CO2 cases because that's the future I



          11   believe, at this time, is more likely, given that --



          12   what we know now about -- about -- especially about



          13   gas and especially about CO2.



          14             So I think I'm answering your question, in



          15   that, I don't necessarily think you ought to do an



          16   average of the nine cases.  I think a higher



          17   probability ought to be assigned to cases that you



          18   believe to have a higher likelihood of occurring.



          19   And so I don't think you can necessarily take the nine



          20   cases, average them, get a number, compare it against all



          21   the other cases that way and say that's the outcome.  I



          22   think you've got to weight the cases that you think have a



          23   higher chance of occurring and then come to the conclusion,



          24   you know, that that might be a better way for you to



          25   evaluate.
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           1             And I also think you ought to -- I want to



           2   emphasize, I also think you ought to take into



           3   consideration the risk factors that aren't included



           4   in those tables.  And I tried to make that point



           5   clear, that there are other factors besides price



           6   policy.  And when there are other factors besides



           7   price policy, they ought to be studied, and two



           8   alone -- I think I raised a couple, and I know



           9   Mr. Peaco raised a few more.  Those factors need to



          10   be considered in making a decision.  Is this a valid



          11   project that should go forward?



          12        Q    So would I be correctly summarizing what



          13   you're saying is, to do that requires us as a



          14   Commission to make some findings and conclusions



          15   based on which scenarios we consider more or less



          16   likely, which risks we consider more or less likely?



          17        A    Well, the Company is doing it and the



          18   parties are disagreeing that they don't think



          19   that -- I think it's clear that -- that several



          20   parties don't have a belief, necessarily, that the



          21   highest likelihood is going to be the higher gas



          22   cases.  So I think the advice the parties are



          23   giving, is to give much less weight to the higher



          24   gas, higher CO2 cases.



          25        Q    Okay.  And I think I just have one more
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           1   question.  If I were to -- looking at your Table 6,



           2   on Page 31, for Glenrock III, Seven Mile Hill II,



           3   Rolling Hills, High Plains, McFadden Ridge and



           4   Leaning Juniper, if I were to ask you, individually,



           5   for each one of those you have listed on your



           6   second -- in your second box, does your analysis



           7   lead to your professional conclusion, that not



           8   repowering gives more benefit to ratepayers than



           9   repowering, for each individual project?



          10        A    In this regard, we don't know what the



          11   outcome will be, nobody does.  But we're -- we're



          12   being asked to take a risk on doing every one of



          13   these 12 projects, and every one of them should be



          14   done because there's a dollar benefit or -- or



          15   higher than a dollar benefit.  They're -- that's a



          16   pretty small benefit.  This range of benefits is



          17   fairly small, in my view.  If you were going out and



          18   investing your money to make a decision on something



          19   that has risk and you -- and you think it has the



          20   potential economic reward, wouldn't you want to try



          21   to limit your exposure in the case -- in the chance



          22   that the risks manifest themselves and that the



          23   benefits don't materialize?



          24             And if you eliminate these six projects



          25   and the cost of those six projects, you knock out a
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           1   huge amount of the costs, but you're not eliminating



           2   a substantial amount of the benefits.  So the



           3   ratepayers are still -- would still be getting a



           4   considerable benefit, just not having the Company



           5   spend a billion dollars, you know, and the -- since



           6   it's confidential, it's a sizable amount of dollars



           7   not being spent, but you're still achieving a great



           8   deal of the benefits.



           9        Q    I said that was my last question, but one



          10   follow-up.



          11        A    That's okay.



          12        Q    Would you describe the answer you just



          13   gave then, as suggesting that we should look at



          14   the 12 projects holistically rather than one by one?



          15        A    No.  No, I don't think I --



          16        Q    You don't think -- that's not how you



          17   would describe your answer?



          18        A    No.  I think -- I think I'm recommending



          19   you look at the -- when you do DSM, typically,



          20   DSM -- people want to try to avoid the trap of



          21   adding in additional measure -- DSM measures where



          22   they have small value.  But if you add it into the



          23   portfolio, you wind up having still an economic



          24   portfolio, but you've added in a measure that maybe



          25   had a very small value or had a negative value.  You
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           1   added it in and nobody sees a difference because the



           2   overall portfolio still has a positive value.



           3   So that's -- I view that the same way.  I think you can



           4   eliminate these projects that are fairly marginal and still



           5   keep a considerable benefit.  So I think I've answered your



           6   question, that I would look at it project by project.



           7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  I



           8   appreciate your answers.



           9   Commissioner Clark, do you have questions for Mr. Hayet?



          10                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.



          11   Thank you, Mr. Hayet.



          12                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          13                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          14   Commissioner White?



          15   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:



          16        Q    I assume you were here when Mr. Peaco was



          17   testifying earlier.  You -- you both have kind of



          18   identified different projects that may or may not



          19   be -- you know, have a higher risk profile or have



          20   less benefits.  Do you share his view, that if the



          21   Commission were to determine that some of the



          22   projects were more economic or less economic, that



          23   it would require a whole separate application for



          24   those projects?



          25        A    You know, we gave that consideration and

�                                                                         152











           1   if -- the fact is, our first recommendation is to



           2   reject.  However, if you decide that you'd prefer to



           3   go forward and have some of the projects, then we



           4   didn't make the same recommendation that you have a



           5   separate proceeding.  We think that you have the



           6   information you need.  It places too much -- there



           7   are too many problems that are -- if you really want



           8   to do it, there's not time to be able to take it



           9   back and study it further, and there's probably a



          10   chance you wouldn't achieve the PTC benefits that's



          11   you're looking for anyway.  So we're not making that



          12   recommendation.  We think that you can make the



          13   recommendation on the basis of the information you



          14   have.



          15        Q    Then there's the final question.  I mean,



          16   there's been a lot of discussion about risk, and I'm



          17   just looking at the statute and that's certainly



          18   one of the things to consider.  But in your view,



          19   typically -- and, again, I think the only time we've



          20   ever actually utilized this statute, and I could be



          21   wrong, is the SCR case.  Is there a different -- is



          22   there something, from your perspective, that creates



          23   a heightened, you know, risk look, I guess, here in



          24   this case, because of the measure -- because, again,



          25   every commercial transaction has a risk shifting
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           1   that has --



           2        A    Right.



           3        Q    -- costs that go along with it.



           4   Is there something that -- that you're reading into this,



           5   that's beyond the typical risk --



           6        A    Well, I -- I'm sorry.



           7        Q    That's okay.



           8        A    It definitely isn't your typical.  I mean,



           9   we all have to recognize, this is not a typical



          10   utility type of investment, and you may never see



          11   another investment like -- you know, recommendation



          12   like this again, to this degree.  When you count



          13   this case and the new wind/new transmission,



          14   billions of dollars are at stake.  And it's not, you



          15   know, my view.  I know that the Company has a



          16   different view, but there's not a need built in



          17   that's -- that's a burning need for reliability and



          18   a burning need for capacity to add those.



          19             And therefore, then you have to give it a



          20   heightened standard for the risk that ratepayers are



          21   being placed at, because we know that the ratepayers



          22   are taking on most of the risk, unless you adopt



          23   conditions that we have proposed in this case.  And



          24   that would go to, you know, helping to mitigate --



          25   mitigating the risk for the ratepayers.  But it --
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           1   again, it's not your typical situation.  And



           2   therefore, I think you have to look at it in a -- in



           3   a different way than you would look at the other --



           4   like, there's a need for capacity, we need a



           5   combined cycle, or some type of resource, then it's



           6   a decision between two resource choices you have to



           7   make, and you pick the best of the two.



