Docket No. 25-035-47
Witness: Cindy A. Crane

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF UTAH

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

Direct Testimony of Cindy A. Crane

August 2025




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS
Please state your name, business address and present position with the PacifiCorp
dba Rocky Mountain Power (“Company”).
My name is Cindy A. Crane, and my business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street, Suite
2000, Portland, Oregon 97232. I am currently employed as Chief Executive Officer and
Board Chair of the Company.
Please describe your professional experience.
I joined the Company in 1990. Since then I have served as Director of Business Systems
Integration, Managing Director of Business Planning and Strategic Analysis, Vice
President of Strategy and Division Services, and Vice President of Interwest Mining
Company and Fuel Resources. My responsibilities in these positions included the
management and development of the Company’s 10-year business plan, managing the
construction of the Company’s Wyoming wind plants, directing operations of the Energy
West Mining and Bridger Coal companies, and coal supply acquisition and fuel
management for the Company’s coal-fired generating plants. From October 2014 until my
retirement in 2018, I served as President and Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) of Rocky
Mountain Power. In that position, I was responsible for the Company’s business affairs in
the states of Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming. I was accountable for managing the Company’s
infrastructure investments and operations to deliver safe and reliable electric service to our
customers at reasonable prices, which included a reasonable return to investors. Following
my retirement from the Company in 2018, I remained active in the energy industry, most

recently serving as board chair and CEO of Enchant Energy Corporation, an emerging
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environmental services company focused on decarbonization for customers and
communities. In September 2023, I was appointed CEO and Board Chair of the Company.
Have you testified in other regulatory proceedings?

Yes. I have testified on various matters in the states of Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, California,
Oregon, and Washington.

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

What is the purpose of your testimony?

I provide an overview of the Company, followed by a brief history of the Company’s
previous cost-allocation methodology development and introduce the driving factors
leading to the 2026 PacifiCorp Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Protocol (“2026 Protocol”).
Finally, I introduce Company witnesses providing direct testimony in support of the
Company’s Application for Approval of the 2026 Protocol (“Application”).

III.  DESCRIPTION OF THE COMPANY AND UTAH SERVICE AREA

Please provide a description of the Company.

As an investor-owned, multi-jurisdictional electric utility, the Company serves
approximately two million customers in six western states: Utah, Idaho, Wyoming,
California, Oregon, and Washington. The Company does business as Rocky Mountain
Power in Utah, Idaho, and Wyoming and as Pacific Power in California, Oregon, and
Washington.

The Company serves its customers with a vast, integrated system of generation and
transmission that spans ten states and connects customers and communities across the
West. The Company’s integrated system provides benefits to customers in all six states and
includes generation, transmission, and distribution assets. The Company owns, or has

interests in, thermal, hydroelectric, wind-powered, solar, and geothermal generating
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facilities. The Company buys and sells electricity on the wholesale market with other
utilities, energy marketing companies, financial institutions, and other market participants
to balance and optimize the economic benefits of electricity generation, retail customer
loads, and existing wholesale transactions.

The Company provides wholesale transmission service under its open access
transmission tariff approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and owns or
has interests in approximately 17,700 miles of transmission lines. The Company operates
two balancing authority areas—PacifiCorp Balancing Authority Area East and PacifiCorp
Balancing Authority Area West—that together comprise the largest privately owned and
operated grid in the Western United States.

Please describe the Company’s Utah service area.

In Utah, the Company serves over 1,000,000 customers. The Company is the largest
electricity provider in the state. In Utah, the Company operates and maintains five coal-
fueled generation units comprising 2,067 megawatts (“MW”) of capacity,! nine natural
gas-fueled plants with 2,155 MW of capacity,” and a 34 MW geothermal plant. The
Company also has contracts with a number of independent power producers in the state of
Utah.

The Company’s sales and revenues are distributed among residential customers,
small businesses, and large businesses served under retail tariffs subject to the jurisdiction
of the Public Service Commission of Utah (“Commission’). The Company’s Utah service

area is comprised of urban and rural communities across varied geographic regions.

! PacifiCorp’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) for 2025, Docket No. 25-035-22, IRP at Table 6.2. PacifiCorp power
plants located in Utah include Hunter (three units) and Huntington (two units).
2 Id. at Table 6.3.
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What is the Company’s core principle in providing electric service to its customers?
The Company’s core principle is to provide energy solutions in the form of safe, reliable,
and affordable energy to all its customers. The Company has upheld this ideal for over 110
years and remains steadfast in this commitment despite increasingly challenging conditions
associated with changing economics, public policies, emerging and maturing technologies,
increased severity and frequency of wildfires, and unprecedented large load growth.

Why does the Company need a new allocation methodology?