           8             Here, it's pretty much a decision -- and I



           9   know the Company talks about it displacing front



          10   office transactions, but it really is a need -- a



          11   decision between -- we just don't upgrade perfectly



          12   good wind turbine resources that are operating right



          13   now.  I know that there are all the benefits they



          14   talk about in O&M savings and all these potential



          15   for availability improvement and so forth, but,



          16   again, you've got operating resources, ratepayers



          17   could use their money for other purposes, all those



          18   things go into it when you don't absolutely have a



          19   critical, burning need to do these projects.



          20        Q    One final question.  And, again, we've



          21   heard a lot of testimony in the context of what was



          22   agreed to in Wyoming, in terms of potential risk



          23   mitigation or what the Company has agreed to.



          24   But is there something, in your mind, that -- is there any



          25   level of, you know, additionality, in terms of risk
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           1   protection or risks that would -- that would ultimately



           2   satisfy that?  I mean, I know -- I understand we can't



           3   control -- the Company can't control Congress or the



           4   President or what have you, but is there anything in your



           5   mind that provides something that's beyond what they've



           6   already offered?



           7        A    Well, they've given assurances.  Haven't



           8   they built a strong case to say that -- they're



           9   highly confident that they're going to achieve the



          10   level of energy production that they've estimated



          11   and that they're going to produce the PTC benefits.



          12   Why not just have them accept the risk of that, hold



          13   harmless the ratepayers, in the event that they



          14   don't achieve those benefits over a period of time?



          15             I made a recommendation that you require



          16   the Company to achieve 95 percent.  I gave a margin



          17   of 5 percent that -- in other words, the energy



          18   production could be 5 percent under, which is what I



          19   used, by the way, in my sensitivity analysis.  I



          20   said a 5-percent reduction in energy.  So I have



          21   given them what I've found to be uneconomic, but



          22   in -- in some of the cases.  So the Company has to



          23   be -- protect the ratepayer and that's, by the way,



          24   not unheard of.  I'm understanding there's some



          25   settlements in other states on proposals that are
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           1   similar to this that are just coming out in late



           2   April, in Oklahoma, that are being agreed to by the



           3   utility that they're going to accept the risk of



           4   these kinds of projects.



           5             It's another build a transmission, build



           6   wind power resources, billions of dollars of



           7   investment and the ratepayer, at considerable risk,



           8   and the utility has agreed that it's going to adopt



           9   the risk.



          10             So I -- my recommendation is to give



          11   consideration to the conditions of -- that I've put



          12   into my testimony that would protect the ratepayer.



          13                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the



          14   questions I have.  Thanks.



          15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Do you have a



          16   follow-up?



          17                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Do you mind if I



          18   do?



          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  No, and I have



          20   one more, too.  Go ahead.  Mine is kind of related



          21   to his answer he's just given to Commissioner White.



          22                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Please.



          23   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



          24        Q    I kind of asked this question before, but



          25   after hearing your answer to Commissioner White,
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           1   I'll ask it in a different way.  Should we or



           2   shouldn't we -- considering the comparisons you've



           3   drawn on and said, I think what you said to him is,



           4   "This isn't a situation of choosing option A or



           5   option B."



           6        A    Right.



           7        Q    But shouldn't we be looking at each of



           8   these 12 projects and consider option A, repowering,



           9   option B, not repowering, and look at the cost



          10   benefits and risks of each of those -- of those two



          11   options for each of the 12 projects; is that how we



          12   should be looking at it or is that -- is that the --



          13        A    Well --



          14        Q    -- wrong way to look at it?



          15        A    Are you saying to look at it as a bundle



          16   or look at them one at a time?  Because if



          17   looking --



          18        Q    What I'm suggesting is, should it be one



          19   at a time, that he take Seven Mile Hill I, and



          20   compare cost benefits and risks of repowering and



          21   cost benefits and risks of not repowering?



          22        A    That's what's been done actually,



          23   Commissioner.  That's what the project-by-project



          24   analysis that, in fact, you as a Commission got the



          25   Company to agree to do.  That they would look at the
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           1   cost and benefits on a project-by-project basis, and



           2   that's what's been done to develop the --



           3   these cases -- any of the table that you see where



           4   they have the names of the units and they have the



           5   net benefits, that's a project-by-project



           6   evaluation.  The tables in which they have the price



           7   policy cases, where they have the nine price policy



           8   cases, that was a bundle of projects put into the



           9   model all as one unit, put in at one time.  And that



          10   was a -- that was not a project-by-project net



          11   benefit evaluation.



          12        Q    Okay.  Well, at the risk of beating the



          13   dead horse, if we're looking at it that way, though,



          14   doesn't that mean, even if the benefit is small --



          15   you know, I mean, there's been a lot of discussions.



          16   Should it even be a -- what about if there's a



          17   dollar benefit?  But if we're really comparing



          18   repowering with not repowering, should the size of



          19   the benefit matter, as long as one is above the



          20   other?



          21        A    I hear you.  And that is the argument.



          22   I'm not going to suggest -- I won't suggest that --



          23   that is an argument that I, perhaps, would make.



          24   That, look, it's a $1 benefit, you know.  I mean,



          25   I'd like a little cushion by the way, but -- but
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           1   that presumes that you're only looking at the price



           2   policy cases because the Company was the one that



           3   put in the testimony that says, "Here's our



           4   analysis," and they did -- what about -- what about



           5   when you also consider the other risk factors?



           6   Now, let's get a single economic number.  Is it still these



           7   numbers that the Company -- no, it's not.  And that's why I



           8   attempted to look at other factors, like a reduction in



           9   energy and a cost overrun and -- and Mr. Peaco also spoke



          10   about additional risk factors.



          11   So when you take all those into consideration, it's a



          12   different story than just the $1 of benefit on the price



          13   policy cases to consider.



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank



          15   you.  I really do appreciate your indulging my



          16   stream of consciousness thought process.



          17                  THE WITNESS:  No, I don't find it to



          18   be --



          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Commissioner



          20   Clark.



          21   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:



          22        Q    I'm also going to address this general



          23   area of risk and, particularly, your testimony on



          24   the bottom of Page 38, and the top of 39, where



          25   you're talking about conditions that might be
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           1   imposed.  On Line 785 -- or actually, 784, you say



           2   that you would be concerned if PacifiCorp is taking



           3   the position that nonperformance by one of its



           4   contractors would be outside of its influence to --



           5   or its ability to influence.  So as you have sat



           6   through the hearing, and I think you've been here



           7   throughout --



           8        A    I have.



           9        Q    -- have you heard anything that's given



          10   you an impression that contractor performance that



          11   the Company would use that -- or has reserved the



          12   opportunity to use that as an excuse for not meeting



          13   the project cost of -- I'll call them guarantees,



          14   that have been given?



          15        A    Well, they've given guarantees to us that



          16   they will have the project online, on time,



          17   guaranteed that they're going to be able to achieve



          18   the PTCs.  I've heard that.  But they also say, to



          19   the extent that it's within their control or their



          20   ability to control.  And what my testimony is and



          21   that I'm concerned about is, what does that mean?



          22   And I've raised the -- the question is:  Are they saying



          23   that if -- let's say there's a bankruptcy of one of their



          24   contractors and that contractor was on the critical path.