States are implementing energy policies that make it increasingly difficult for the Company
to operate and maintain a single resource portfolio for customers across all jurisdictions
while meeting its legal obligations in each state. The 2026 Protocol implements a transition
from a cost-allocation methodology that contemplates the operation of a single resource
portfolio to a cost-allocation methodology that acknowledges the need for state or regional
resource portfolios to meet load obligations on a least-cost basis, while complying with
state energy policies and preventing cross-subsidization among jurisdictions. This
transition will allow the Company the opportunity to fully recover its costs, supporting its
financial health and reducing costs to customers over the long term.

You mention the need to fully recover costs to support the financial health of the
utility and protect customers. What is an example of that risk?

On July 9, 2025, Moody’s Ratings (“Moody’s”) downgraded the Company's ratings,
including its senior unsecured rating to Baa2 from Baal, its first mortgage bond rating to
A3 from A2, and its junior subordinated notes to Baa3 from Baa2. Moody’s based the

downgrade, in part, on the Commission’s July 3, 2025 decision denying the Company’s
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90 petition to reconsider a credit negative rate case decision earlier this year.> Moody’s cited

91 to, among other things, the Commission’s disallowance of $106 million of wildfire
92 mitigation capital expenditures, $63 million in excess liability insurance premiums, and
93 $13 million related to Washington’s Climate Commitment Act (“CCA”) allowances,
94 finding those costs were related to developments in other states.* Moody’s press release
95 summarizing its rating action is Exhibit RMP__ (CAC-1) to my testimony.

96 On July 28, 2025, S&P Global downgraded the Company’s credit rating from
97 BBB+ to BBB with a negative outlook, and reduced the Company’s debt ratings on first
98 mortgage bonds, junior-subordinated notes. and senior unsecured debt.> S&P Global also
99 pointed to the unfavorable outcome of the Company’s Utah rate case —recovery of
100 approximately one-quarter of the amount requested—as well as legal developments related
101 to wildfires. S&P Global’s press release summarizing its rating action is Exhibit
102 RMP_ (CAC-2) to my testimony.

103 The 2026 Protocol initiates a multi-phase process to transition the Company’s cost-
104 allocation methodology to accommodate diverging resource portfolios and changes to
105 operations needed to address individual state energy policies—all of which helps avoid
106 similar outcomes and resulting downgrades, which increase the cost of debt and, thus,
107 customer rates.

3 Moody’s Rating Action Press Release at 1-2 (July 9, 2025) (Exhibit RMP___ (CAC-1) at 1-2); see In the Matters of
the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Authority to Increase its Retail Electric Utility Service Rates in Utah
and for Approval of its Proposed Electric Service Schedules and Electric Service Regulations, et al., Docket Nos. 24-
035-04, et al., Order Denying Request for Review (July 3, 2025).

4 Exhibit RMP___ (CAC-1) at 1.

5 S&P Global’s Rating Action Press Release at 1, 5-6 (July 28, 2025) (Exhibit RMP___ (CAC-2) at 1 and 5-6).
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IV.  COMPANY COST ALLOCATION HISTORY

Why is inter-jurisdictional cost allocation necessary for the Company?

As mentioned above, the Company provides retail electric service to approximately two
million customers in the western states of Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, California, Oregon, and
Washington. The Company serves customers with generation, transmission, and
distribution facilities located across the western United States.

For over a century, the Company has operated as an integrated system, providing
customers the benefits of economies of scale and the reach of a large western footprint.
The Company recovers the costs of providing retail electric service to customers through
rates established in regulatory proceedings in each state. To ensure states receive the
appropriate allocation of costs and benefits from the Company’s integrated system, and to
provide an opportunity for the Company to reasonably recover its cost of serving
customers, a cost allocation methodology is necessary.

How has cost allocation been handled in the past?

The Company has used agreed-upon inter-jurisdictional cost-allocation methods for over
35 years. These methods have evolved and been refined over time, with each cost-
allocation method allocating to each state a portion of the Company’s total system costs
through a combination of both dynamic system factors and state-specific or situs factors.

The Company has used the collaborative Multi-State Process (“MSP”) to address
allocation issues since 2002. Before 2002, there was the PacifiCorp Inter-jurisdictional
Taskforce on Allocation, which established a series of agreements and subsequent
modifications. These collaborative processes have led to the development and adoption of

a series of inter-jurisdictional cost-allocation methods over time. The most recent approved
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agreement is the 2020 PacifiCorp Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Protocol (2020
Protocol”), which I describe below.
Has the Company recently faced new challenges related to cost allocations?
Yes. For decades, the Company has relied on cost-allocation methods that dynamically
allocate total-system costs to states. A bedrock of these cost-allocation protocols has been
the use of the Company’s system as a single whole. Except for distribution assets, all states
have been served from a common portfolio of assets, including generation assets, which
has enabled the Company to cost effectively plan for, and operate as, an integrated whole,
resulting in cost savings for all customers. However, divergent state policies across the
Company’s six-state service territory are increasingly challenging this structure. For
example, Utah Senate Bill (“SB”) 224 (2024)° establishing a preference for dispatchable
generation to serve Utah, House Bill (“HB”) 411 (2019)” allows for Utah communities to
opt-in to programs to reach 100 percent renewable generation by 2030, Oregon’s HB 20218
and SB 1547 set resource and emissions targets starting in 2030, and Wyoming requires
that a portion of load in the state to be served by carbon capture technology by July 1,
2033.1°

Q. When did these challenges begin to emerge regarding the Company’s cost-allocation
methodology?

A. As early as 2015, the parties to the MSP were discussing these challenges. In fact, the

predecessor to the 2020 Protocol, the 2017 PacifiCorp Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation

6 UTAH CODE ANN. § 54-17-1001.
7UTAH CODE ANN. § 54-17-901 et. seq.
8 OR. REV. STAT. §469A.400 et. seq.

® OR. REV. STAT. §757.518 et. seq.

10 WyO. STAT. ANN. §37-18-102(a)(ii).
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Protocol, was negotiated as an interim and time-limited cost-allocation protocol, designed
to provide cost-allocation stability while allowing time for parties to the MSP to continue
to explore alternative cost-allocation protocols to better align with changing state policies.
The 2020 Protocol similarly included an interim period, during which the allocations
agreed to in the 2020 Protocol would apply and parties would continue to negotiate means
to address various issues arising from diverging state policies.

How are the challenges of diverging state policies addressed in the 2026 Protocol?
States’ energy policies continue to develop and are being implemented in ways that make
it increasingly difficult for the Company to operate and dispatch a single resource portfolio
for all customers across all jurisdictions while meeting its legal obligations in each state.
The 2026 Protocol lays the groundwork for defining state-specific resource portfolios,
implemented through use of fixed allocation factors for existing generation resources. The
2026 Protocol also provides flexibility when allocating new resources to these state-
specific portfolios.

What is the 2020 Protocol?

While more fully discussed in the direct testimony of Company witness Rick T. Link, the
2020 Protocol is an agreement between the Company and certain parties, including
regulatory agency staff, consumer advocates, and other stakeholders in Utah, Idaho,

Wyoming, Oregon, and Washington, identifying the specific allocation methodology for
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all the Company costs in rate proceedings. The Utah,!! Idaho,'> Wyoming,'* Oregon, '* and
Washington!® commissions approved the 2020 Protocol in 2020, and the California Public
Utilities Commission approved the 2020 Protocol in the Company’s 2022 California
general rate case.!® In 2023, these commissions extended the 2020 Protocol through
2025.17

The 2020 Protocol established the allocation methodology currently being used and
provided an outline for a future methodology. That outline included certain agreed upon
components of the future methodology called the “Resolved Issues” and identified certain
unresolved issues as “Framework Issues” for negotiation in the “Interim Period” before
agreement on a new cost-allocation methodology.

Prior to the extension, the parties (including Washington parties that were
signatories to the 2020 Protocol) engaged in negotiations on the Framework Issues through

the Framework Issues Workgroup. In those negotiations, the parties considered alternative

" In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Approval of the 2020 Inter-Jurisdictional Cost
Allocation Agreement, Docket No. 19-035-42, Order Approving 2020 Protocol (Apr. 14, 2020).

12 In the Matter of Rocky Mountain Power’s Application for Approval of the 2020 PacifiCorp Inter-Jurisdictional
Allocation Protocol, Case No. PAC-E-19-20, Order No. 34640 (Apr. 22, 2020).

13 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Approval of the 2020 Inter-Jurisdictional Cost
Allocation Agreement, Docket No. 20000-572-EA-19 (Record No. 15400), Order No. 26740 (Dec. 3, 2020).

14 In the Matter of PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power, Request to Initiate an Investigation of Multi-Jurisdictional Issues
and Approve an Inter-Jurisdictional Cost Allocation Protocol, Docket No. UM 1050, Order No. 20-024 (Jan. 23,
2020).

15 In the Matter of Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission v. PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power and Light
Co., Docket Nos. UE-191024, et al., Final Order 09 / 07 / 12 (Dec. 14, 2020).

16 In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp (U901E), for an Order Authorizing a General Rate Increase Effective
January 1, 2023, Application 22-05-006, Decision 23-12-016 (Dec. 14, 2023).