          25   It caused a year's delay, half a year's delay, Dunlap, which
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           1   is coming in the latest, is unable to come online by the



           2   end, it loses the opportunities to get to the -- get the



           3   PTCs.  Is PacifiCorp taking responsibility, under that



           4   circumstance, and holding the ratepayer harmless for the



           5   PTCs that will be lost, or will they say, No, it was outside



           6   of our ability?  We couldn't control their means and methods



           7   and their ability to operate their business and the fact



           8   that they went bankrupt, we had no control over.  Therefore,



           9   we are not going to hold the ratepayer harmless in that



          10   condition.



          11             That's what I'm trying to hope to impress



          12   upon you, that that ought to be -- it should be a



          13   clear statement:  PacifiCorp, you're the party



          14   that's managing the development, you're managing



          15   your contractors, you're the one, the ratepayer is



          16   not.  Hold the ratepayer harmless if you're giving a



          17   guarantee, and that guarantee has to be almost



          18   unconditional.



          19                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Thanks for



          20   illustrating what you had in mind there.  That



          21   concludes my questions.



          22                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you,



          23   Mr. Hayet.  We appreciate your testimony today.



          24                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          25                  MR. SNARR:  May Mr. Hayet be excused?
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Yeah.  I'll ask



           2   if any party or Commissioner in the room sees any



           3   reason not to excuse Mr. Hayet from the proceeding?



           4   I'm not seeing any indications, so he's excused.  Thank you.



           5                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



           6                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Moore or



           7   Mr. Snarr, anything further from the Office?



           8                  MR. SNARR:  No, that concludes are



           9   presentation.



          10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank



          11   you.  Mr. Russell.



          12                  MR. RUSSELL:  UAE calls Kevin Higgins



          13   to the stand.



          14                    KEVIN C. HIGGINS,



          15   having been first duly sworn to tell the truth, was



          16            examined and testified as follows:



          17                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          18   BY MR. RUSSELL:



          19        Q    Can you please state and spell your name



          20   for the record, please?



          21        A    My name is Kevin C. Higgins H-i-g-g-i-n-s.



          22        Q    Mr. Higgins, by whom are you employed and



          23   in what capacity?



          24        A    I'm a principle in the consulting firm



          25   Energy Strategies.
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           1        Q    And what is your business address, please?



           2        A    My business address is



           3   215 South State Street, Suite 200, Salt Lake City,



           4   Utah 84111.



           5        Q    And in your capacity as a principle of



           6   Energy Strategies, have you offered testimony on



           7   behalf of Utah Association of Energy Users in this



           8   docket?



           9        A    Yes, I have.



          10        Q    And, specifically, did you prepare and



          11   submit direct testimony on September 20, 2017,



          12   identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0, along with



          13   Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, surrebuttal testimony on



          14   November 16, 2017, identified as UAE Exhibit 1.0-S,



          15   along with UAE Exhibits 1.1-S and 1.2-S, and



          16   response testimony on April 2nd of 2018, identified



          17   as UAE Exhibit 1.0-RE, along with UAE



          18   Exhibits 1.1-RE, 1.2-RE and 1.3-RE?



          19        A    Yes.



          20        Q    Do you have any corrections to make to any



          21   of that testimony?



          22        A    I have two minor corrections that are the



          23   same correction that has to be made twice.  They are



          24   in my response testimony, Page 40, Line 714.



          25   The correction is to replace the number of 150 million
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           1   with 142 million.  Then, again, on Page 49 --



           2        Q    I'm sorry.  Was that 142?



           3        A    Yes.



           4        Q    Thank you.



           5        A    Then on Page 49, Line 865, the same



           6   correction, replace 150 million with 142 million.



           7        Q    And with those two corrections, if you



           8   were asked the same questions today that you were



           9   asked in your pre-filed testimony, would you answer



          10   it the same way?



          11        A    Yes, I would.



          12                  MR. RUSSELL:  With that, I will move



          13   for the admission of Mr. Higgins' pre-filed



          14   testimony, as previously identified.



          15                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party



          16   objects to the motion, please indicate to me.



          17   I'm not seeing any objections, so the motion is granted.



          18             (UAE Exhibit No. 1.0 admitted.)



          19   BY MR. RUSSELL.



          20        Q    Have you prepared a summary of your



          21   pre-filed testimony?



          22        A    Yes, I have.



          23        Q    Please proceed.



          24        A    Good afternoon.



          25             I recommend against approval of the
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           1   repowering project.  Rocky Mountain Power's wind



           2   repowering proposal is not a typical utility



           3   investment proposition.  The wind repowering project



           4   might best be described as an opportunity investment



           5   in that it seeks to take advantage of the



           6   availability of PTCs before the Federal Tax Credit



           7   Program begins to phase out.  Since it is an



           8   opportunity investment, the relative benefits to



           9   customers, taking account of the range of risks to



          10   customers in relation to the benefits to Rocky



          11   Mountain Power, should be considered as part of the



          12   Commission's review.



          13             The magnitude of the claimed benefits to



          14   customers identified by the Company in relation to



          15   certain benefits -- to certain benefits to the



          16   Company, does make a compelling case for UAE's



          17   endorsement of this project, particularly in light



          18   of the large capital cost required, the lack of



          19   public necessity for this project, the Ad-Hoc



          20   deviation from the integrated resource plan process



          21   surrounding this project, and the uncertainties that



          22   may impair the realization of projected customer



          23   benefits.  Additional risks that could further



          24   affect customer benefits include deviations in the



          25   actual performance, maintenance costs, or durability
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           1   of the new assets as compared to the Company's



           2   assumptions.



           3             In its supplemental filing, Rocky Mountain



           4   Power has changed the evaluation method it uses to



           5   project claimed customer benefits for the 20-year



           6   period, 2017 to 2036.  I have three serious concerns



           7   with this change.  First, it is highly problematic



           8   and troubling for the Company to change a key



           9   measurement method at this late juncture of the



          10   proceeding.  After three rounds of prior Company



          11   testimony, particularly given that, without this



          12   change in method the Company would not be able to



          13   show claimed net benefits for multiple scenarios,



          14   the change, thus, appears to be aimed at supporting



          15   the Company's desired result.



          16             Second, the changed valuation approach for



          17   PTCs is inconsistent with the valuation method that



          18   has long been used for PTCs in the Company's IRP,



          19   which I have been able to check as far back as 2003.



          20   So for at least 15 years, the method -- methodology



          21   for valuing PTCs has been in place in the IRP that



          22   was now just recently changed.



          23             And third, the changed valuation approach



          24   for PTCs is inconsistent with the Company's



          25   treatment of capital costs for the repowering
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           1   projects, which the Company continues to measure on



           2   a real levelized basis in its 20-year benefits



           3   analysis.  By changing the method for valuing PTCs



           4   without also changing the method for valuing capital



           5   costs, the Company is effectively cherry picking the



           6   combination valuation method that achieves the most



           7   favorable optics for the projects.  If these



           8   concerns not withstanding, the Commission considers



           9   approval of the Company's proposal, I offer some



          10   recommendations for better aligning risks and



          11   benefits of the proposal between the Company and



          12   ratepayers.



          13             First, I recommend the Commission



          14   expressly condition the Company's future cost



          15   recovery associated with the wind repowering project



          16   on the Company's ability to demonstrate that



          17   construction costs have come in at or below its



          18   estimated cost in this case, and that measured over



          19   a reasonable period of time, the megawatt hours



          20   produced by the repowered facilities are equal to or



          21   greater than the forecasted production that is



          22   provided in this proceeding.