172020 Protocol extension orders: Utah, Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Approval of an Extension to the
2020 Inter-Jurisdictional Cost Allocation Agreement, Docket No. 23-035-20, Order Approving Extension of the 2020
Protocol (July 27, 2023); Idaho, In the Matter of Rocky Mountain Power’s Petition for Approval of an Extension of
the 2020 Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Protocol, Case No. PAC-E-23-13, Order No. 35984 (Nov. 2, 2023).;
Wyoming, In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Authority to Extend the 2020 Inter-
Jurisdictional Cost Allocation Agreement Through December 31, 2025, Docket No. 20000-641-EA-23 (Record No.
17280), Order (Feb. 6, 2024); and Oregon, In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, Request to Initiate an
Investigation of the Multi-Jurisdictional Issues and Approve an Inter-Jurisdictional Cost Allocation Protocol, Docket
No. UM 1050, Order No. 23-229 (June 30, 2023).
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resource allocation methods, which they agreed warranted further review. The extension
allowed the parties to continue discussions seeking to resolve the Framework Issues and
agree on a cost-allocation methodology to propose for the post-Interim Period.
Was the Framework Issues Workgroup able to reach consensus on the Framework
Issues?
No. While discussions with the Framework Issues Workgroup over the last several years
were positive — reaching consensus on some issues, making progress on others, and
identifying alternative options to explore — the Workgroup was not able to reach consensus
on a further extension of the 2020 Protocol or the terms of a replacement cost-allocation
methodology by the end of the extended Interim Period.
In developing the 2020 Protocol, did the Company identify principles to help evaluate
development of a transitional approach to cost allocations?
Yes. The Company’s guiding principles established that a new cost-allocation protocol
should:

e Provide a long-term, durable solution;

e Follow cost-causation principles;

e Minimize rate impacts at implementation;

e Allow for state autonomy for new resource portfolio selection;

e Maintain and optimize system-wide benefits and joint dispatch to the extent

possible;
e Enable compliance with state policies;
e Ensure credit-supportive financial outcomes; and

e Provide the Company with a reasonable opportunity to recover its costs.
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Did the Company consider these principles in developing the 2026 Protocol?

Yes, these guiding principles remain helpful and relevant. In Utah, however, the
importance of maintaining and optimizing system-wide benefits must be balanced with
complying with various state policies and allowing for state autonomy for new resource
portfolio selection.

V. PATH FORWARD

What is proposed in the 2026 Protocol?

The 2026 Protocol is the first phase in a multi-phase process to transition the Company’s
cost-allocation methodology to accommodate diverging resource portfolios and changes to
operations needed to address individual state energy policies (Phase 1). The 2026 Protocol
will work in conjunction with the Washington 2026 Protocol.

What is the Washington 2026 Protocol?

The Company proposed the Washington 2026 Protocol on April 1, 2025, in the Company’s
Washington Power Cost Only Rate Case (“PCORC”) docket.!® The Washington 2026
Protocol is a separate allocation methodology intended to address specific, near-term
energy policy in Washington by creating a defined resource portfolio that can be managed
to meet compliance requirements. It establishes fixed allocation shares of certain Company
generation resources to serve Washington load. Accordingly, Washington will not receive
a dynamic allocation of generation costs based on its load relative to system load on a year-
to-year basis but instead will pay the full cost of its share of assigned resources. Washington
customers will, however, continue to pay their relative share of transmission and other

Company costs.

18 Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission v. PacifiCorp dba Pacific Power and Light Co., Docket No.
UE-250224, Initial Filing (April 1, 2025).
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Is the 2026 Protocol the final cost-allocation methodology for Utah, Idaho, Wyoming,
California, and Oregon, referred to collectively as the “Five States”?

No. The 2026 Protocol marks an initial step to transition the allocation of costs to align
with changes in operations and to establish rate base in a manner that aligns costs and
benefits consistent with state energy policies in those states. As discussed more fully in
Company witness Link’s testimony, the 2026 Protocol provides a path to transition to more
state-specific future resources to comply with upcoming state energy policy and legal
obligations. It also provides a path for a second phase transition to further support the
Company’s ability to meet upcoming legal obligations and enable different resource
portfolios to comply with individual state or regional energy policies (Phase 2).

Why is the Company proposing that there be a Phase 2?

The scope of this filing was to address the expiration of the 2020 Protocol and
Washington’s exit from coal. The Company anticipates that the scope in Phase 2 will be
significantly broader, which will include addressing complex operational and planning
issues necessary to unwind a system that has been built over the course of a century. This
is a much more expansive and complicated scope that cannot be addressed in a few months.
The Company needs additional time to develop a comprehensive proposal. Approving this
2026 Protocol and these Phase 1 changes are necessary to replace the 2020 Protocol, and
provide a principled allocation methodology until Phase 2.

When will the Company make the Phase 2 filing?

The Company intends to make that filing so that rates effective on January 1, 2030, will
comply with applicable resource requirements, including Oregon SB 1547’s restriction on

coal-fueled thermal resources.
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Will the delay in implementation until Phase 2 harm Utah customers?