          23             If those conditions are not satisfied, not



          24   withstanding any determination of prudence in this



          25   proceeding, I recommend that the Commission
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           1   expressly reserve the right, in a future rate case,



           2   to reduce the Company's recovery of costs associated



           3   with the repowering project, to allow for a



           4   reasonable sharing of the risks and benefits of the



           5   project between the Company and customers.



           6



           7             Second, I am concerned that when measured



           8   over the 20-year period, used in the Company's



           9   2017 IRP, the benefits from this opportunity



          10   investment are significantly weighted in favor of



          11   the Company.  To address this concern, if the



          12   Commission approves the wind repowering project, I



          13   recommend that it be made conditional on a reduction



          14   of 200 basis points to the authorized rate of return



          15   on common equity applicable to the undepreciated



          16   balance of the retired plant.  This adjustment would



          17   have the effect of better balancing the benefits



          18   between customers and the Company.



          19             I note that, although my recommendation --



          20   recommended modifications would improve the terms of



          21   the outcome for customers, they will not, by



          22   themselves, overcome UAE's overall objections to



          23   this project.  And since this 200-basis point aspect



          24   of my conditional recommendation is a bit unusual,



          25   let me spend a moment elaborating on the basis for
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           1   it.



           2             Rocky Mountain Power would have you



           3   believe that if these projects were to produce $1 of



           4   net benefits, then they should be approved as



           5   proposed, irrespective of the relative distribution



           6   of benefits between customers and the Company.  I



           7   disagree.  I disagree that simply providing some



           8   amount of projected benefits to customers is



           9   sufficient justification for committing customers to



          10   pay off a $1.1 billion investment for a project that



          11   is not needed to meet reliability requirements, not



          12   needed to meet load growth, and not needed to



          13   replace a retired plant that has come to the end of



          14   its useful life.



          15             The balance of equities is important here.



          16   We need to bear in mind that the Company is a



          17   monopoly provider.  Consequently, Utah customers do



          18   not have the benefit of alternative providers



          19   offering to undertake repowering on better terms



          20   than the Company is offering.  The only place for



          21   Utah customers to get a better deal on repowering is



          22   in the approval process.  And a key lever that the



          23   Commission has is the allowed return on the retired



          24   plant.



          25             To make this deal happen, the Company will
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           1   be removing equipment that has around 20 years left



           2   on its useful life and seeking a full return on and



           3   of that retired investment, as if it remained



           4   useful.  Absent the pre-approval process, the



           5   Company would run the risk of disallowance of the



           6   recovery of this early retired plant.



           7             Taking all factors into account, I believe



           8   it is appropriate to make any approval of this



           9   project conditional on a reduced return on this



          10   retired plant to achieve a better balance of



          11   equities.  And if requiring such a condition means



          12   that the project does not move forward, then as the



          13   Commission is hearing from parties advocating on



          14   behalf of customer interests, that would be okay.



          15   Utah customers are not here to serve as a vehicle to



          16   facilitate the Company's financial aspirations for



          17   projects that are not necessary.



          18             If the repowering project is allowed to



          19   proceed, my third recommendation is that the overall



          20   project should be scaled back to exclude at least



          21   the Leaning Juniper project, as this project fails



          22   to provide net benefits over a 20-year period, even



          23   when measured using nominal PTCs and nominal capital



          24   costs, in either the medium gas, medium CO2 or the



          25   low gas, zero CO2 scenarios.  Moreover, the
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           1   Commission should also consider excluding



           2   Glenrock III, High Plains, McFadden Ridge, Dunlap



           3   Ranch, Rolling Hills, Marengo I, Marengo II and



           4   Goodnoe Hills from any pre-approval because these



           5   projects, as well as Leaning Juniper, failed to



           6   provide net benefits over a 20-year period, using



           7   the measurement metrics from the IRP, that is, real



           8   levelized PTC values for one or both of the gas CO2



           9   scenarios.



          10             Fourth, the resource tracking mechanism



          11   proposed by the Company to defer and recover



          12   projects should not be approved.  The proposed



          13   mechanism is quite complex.  This departure from



          14   conventional ratemaking practice is not necessary,



          15   and taken as a whole, not desirable.  Because the



          16   RTM is an exercise in single issue ratemaking, it



          17   brings with it attended concerns about the efficacy



          18   of identifying costs and setting rates in isolation.



          19   Rather than adopting the RTM, I believe it would be



          20   preferable for the Company to instead file a general



          21   rate case at the appropriate time to recover its



          22   repowering costs in the context of the Company's



          23   overall costs and revenues.



          24             However, if the RTM is approved, it should



          25   be modified.  In particular, the Company's proposed

�                                                                         172











           1   long-term continuation of the RTM as a PTC tracking



           2   mechanism should be eliminated.  PTCs are not



           3   tracked today in the manner proposed by the Company,



           4   nor is it necessary to track PTCs going forward to



           5   ensure just and reasonable rates.



           6   Therefore, I recommend that if the RTM is approved, the



           7   Company's proposal for a long-term PTC tracker be rejected.



           8   In addition, the Company's original proposal to cap the



           9   surcharge at the amount of incremental net power cost



          10   benefits should be retained, with no deferral of costs



          11   exceeding the cap, as proposed by the Company in its



          12   supplemental filing.



          13             And finally, if a form of the RTM is



          14   adopted, the treatment of property tax expense



          15   should be modified to take into account the expected



          16   reduction in property tax on existing plant that



          17   would occur as the repowering project is implemented



          18   and the existing plant is retired.



          19             And that concludes my summary.



          20        Q    Thank you, Mr. Higgins.



          21   Before I turn you over to cross-examination, I did have a



          22   question.  You've had the opportunity to listen to the



          23   testimony yesterday and today, right?



          24        A    Yes, I have.  When I wasn't here



          25   physically, I was listening to the online broadcast.

�                                                                         173











           1        Q    Okay.  And did you hear -- there have been



           2   a number of witnesses who've testified with respect



           3   to the amortization of the retired plant, included



           4   in that was Ms. Steward yesterday, Mr. Peterson



           5   today, as well as Mr. Link.



           6   Did you hear testimony on behalf of those witnesses on that



           7   topic?



           8        A    Yes, I did.



           9        Q    And do you -- I'm interested in your view



          10   on whether the Commission ought to address the



          11   period of time of amortization in this proceeding or



          12   in some separate proceeding?



          13        A    I would strongly recommend that the



          14   Commission consider this issue in the context of the



          15   depreciation docket that will be forthcoming in the



          16   future.  I have concerns that, if the Commission



          17   were to lock in, say, to a ten-year amortization,



          18   for example, as proposed by Mr. Peterson, that that



          19   would have implications for customers in the



          20   near-term that have not been fully vetted.



          21   I also have -- I also believe that it would be appropriate,



          22   as part of the discussion, to take into consideration the



          23   impacts on customers in the years '21 through '30.  I



          24   understand that the Division of Public Utilities is



          25   concerned about customers in years '11 through '20, but
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           1   customers in the years '21 through '30, if this project were



           2   to go forward, would in fact be -- have a bequest given to



           3   them by the customers of today, by investing in a plant



           4   today that is likely to be providing benefits 21 years from



           5   now, and obviating the need for new investments 21 years



           6   from now.



           7             And so I think that when you take all of



           8   those things into consideration, the most reasonable



           9   course of action is to consider all those questions



          10   in the context of the larger depreciation study



          11   that's going to come that's going to have



          12   implications for Utah ratepayers from issues outside



          13   of this docket.  And I think that it would be best



          14   to consider the implications and the impacts of the



          15   amortization period, if there be one, for -- for



          16   this -- the retired plant in that larger context.



          17                  MR. RUSSELL:  Thank you, Mr. Higgins.



          18   Mr. Higgins is available for cross-examination.



          19                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.



          20   Mr. Moore or Mr. Snarr, any questions for



          21   Mr. Higgins?



          22                  MR. SNARR:  No questions.



          23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Schmid or



          24   Mr. Jetter?



          25                  MS. SCHMID:  No questions.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Ms. Hickey.



           2                  MS. HICKEY:  No, I think I'll waive.



           3   Thank you.



           4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  Thank



           5   you.  Ms. McDowell or Mr. Lowney?



           6                  MR. LOWNEY:  Yes, the Company does



           7   have questions.



           8                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.



           9                  MR. LOWNEY:  And, again, I've got a



          10   few cross-examination exhibits, so I'll just pause a



          11   moment while those get distributed.



          12                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



          13   BY MR. LOWNEY:



          14        Q    Good afternoon, Mr. Higgins.



          15        A    Good afternoon.



          16        Q    Now, I'd just like to ask you a question



          17   about something you said in your pre-filed



          18   testimony, as well as in your summary today.



          19   And that is, that according to your testimony, to be



          20   analytically consistent, PTCs must be modeled on the same



          21   basis as capital costs, correct?



          22        A    Correct.  For the -- certainly for the



          23   purposes of this docket, in which there's been a



          24   separation made, in my view, from the IRP structure



          25   and the IRP valuation methods, that if we were to

�                                                                         176











           1   look at impacts, ratepayer impacts, in isolation for



           2   a 20-year period, then I do believe that a



           3   consistent approach is going to be necessary, yes.



           4        Q    But you would agree that you've filed



           5   prior testimony where you've questioned why PTCs are



           6   treated in the same ways as capital costs, correct?



           7        A    The -- are you --



           8        Q    Let me point your attention to --



           9        A    What are you referring to in the



          10   testimony?



          11        Q    This the document that's labeled RMP



          12   Cross-Exhibit 9.



          13        A    Yes.



          14        Q    And this was testimony you filed in May of



          15   last year, 2017, before the Public Utility



          16   Commission of Oregon?



          17        A    Yes.



          18        Q    And, again, I'll represent to you, this is



          19   a short excerpt of that testimony, just in the



          20   interest of conserving paper.  And this case



          21   involved a calculation of avoided cost pricing,



          22   correct?



          23        A    That's correct.



          24        Q    And one of the issues in the case, at



          25   least a marginal issue in the case, was how to
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           1   account for PTCs in calculating avoided cost



           2   pricing, correct?



           3        A    The -- I actually discussed this issue in



           4   my testimony, which is the excerpt that you have



           5   here, and I don't know that it was necessarily an



           6   issue for other parties, but I certainly did a walk



           7   through of the issue in this excerpt.



           8        Q    And I'll just direct your attention to



           9   Page -- it's Page 14 of the testimony, footnote 10.



          10        A    Yes.



          11        Q    And you testify there that, "PacifiCorp



          12   apparently treats PTCs as a negative fixed cost and



          13   thus an offset against capacity costs, even though



          14   PTCs are actually a function of energy output and



          15   arguably should be included in the calculation of



          16   avoided energy costs."  That was your testimony



          17   before the Oregon Commission, correct?



          18        A    Yes.  And that testimony, as you pointed



          19   out, was in the context of avoided cost, and that



          20   testimony was really speaking about the curiosity of



          21   reflecting PTCs in the capacity payment to



          22   qualifying facilities, as opposed to the energy



          23   payment.



          24             And, of course, as you can tell in



          25   context, this was simply a footnote, it was a
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           1   parenthetical comment that I made in passing.  And I



           2   didn't challenge the Company's approach, nor does



           3   this discussion here speak to the issue that's being



           4   considered in this docket, which is real



           5   levelization versus nominal treatment of PTCs.



           6   This footnote says nothing, whatsoever, about real



           7   levelization or nominal treatment of PTCs.  This simply



           8   mentions the fact that, in the Company's avoided cost



           9   calculations, the avoidance of PTCs is reduced from a QFs



          10   capacity payment, rather than its energy payment.    And I



          11   did point out that, arguably, it could be reflected in the



          12   avoided energy payment, as opposed to the avoided capacity



          13   payment, but then didn't --



          14        Q    Didn't pursue --



          15        A    -- how it was done.



          16        Q    Well, just to be clear, the avoided



          17   capacity payment is essentially a reflection of the



          18   capital costs of whatever resource is being avoided



          19   in the context of a PURPA transaction, correct?



          20        A    Correct.  Correct.



          21        Q    And just to be clear, where you testified



          22   in Oregon that PTCs are actually a function of



          23   energy output, in this case, the energy output from



          24   these projects is modeled on a nominal/nominal



          25   basis, correct?
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           1        A    The energy output, the kilowatt hour, net



           2   power cost is modeled on a nominal/nominal basis,



           3   that's correct.



           4        Q    So at a minimum, your testimony in front



           5   of the Oregon Commission, even if it was in passing,



           6   suggests that there's no reason PTCs and capital



           7   costs need to be modeled on the same basis because



           8   they're reflected differently in rates, correct?



           9        A    I disagree.  That's not what I said.  What



          10   I said is that one could treat the PTCs in the



          11   context of a payment to a qualifying facility, as an



          12   offset to the capacity payment or to the energy



          13   payment, arguably.  You could look at it either way.



          14   And -- but I did not say that one should treat the PTCs on a



          15   nominal basis.  That's not what this footnote says, and



          16   that's not what I was suggesting in this testimony.



          17        Q    Now, something that you mentioned in your



          18   summary, as well as in your pre-filed testimony, is



          19   that it's your opinion that there is no need, no



          20   resource need for the repowering projects, correct?



          21        A    That's correct.



          22        Q    Now, you've also testified that the energy



          23   that's produced by these repowered facilities'



          24   incremental energy is going to displace market



          25   purchases or thermal generation, correct?
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           1        A    Correct.



           2        Q    And you previously testified that market



           3   transactions or market purchases represent a need



           4   that can be displaced by a lower cost resource,



           5   correct?



           6        A    That is correct, but if you -- but in



           7   terms of a nexus between that statement and my



           8   statement that there is no need for these projects,



           9   the context is important.  The current facilities,



          10   the current repowering facility -- the current



          11   facilities that would be repowered, today, produce



          12   about 2,600,000-megawatt hours per year of energy.



          13   Okay?  The new proposal would generate



          14   about 3-and-a-half-million megawatt hours a year of



          15   energy.  So there's an increase of



          16   about 600,000-megawatt hours a year from this



          17   project.  So in essence, there's -- there is some



          18   incremental energy coming out of this project, but



          19   it's really a byproduct of the larger project to



          20   generate new PTCs.  And so one -- I don't think one



          21   could say, with a straight face, could assert that



          22   you would make a $1.1 billion investment for the



          23   purpose of generating 600,000 -- 600,000 extra



          24   megawatt hours a year.



          25             So, yes, while there is some incremental
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           1   energy, that is not the underlying driver of this



           2   project and why it's being presented for approval.



           3        Q    Let me direct your attention to the



           4   document that I've labeled RMP Cross-Exhibit 10.



           5   And this is testimony you filed in front of the



           6   Commission in Docket 15-035-53.  And I'd just like



           7   to direct your attention, please, line -- excuse



           8   me -- to Page 3, and beginning on Line 46.