No, to the contrary, it protects Utah customers from unintended consequences. Cost
allocation issues are heavily interrelated and extremely complex. Thus, despite continued
discussions with the Framework Issues Workgroup, a consensus could not be reached in
that context. The state energy policies listed above are still being implemented, and the
effects are not yet known. Additionally, this industry is rapidly changing, unlike anything
we have experienced before, with new large load growth potentially doubling current
resource needs in some states. It will take time to determine how to address the associated
costs to maintain reliability and affordability. There are also anticipated near-term benefits
to customers from remaining part of an integrated system, as the Company enters into an
expanded organized wholesale market, as discussed further by Company witness Micheal
G. Wilding." Accordingly, it is premature to propose a cost allocation methodology now
to address the necessary resource portfolio changes in 2030 and beyond at this time.

VI. INTRODUCTION OF COMPANY WITNESSES

How is the Company supporting its application?
The Company is presenting the following direct testimony in support of its application:

e Rick T. Link, Senior Vice President, Resource Planning and Procurement,
describes and supports the Company’s new inter-jurisdictional cost-allocation
methodology for Utah, the 2026 Protocol.

e Ramon J. Mitchell, Director of Net Power Costs (“NPC”), presents the impact of

the 2026 Protocol on the Company’s NPC forecast.

19 See Direct Testimony of Michael G. Wilding.
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272 e Shelley E. McCoy, Director of Revenue Requirement, calculates impacts to the

273 Company’s revenue requirement from the 2026 Protocol.

274 e Michael G. Wilding, Vice President, Energy Supply Management, explains how
275 the 2026 Protocol supports resource adequacy for Utah and for the Five States,
276 describes the Company’s proposed changes to its hedging program and Western
277 Resource Adequacy Program compliance, and explains the Company’s participation
278 in organized markets.

279 VII. RECOMMENDATION

280 Q. What action do you recommend the Commission take with respect to the Company’s
281 application?

282 A I recommend that the Commission approve the 2026 Protocol for the reasons provided here
283 and in the Company’s supporting testimony.

284 Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?

285 A Yes.
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MOODY’S
RATINGS

Rating Action: Moody's Ratings downgrades PacifiCorp to
Baa?2; outlook stable

09 Jul 2025

Approximately $14.4 billion of debt securities affected

New York, July 09, 2025 -- Moody's Ratings (Moody's) today downgraded PacifiCorp's ratings,
including its senior unsecured rating to Baa2 from Baal, its first mortgage bond rating to A3
from A2, and its junior subordinated notes to Baa3 from Baa2. The company's short-term rating
for commercial paper rating was affirmed at P-2. The outlook is stable.

A full list of affected ratings appears towards the end of this press release.
RATINGS RATIONALE

"The downgrade of PacifiCorp follows the Utah Public Service Commission's (UPSC) findings and
conclusion on its July 3, 2025 decision to deny the company's petition to reconsider a credit
negative rate case decision earlier this year," said Toby Shea, Vice President - Senior Credit
Officer. "PacifiCorp's credit profile has been under pressure, driven by rising costs and debt
associated with wildfire litigation and mitigation efforts, that the rate case outcome will not
sufficiently alleviate, a key reason for the downgrade."

The UPSC issued a rate order in late April that approved an $87.2 million increase to PacifiCorp's
Utah base rate, representing only 26.4% of the company's request for a $330.2 million increase.
The UPSC also premised its revenue requirement calculation on an authorized return on equity
(ROE) of 9.375% and an equity ratio of 44.43%—both well below industry averages.

In particular, the UPSC disallowed, among other things, $106 million of wildfire mitigation
capital expenditures, $63 million in excess liability insurance premiums after reconsideration,
and $13 million related to the state of Washington's carbon emission allowance requirements.
The UPSC may have viewed that some of these costs are related to developments in other states
within PacifiCorp's service territory, such as the 2020 Labor Day wildfires in Oregon and policy-
driven costs stemming from the state of Washington. The Commission concluded that Utah
ratepayers should not bear the financial burden of cost escalations originating in other states.

In addition, PacifiCorp continues to face mounting wildfire-related litigation expenses and
liabilities. As of the first quarter of 2025, the company has accrued $2.75 billion in estimated
probable losses and has paid $1.33 billion in settlements. To bolster its balance sheet and
liquidity, PacifiCorp has suspended annual dividends and reduced capital expenditures, enabling
it to retain more cash to help absorb the financial impact of wildfire liabilities. Nevertheless, the
strain on its credit metrics remains significant. For example, the company's CFO pre-WC to debt
ratio averaged only around 10% in 2023 and 2024, while its debt-to-capitalization ratio rose to
56.7% at the end of Q1 2025, up from 47.4% at year-end 2022.

As a result of these cost pressures and the adverse rate case outcome, we expect the company's
CFO pre-WC to debt ratio to stabilize in the 14%-16% range—a level we consider more
consistent with a Baa2 senior unsecured rating.

Outlook
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PacifiCorp's stable outlook reflects the strength and resilience of its large and diversified
operations across the Northwestern U.S. While the company faces headwinds from significant
wildfire-related litigation and challenges recovering rising insurance premiums and other costs
in Utah, we expect credit supportive regulation to continue in the other five states in which it
operates. As a result, PacifiCorp is projected to maintain a CFO pre-WC to debt ratio in the 14%
to 16% range—a level consistent with its current rating.

FACTORS THAT COULD LEAD TO AN UPGRADE OR DOWNGRADE OF THE RATINGS
Factors that could lead to an upgrade

We could take a positive rating action if the regulatory environment in Utah improves and the
company's CFO pre-working capital to debt ratio rises to 16% or higher on a sustained basis.

A positive action could also be considered should there be additional clarity with regard to
PacifiCorp's ultimate financial exposure to wildfire liabilities as settlements occur and pending
litigation is resolved, which could take several years.

Factors that could lead to a downgrade

We could take a negative action on PacifiCorp's ratings if the company experiences additional
cost disallowances or a deteriorating regulatory environment in its other material regulatory
jurisdictions such as Oregon or Wyoming.

A negative rating action could also result if wildfire-related liabilities rise unexpectedly and
threaten to deplete the company's cash reserves or result in significant additional debt.
Additionally, a downgrade could be considered if PacifiCorp's CFO pre-working capital to debt
ratio falls below 13% on a sustained basis.

Company Profile

PacifiCorp is one of the largest and most diversified operating utilities in the U.S. headquartered
in Portland, Oregon. According to Energy Information Administration (EIA) data, it sold
approximately 58 TWh of electricity to retail customers in 2024, ranking sixth among investor-
owned utilities based on bundled sales. The company serves retail customers across six states—
more than any other investor-owned utility in the U.S. It is an operating subsidiary of Berkshire
Hathaway Energy.

LIST OF AFFECTED RATINGS
Issuer: PacifiCorp
..Downgrades:
.. LT Issuer Rating, Downgraded to Baa2 from Baal
.. Junior Subordinated , Downgraded to Baa3 from Baa2
.. Preferred Stock, Downgraded to Bal from Baa3
.. Senior Secured First Mortgage Bonds, Downgraded to A3 from A2
.. Backed Senior Secured First Mortgage Bonds, Downgraded to A3 from A2
.. Underlying Senior Secured First Mortgage Bonds, Downgraded to A3 from A2
.. Senior Secured Shelf, Downgraded from (P)A3 to (P)A2
.. Senior Unsecured Bank Credit Facility, Downgraded to Baa2 from Baal

. Affirmations:
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.... Commercial Paper, Affirmed P-2

..Outlook Actions:

....Outlook, Remains Stable

Issuer: Converse (County of) WY

..Downgrades:

.... Backed Senior Secured Revenue Bonds, Downgraded to A3 from A2
..Affirmations:

.... Backed Other Short Term Senior Secured Revenue Bonds, Affirmed P-2
Issuer: Lincoln (County of) WY

..Downgrades

.... Senior Secured Revenue Bonds, Downgraded to A3 from A2
..Affirmations:

.... Other Short Term Senior Secured Revenue Bonds, Affirmed P-2
Issuer: Sweetwater (County of) WY

..Downgrades:

.... Senior Unsecured Revenue Bonds, Downgraded to Baa2 from Baal
..Affirmations:

.... Other Short Term Senior Unsecured Revenue Bonds, Affirmed P-2

The principal methodology used in these ratings was Regulated Electric and Gas Utilities
published in August 2024 and available at https://ratings.moodys.com/rmc-documents/426183.
Alternatively, please see the Rating Methodologies page on https://ratings.moodys.com for a copy
of this methodology.

The net effect of any adjustments applied to rating factor scores or scorecard outputs under the
primary methodology(ies), if any, was not material to the ratings addressed in this
announcement.

REGULATORY DISCLOSURES

For further specification of Moody's key rating assumptions and sensitivity analysis, see the
sections Methodology Assumptions and Sensitivity to Assumptions in the disclosure form.
Moody's Rating Symbols and Definitions can be found on https://ratings.moodys.com/rating-
definitions.

For any affected securities or rated entities receiving direct credit support/credit substitution
from another entity or entities subject to a credit rating action (the supporting entity), and whose
ratings may change as a result of a credit rating action as to the supporting entity, the associated
regulatory disclosures will relate to the supporting entity. Exceptions to this approach may be
applicable in certain jurisdictions.