           9   You testified that, "The IRP," -- this is PacifiCorp's IRP



          10   -- "anticipates a need to acquire hundreds of thousands of



          11   megawatt hours every year through market purchases."  Do you



          12   see that testimony?



          13        A    Yes.



          14        Q    And then on -- if I could direct your



          15   attention to Page 6, of that same testimony.  On



          16   Line 108, you testified, with respect to a



          17   transaction with the QF, "Thus" -- and I'm quoting



          18   you, "it is not a matter of taking unneeded or



          19   uneconomic energy, rather substituting one source of



          20   energy for another source."  Do you see that



          21   testimony there?



          22        A    Yes.



          23        Q    Now, in this case, if repowering generates



          24   incremental megawatt hours or energy at a lower cost



          25   than the alternative in the same way you're
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           1   describing QFs meeting a resource of need, the



           2   repowering project meets that same resource need,



           3   correct?



           4        A    Only the incremental amount of energy,



           5   which, as I said, is a byproduct of the investment.



           6   There's about a 25-percent increase in the kilowatt



           7   hour production relative to the existing facilities,



           8   and in terms of context, I will point out, this



           9   case -- that this testimony was in a case, which I



          10   testified, in which the Company's position was -- it



          11   did not need new resources for a decade.  So the



          12   Company's position in 2015 was, it did not need new



          13   resources for a decade.  That was in Mr. Clements'



          14   testimony in this very docket, and I was pointing



          15   out the QF power would -- would displace market



          16   purchases, but of course, that was all incremental.



          17             This proposal before the Commission now



          18   has -- essentially replaces existing Company



          19   generation, two-and-a-half million megawatt hours of



          20   existing generation, and then produces, on top of



          21   it, an extra 600,000-megawatt hours.  So I would



          22   agree, to the extent you want to talk solely about



          23   the increment, there is some displacement of



          24   resources taking place, but you're also paying



          25   $1.1 billion for that.
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           1        Q    If you could turn to your direct



           2   testimony, please, Page 18.  I'm sorry.  I lost



           3   myself in the wrong testimony, so if you could just



           4   give me a moment.



           5   Okay.  I'm there.  The last one in there.  So if I could



           6   direct your attention, please, to Line 358?



           7        A    Is this my response testimony?



           8        Q    This is your direct testimony.



           9        A    My direct testimony.  I'm sorry.  I



          10   thought that's what you said.



          11        Q    And I went to the response, was my



          12   problem, so I excuse myself on that one.



          13   Are you there on Page 18?



          14        A    Yes, I am.



          15        Q    And on Line 358, you testified that, "RMP



          16   has made it clear that recovering the costs and



          17   earning a return on the retired assets is an



          18   integral part of its proposal," correct?



          19        A    Yes.



          20        Q    And then you continue that you believe



          21   it's a significant reason for the Company seeking



          22   pre-approval, is to ensure that that will occur.



          23   And then you testified that it would not make sense



          24   for the Company to present an opportunity investment



          25   designed to reduce long-term rates that exchange --
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           1   the Company was susceptible to an after-the-fact



           2   disallowance.  Do you see that testimony?



           3        A    The after-the-fact disallowance on its



           4   retired plant?



           5        Q    On its retired plant.



           6        A    Yes.



           7        Q    Now, if I could direct your attention --



           8   I'm sorry, now back to your response testimony,



           9   Line 767.  And actually, it begins a little bit



          10   further up.  It's one of the conditions that you



          11   proposed, you begin on Line 764, and the condition



          12   recommends that the future cost recovery associated



          13   with repowering be conditioned on the ability to



          14   demonstrate the construction cost coming at or below



          15   the estimates and then measured over a reasonable



          16   amount of time.  The energy is equal to a



          17   greater-than forecast, correct?



          18        A    Correct.



          19        Q    And if those conditions are not met, you



          20   specifically ask the Commission to have the



          21   opportunity to, after the fact, reassess the



          22   prudence of the repowering project, correct?



          23        A    I recommend that the Commission keep open



          24   the option to evaluate whether the cost and benefits



          25   should be redistributed between the Company and
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           1   customers.



           2        Q    So doesn't this -- this condition that you



           3   recommend, is indeed the exact type of



           4   after-the-fact disallowance you specifically



           5   testified would not make sense in this case?



           6        A    No.  And the -- with respect to the



           7   reduction in -- in the term and basis upon reduction



           8   on the return on the retired plant, I do believe



           9   that it would make sense for the Commission to



          10   address that up front in this case and make that as



          11   a condition of any approval up front, rather than



          12   make it an after-the-fact risk that was not tied



          13   down at some point.



          14             Separate and apart from that, the



          15   projected benefits from this project are contingent



          16   on the Company's plants performing in the way the



          17   Company has projected.  And if over a reasonable



          18   period of time, it turns out that that -- the plants



          19   just don't perform, I do believe it would be



          20   reasonable to reexamine the relationship of the



          21   benefits between the Company and customers.  And,



          22   yes, after the fact.



          23             But, again, it would be -- the Company



          24   would be put on notice now.  So that's why I'm



          25   saying these things now and up front.  It wouldn't
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           1   be the case that it gets through and then someone



           2   necessarily raises the issue later, but I think the



           3   Commission should make it clear now, the Commission



           4   is open to looking at reassessment.



           5        Q    And, Mr. Higgins, your proposed condition



           6   if the opposite occurs -- let's say, for example,



           7   the energy production is more than expected, where



           8   the costs come in at less than forecast.  I presume



           9   you would be open to also reexamining the sharing of



          10   costs and benefits and perhaps giving the Company a



          11   larger return on its investment or increasing its



          12   rates somehow, to account for the fact that the



          13   performance increased over what gets accrued in this



          14   case?



          15        A    That's not part of my proposal.  If the



          16   Commission were to feel that that would make it a



          17   more symmetrical approach, the Commission could



          18   consider that, but that's not part of my proposal.



          19   And, you know, it's part of my proposal, in part, because



          20   the -- I already see the benefits of this project as skewed



          21   in favor of the Company to start with.  And so the -- to the



          22   extent that things turn out a little bit better than the



          23   Company has afforded -- I mean, the Company has several



          24   different scenarios in this forecast.  Things turn out a



          25   little bit better, say, than the low-end case, I think it's
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           1   reasonable for the customers to see those benefits because



           2   that was part of how this whole thing was sold, if you will.



           3   So nevertheless, depending on the specific re-openers that



           4   the Commission wishes to consider, I suppose that they could



           5   consider a better deal for the Company if the project



           6   outperforms, but that's not specifically part of what I'm



           7   proposing.



           8        Q    Now, if you could turn to your response



           9   testimony, Page 36, please, and beginning on



          10   Line 636.  You recommend that the project be scaled



          11   back to exclude Leaning Juniper, correct?



          12        A    Correct.



          13        Q    And the basis for this recommendation, as



          14   described on Line 639 and 40, is that Leaning



          15   Juniper, according to your analysis, fails to



          16   provide projected net benefits under a 20-year



          17   period, using nominal PTCs and nominal capital costs



          18   under either the medium or low gas scenarios,



          19   correct?



          20        A    Correct.



          21        Q    And if we just turn back one page, to



          22   Page 35, the table on that page is the table that



          23   describes those results that you were describing.



          24   It shows, under the medium gas case, Leaning Juniper as a



          25   cost under all three of the models, correct?
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           1        A    Correct.



           2        Q    And then on Page 14, it shows your low gas



           3   results, correct?



           4        A    On Page 36?



           5        Q    Yeah.  Excuse me.  Table KCH-14.



           6        A    Correct.



           7        Q    Now, Mr. Link testified that the Company's



           8   economic analysis in this case conservatively did



           9   not include any values for REC's, correct, the



          10   renewable energy credits?



          11        A    Correct.



          12        Q    And are you familiar with the fact that



          13   Mr. Link testified that for Leaning Juniper in



          14   particular, for every dollar of REC, for every



          15   dollar assigned to an incremental REC, the benefits



          16   of that project increased by $1.1 million?



          17        A    I am familiar with his testimony, yes.



          18        Q    Now, isn't it true that you've testified



          19   in the last several cases in front of the Oregon



          20   Commission about how valuable REC's are?



          21        A    I have testified, not about -- not



          22   necessarily about how valuable REC's are, but I've



          23   testified that direct access customers should



          24   receive credit for renewable energy that their



          25   producer, their supplier, supplies them because
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           1   they're also paying PacifiCorp for the same kilowatt



           2   hours of renewable energy, and that there should be



           3   a recognition of that.  And I've had disagreements



           4   with the Company in Oregon about an appropriate



           5   approach to value that.  But I did not argue that



           6   they had tremendous value; I argued that, what value



           7   they have should be recognized.  And I argued about



           8   the method for -- for which it should be of value.



           9   And, of course, the Company countered by arguing



          10   that they had very, very little value.



          11        Q    And I guess you've made that



          12   recommendation, at least, in the last three annual



          13   power cost filings in Oregon, correct?



          14        A    That is correct.



          15        Q    And presumably, if you believed REC's had



          16   no value or had de minimis value, you wouldn't be



          17   making the same recommendation three years in a row,



          18   right?



          19        A    I -- it was a -- it was an argument that I



          20   made that I stand by and I believe is valid, but it



          21   wasn't based on the REC's having a tremendous amount



          22   of value, it was based on the fact that they have



          23   value in Oregon.  And I believe that the value



          24   should be recognized, yes.



          25        Q    Now, if you could turn to document RMP
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           1   Cross-Exhibit 13.



           2        A    Sure.



           3        Q    And this is testimony that you filed in



           4   one of the cases we were just discussing.  This



           5   testimony was filed with the Public Utility



           6   Commission of Oregon in August of 2016.  And if you



           7   could turn to page 7 of that testimony, please?



           8   Beginning on line 3, of page 7, you're describing a



           9   hypothetical to value the exercise you just described, and



          10   you assume the hypothetical value of $1 for an unbundled



          11   REC, correct?



          12        A    Correct.



          13        Q    And then in the footnote, you say, "This



          14   value, this $1 value is in the general range of REC



          15   values that are identified in public sources,"



          16   correct?



          17        A    Correct.



          18        Q    Now, if we could turn back, just briefly,



          19   to Page 35 of your response testimony, that's the



          20   table that shows the medium -- medium/medium



          21   scenario for each project.  And assuming a $1 value



          22   for RECs under the SO model results, Leaning Juniper



          23   would go from a $1 million cost to a small



          24   incremental benefit, correct?



          25        A    Well, I believe it would go to about a
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           1   breakeven, based on the numbers you represented to



           2   me.



           3        Q    1.1 versus 1?



           4        A    Well, this one -- let's be clear, right?



           5   This one is a rounded number, right?  It's 1 million



           6   mas o menos.  So we don't -- we -- I don't know how



           7   many decimal points this goes out.  So if we're



           8   talking about rounding in the table, then you've got



           9   to round the number that you've got for the REC



          10   value as well.  So I'd say that, you know, it rounds



          11   to about zero in -- in the SO model case and it's



          12   still a cost in the other two cases.



          13                  MR. LOWNEY:  Thank you, Mr. Higgins.



          14   I have no further questions.  I would move to admit



          15   Rocky Mountain Power Cross-Exhibits 9, 10 and 13.



          16                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  If any party



          17   objects to the admission of those exhibits, please



          18   indicate to me.  I'm not seeing any objections, so



          19   the motion is granted.



          20     (RMP Cross-Exhibit Nos. 9, 10, and 13 admitted.)



          21                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell, any



          22   redirect?



          23                  MR. RUSSELL:  Yes, Chairman.



          24



          25
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           1                  REDIRECT EXAMINATION



           2   BY MR. RUSSELL:



           3        Q    Mr. Higgins, do you recall being asked



           4   questions about testimony you provided in



           5   Docket 15-035-53 in this Commission?



           6        A    Yes.



           7        Q    I've got a couple of follow-ups on that,



           8   but first I need to hand out some testimony, so I'll



           9   do that very briefly.



          10                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  And if anyone



          11   has a cellphone close to your microphone or an iPad



          12   that's getting a signal or something, maybe move it



          13   away from your microphone.  Or maybe my new sound



          14   system just isn't quite good.



          15                  MR. RUSSELL:  The document I've just



          16   handed out is the direct testimony of Paul Clements.



          17   It was filed May 11 of 2015.  It was filed with



          18   Rocky Mountain Power's application and in support of



          19   that application in Docket Number 15-035-53.  I



          20   think for purposes of this hearing, we can identify



          21   this document as UAE Hearing Exhibit 1.



          22   BY MR. RUSSELL:



          23        Q    Before I ask a specific question about



          24   that testimony, Mr. Higgins, are you familiar with



          25   the IRP that was in effect at the time of this
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           1   testimony that was filed in May of 2015?



           2        A    Generally, yes.



           3        Q    Okay.  And is it your recollection that



           4   that IRP included, as a method of meeting the



           5   Company's loaded resource requirements, that it



           6   would have included an expectation of acquiring



           7   energy through market purchases and front office



           8   transactions?



           9        A    Yes.



          10        Q    Okay.  And you mentioned in



          11   cross-examination that the Company's position was



          12   that it did not need resources for a decade, and I



          13   just -- I want to -- I'm going to explore that for



          14   just a second.  I'll have you turn to Page 3 of UAE



          15   Hearing Exhibit 1.  Do you have that?



          16        A    I do.



          17        Q    And Line 62, starting in the middle of



          18   that line.



          19        A    Yes.



          20        Q    And it states, "The Company has no need



          21   for resources for the next decade."



          22        A    Yes.



          23        Q    Okay.  And then let's turn to Page 18, and



          24   Line 370.  And the testimony there reads, "The



          25   Company primarily enters into long-term transactions
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           1   (those that exceed 36 months) only when there is a



           2   clearly identified long-term resource need in its



           3   IRP.  Long-term resource needs are typically



           4   identified in the IRP only after lower cost,



           5   lower-risk short-term resource opportunities are



           6   exhausted such that a long-term resource is required



           7   to meet customer load requirements."  My question to



           8   you is, the testimony that we've just highlighted



           9   from this, is this consistent with your recollection



          10   of the Company's position in that docket?



          11        A    Yes.  And this was the context that I was



          12   referring to when I was responding to Counsel for



          13   the Company.



          14        Q    Okay.  And just to tie this up.



          15   Do you recall what that docket was about?



          16        A    Yes.  That docket was about -- the primary



          17   issue in that docket was that Rocky Mountain Power



          18   was recommending the QF contract terms be reduced



          19   from 20 years to three years.  That was -- that was



          20   the primary issue under consideration.



          21                  MR. RUSSELL:  Okay.  No further



          22   questions.



          23                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  Any



          24   recross based on those questions?



          25   Commissioner Clark, any questions for Mr. Higgins?
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           1                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  No questions.



           2   Thank you.



           3                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



           4   Commissioner White?



           5                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  Yes, just one



           6   question.



           7   BY COMMISSIONER WHITE:



           8        Q    To your proposal, I -- essentially, I



           9   guess, to be characterizing it incorrectly, but



          10   essentially to give a haircut on the return on the



          11   legacy assets, is that something you have ever seen



          12   done before?  I mean, is that -- and I'm just



          13   wondering, I mean, legally, those were approved --



          14   those projects were approved -- I mean, I guess I'm



          15   just wondering, is that something you've seen done



          16   in this Commission or others?



          17        A    I have seen haircuts given on existing



          18   assets for various reasons, and the -- I've seen



          19   them ordered by Commissions and I've also seen them



          20   as a result of stipulations, which, of course, are



          21   typically considered maybe not precedential.  But to



          22   your specific question, for example, here in Utah,



          23   there was a stipulation in which the Company agreed



          24   to take a lower rate of return on regulatory assets



          25   associated with the Klamath Dam Project, and
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           1   essentially, receives a debt return on that project.



           2   And, again, that -- that's something that was



           3   approved by the Commission, it wasn't mandated by



           4   the Commission.  It was something the Company agreed



           5   to do, but it has happened before here.



           6   I've also seen Commissions order lower rates of return on



           7   certain regulatory assets, which -- which this would be.



           8   This would be or could be structured as a regulatory asset,



           9   but as the unrecovered retired plant could be carved out and



          10   considered to be a regulatory asset.  And I've seen lower



          11   returns and regulatory assets in the context of prepaid



          12   pension assets.  For example, the Kansas Commission, to my



          13   recollection, has ordered that.



          14             So you do see, from time to time, certain



          15   assets singled out and treated that way.  And I



          16   certainly think that in a case like this, where you



          17   have an extraordinary retirement, that as a



          18   retirement on an asset that's only ten years old, in



          19   essence that's got another 20 years left on it, as



          20   part of a proposal for, you know, an opportunity



          21   investment, if you will, I do think that the return



          22   allowed on a retired asset can be considered part of



          23   the equation for coming up with a balanced result.



          24                  COMMISSIONER WHITE:  That's all the



          25   questions I have.  Thanks.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  One



           2   follow-up to Commissioner White's question.



           3   BY COMMISSIONER LEVAR:



           4        Q    Just to the issue of whether that



           5   suggested baseline reduction would be a single-item



           6   rate case, were any of those examples you cited



           7   outside of a general rate case that you're aware of?



           8   I know they weren't your testimony.



           9        A    Those examples were in the context of a



          10   rate case, and my recommendation is actually that it



          11   would be addressed in rate cases.  So I'm not -- I'm



          12   really not recommending that the 200 basis point



          13   reduction be a single-issue ratemaking event.  I'm



          14   recommending that it be part of the Commission's



          15   pre-approval and that, as I've actually described in



          16   my testimony, that it would be going forward,



          17   adjustment in rate cases so that it wouldn't be



          18   anything that necessarily took effect until there



          19   was a rate case.  And at that time, this regulatory



          20   asset, which would be carved out recognizing this



          21   separate retired plant, would be subject to this



          22   basis point adjustment.  And it would really be an



          23   adjustment to whatever the allowed returned equity



          24   happened to be in that case.  So it really would



          25   look forward with rate cases and would happen purely
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           1   in the context of general rate cases moving forward.



           2        Q    Okay.  Thank you.



           3        A    Thank you.



           4        Q    And I don't want to belabor this issue.  I



           5   had some discussion with Mr. Hayet about it, but in



           6   search of some kind of objective standard where the



           7   statute arguably doesn't really give us one and



           8   gives us some things to consider, if we look at each



           9   of the individual 12 projects and try on one site



          10   to -- to analyze or -- not analyze, but to find some



          11   path for putting the numeric value to cost benefits



          12   and low risks, for each repowering project compared



          13   with cost benefits and unknown risks of not



          14   repowering and then try to make a decision on each



          15   of the 12 based on something like that, can you



          16   suggest any kind of objective way to look at that?



          17        A    This is what I would suggest.  I would



          18   suggest that you look at each project separately and



          19   see how they stand on their own merit.  I would



          20   further suggest that you examine various of the



          21   analyses that have been put forward by Mr. Peaco and



          22   Mr. Hayet because they've looked at -- they've done



          23   some framing of the analysis.  I also believe that



          24   you could look at it in the context of two analyses



          25   that -- that are grounded in the Company's analysis.
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           1             First, you could look at the nominal and



           2   nominal treatment, which is -- shows up in my -- my



           3   testimony.  It's not really the Company's analysis,



           4   but it's derived from the Company's numbers.  Look



           5   at each project there.  In that case, the Leaning



           6   Juniper would fail.  But you could also then look at



           7   it under the initial IRP method, which is also laid



           8   out in my testimony.  And in that case, about eight



           9   or nine of the projects would fail.  And so that



          10   will at least allow you to really eliminate the



          11   projects that appear to be least economic and I



          12   would encourage you to -- in terms of a metric that



          13   you're looking for, I would encourage you to look at



          14   it conservatively.  That is, I would encourage you



          15   to look at the low gas, zero CO2 case, and the



          16   reason for that is that this a project that's not



          17   fundamentally needed.  And so if what you're trying



          18   to do is assess whether there's some upside for



          19   customers that you don't want them to miss from all



          20   of this, even though it's not a needed project, I



          21   think the appropriate format to look at that is from



          22   a conservative standpoint.  And look at it and say,



          23   how -- how does it do under the, in essence, the



          24   worst case scenario, because we don't otherwise



          25   really need to do this.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you.  I



           2   appreciate that answer.  Do either of you have



           3   anything further?



           4                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Can I just



           5   follow up for a second?



           6   BY COMMISSIONER CLARK:



           7        Q    So as we look at the projects, addressing



           8   the 200 basis point reduction on return on the



           9   assets that would be retired, are you offering that



          10   as another lever or another mechanism that we can



          11   use to -- in the event that we have concerns about,



          12   especially, the -- some of the specific projects



          13   where the benefits are slimmest, that another way we



          14   could address that is to reduce the return on the



          15   retired assets as a way to alter the balance of



          16   benefits and burdens that has been a concern to you.



          17   Is that -- is that what you're -- is that --



          18        A    Commissioner, that is exactly what I'm



          19   recommending.  And I wouldn't -- I would describe it



          20   exactly as you described it, as another -- it's



          21   another lever at your disposal.  And I really



          22   believe that in the position that you're in, it's



          23   important to have those levers available to you.



          24                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Thank you.  That



          25   concludes my questions.
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           1                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Did you have



           2   anything further?



           3                  COMMISSIONER CLARK:  Nothing further.



           4                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Thank you,



           5   Mr. Higgins.  We appreciate your testimony today.



           6                  THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



           7                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Mr. Russell,



           8   anything else from you?



           9                  MR. RUSSELL:  No, Chairman.  Thank



          10   you.



          11                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Okay.  And,



          12   Ms. Hickey, did you have anything else?



          13                  MS. HICKEY:  No.  Thank you, sir.



          14                  COMMISSIONER LEVAR:  Anything else



          15   from anyone?  Okay.  Well, we will take this matter



          16   under advisement and issue a written order in



          17   reasonable time.



          18                  Thank you for your participation in



          19   this hearing yesterday and today.  We're adjourned.



          20           (The hearing concluded at 2:50 p.m.)



          21
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          24



          25
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