For ratings issued on a program, series, category/class of debt or security, certain regulatory

disclosures applicable to each rating of a subsequently issued bond or note of the same series,
category/class of debt, or security, or pursuant to a program for which the ratings are derived
exclusively from existing ratings, in accordance with Moody's rating practices, can be found in


https://ratings.moodys.com/rmc-documents/426183
https://ratings.moodys.com/
https://ratings.moodys.com/rating-definitions
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the most recent Credit Rating Announcement related to the same class of Credit Rating.

For provisional ratings, the Credit Rating Announcement provides certain regulatory disclosures
in relation to the provisional rating assigned, and in relation to a definitive rating that may be
assigned subsequent to the final issuance of the debt, in each case where the transaction
structure and terms have not changed prior to the assignment of the definitive rating in a
manner that would have affected the rating.

Moody's does not always publish a separate Credit Rating Announcement for each Credit Rating
assigned in the Anticipated Ratings Process or Subsequent Ratings Process.

These ratings are solicited. Please refer to Moody's Policy for Designating and Assigning
Unsolicited Credit Ratings available on its website https://ratings.moodys.com.

Regulatory disclosures contained in this press release apply to the credit rating and, if
applicable, the related rating outlook or rating review.

The Global Scale Credit Rating(s) discussed in this Credit Rating Announcement was(were)
issued by one of Moody's affiliates outside the EU and UK and is(are) endorsed for use in the EU
and UK in accordance with the EU and UK CRA Regulation.

Please see https://ratings.moodys.com for any updates on changes to the lead rating analyst and
to the Moody's legal entity that has issued the rating.

Please see the issuer/deal page on https://ratings.moodys.com for additional regulatory
disclosures for each credit rating.

Toby Shea
VP - Senior Credit Officer

Michael G. Haggarty
Associate Managing Director

Releasing Office:

Moody's Investors Service, Inc.
250 Greenwich Street

New York, NY 10007

U.S.A.

JOURNALISTS: 1 212 553 0376
Client Service: 1 212 553 1653

© 2025 Moody's Corporation, Moody's Investors Service, Inc., Moody's Analytics, Inc. and/or
their licensors and affiliates (collectively, "MOODY'S"). All rights reserved.

CREDIT RATINGS ISSUED BY MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS AFFILIATES ARE THEIR
CURRENT OPINIONS OF THE RELATIVE FUTURE CREDIT RISK OF ENTITIES, CREDIT
COMMITMENTS, OR DEBT OR DEBT-LIKE SECURITIES, AND MATERIALS, PRODUCTS,
SERVICES AND INFORMATION PUBLISHED OR OTHERWISE MADE AVAILABLE BY
MOODY'S (COLLECTIVELY, "MATERIALS") MAY INCLUDE SUCH CURRENT OPINIONS.
MOODY'S DEFINES CREDIT RISK AS THE RISK THAT AN ENTITY MAY NOT MEET ITS
CONTRACTUAL FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS AS THEY COME DUE AND ANY ESTIMATED
FINANCIAL LOSS IN THE EVENT OF DEFAULT OR IMPAIRMENT. SEE APPLICABLE
MOODY'S RATING SYMBOLS AND DEFINITIONS PUBLICATION FOR INFORMATION
ON THE TYPES OF CONTRACTUAL FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS ADDRESSED BY
MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS. CREDIT RATINGS DO NOT ADDRESS ANY OTHER RISK,
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO: LIQUIDITY RISK, MARKET VALUE RISK, OR PRICE


https://ratings.moodys.com/
https://ratings.moodys.com/
https://ratings.moodys.com/
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VOLATILITY. CREDIT RATINGS, NON-CREDIT ASSESSMENTS ("ASSESSMENTS"), AND
OTHER OPINIONS INCLUDED IN MOODY'S MATERIALS ARE NOT STATEMENTS OF
CURRENT OR HISTORICAL FACT. MOODY'S MATERIALS MAY ALSO INCLUDE
QUANTITATIVE MODEL-BASED ESTIMATES OF CREDIT RISK AND RELATED
OPINIONS OR COMMENTARY PUBLISHED BY MOODY'S ANALYTICS, INC. AND/OR ITS
AFFILIATES. MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS, ASSESSMENTS, OTHER OPINIONS AND
MATERIALS DO NOT CONSTITUTE OR PROVIDE INVESTMENT OR FINANCIAL
ADVICE, AND MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS, ASSESSMENTS, OTHER OPINIONS AND
MATERIALS ARE NOT AND DO NOT PROVIDE RECOMMENDATIONS TO PURCHASE,
SELL, OR HOLD PARTICULAR SECURITIES. MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS,
ASSESSMENTS, OTHER OPINIONS AND MATERIALS DO NOT COMMENT ON THE
SUITABILITY OF AN INVESTMENT FOR ANY PARTICULAR INVESTOR. MOODY'S
ISSUES ITS CREDIT RATINGS, ASSESSMENTS AND OTHER OPINIONS AND
PUBLISHES OR OTHERWISE MAKES AVAILABLE ITS MATERIALS WITH THE
EXPECTATION AND UNDERSTANDING THAT EACH INVESTOR WILL, WITH DUE
CARE, MAKE ITS OWN STUDY AND EVALUATION OF EACH SECURITY THAT IS UNDER
CONSIDERATION FOR PURCHASE, HOLDING, OR SALE.

MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS, ASSESSMENTS, OTHER OPINIONS, AND MATERIALS ARE NOT
INTENDED FOR USE BY RETAIL INVESTORS AND IT WOULD BE RECKLESS AND
INAPPROPRIATE FOR RETAIL INVESTORS TO USE MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS,
ASSESSMENTS, OTHER OPINIONS OR MATERIALS WHEN MAKING AN INVESTMENT
DECISION. IF IN DOUBT YOU SHOULD CONTACT YOUR FINANCIAL OR OTHER
PROFESSIONAL ADVISER.

ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS PROTECTED BY LAW, INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, COPYRIGHT LAW, AND NONE OF SUCH INFORMATION MAY BE COPIED OR
OTHERWISE REPRODUCED, REPACKAGED, FURTHER TRANSMITTED, TRANSFERRED,
DISSEMINATED, REDISTRIBUTED OR RESOLD, OR STORED FOR SUBSEQUENT USE FOR
ANY SUCH PURPOSE, IN WHOLE OR IN PART, IN ANY FORM OR MANNER OR BY ANY
MEANS WHATSOEVER, BY ANY PERSON WITHOUT MOODY'S PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT.
FOR CLARITY, NO INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN MAY BE USED TO DEVELOP,
IMPROVE, TRAIN OR RETRAIN ANY SOFTWARE PROGRAM OR DATABASE, INCLUDING, BUT
NOT LIMITED TO, FOR ANY ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE, MACHINE LEARNING OR NATURAL
LANGUAGE PROCESSING SOFTWARE, ALGORITHM, METHODOLOGY AND/OR MODEL.

MOODY'S CREDIT RATINGS, ASSESSMENTS, OTHER OPINIONS AND MATERIALS ARE NOT
INTENDED FOR USE BY ANY PERSON AS A BENCHMARK AS THAT TERM IS DEFINED FOR
REGULATORY PURPOSES AND MUST NOT BE USED IN ANY WAY THAT COULD RESULT IN
THEM BEING CONSIDERED A BENCHMARK.

All information contained herein is obtained by MOODY'S from sources believed by it to be
accurate and reliable. Because of the possibility of human or mechanical error as well as other
factors, however, all information contained herein is provided "AS IS" without warranty of any
kind. MOODY'S adopts all necessary measures so that the information it uses in assigning a
credit rating is of sufficient quality and from sources MOODY'S considers to be reliable
including, when appropriate, independent third-party sources. However, MOODY'S is not an
auditor and cannot in every instance independently verify or validate information received in the
credit rating process or in preparing its Materials.

To the extent permitted by law, MOODY'S and its directors, officers, employees, agents,
representatives, licensors and suppliers disclaim liability to any person or entity for any indirect,
special, consequential, or incidental losses or damages whatsoever arising from or in connection
with the information contained herein or the use of or inability to use any such information, even
if MOODY'S or any of its directors, officers, employees, agents, representatives, licensors or
suppliers is advised in advance of the possibility of such losses or damages, including but not
limited to: (a) any loss of present or prospective profits or (b) any loss or damage arising where
the relevant financial instrument is not the subject of a particular credit rating assigned by
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MOODY'S.

To the extent permitted by law, MOODY'S and its directors, officers, employees, agents,
representatives, licensors and suppliers disclaim liability for any direct or compensatory losses or
damages caused to any person or entity, including but not limited to by any negligence (but
excluding fraud, willful misconduct or any other type of liability that, for the avoidance of doubt,
by law cannot be excluded) on the part of, or any contingency within or beyond the control of,
MOODY'S or any of its directors, officers, employees, agents, representatives, licensors or
suppliers, arising from or in connection with the information contained herein or the use of or
inability to use any such information.

NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, AS TO THE ACCURACY, TIMELINESS,
COMPLETENESS, MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF ANY
CREDIT RATING, ASSESSMENT, OTHER OPINION OR INFORMATION IS GIVEN OR MADE BY
MOODY'S IN ANY FORM OR MANNER WHATSOEVER.

Moody's Investors Service, Inc., a wholly-owned credit rating agency subsidiary of Moody's
Corporation ("MCQ"), hereby discloses that most issuers of debt securities (including corporate
and municipal bonds, debentures, notes and commercial paper) and preferred stock rated by
Moody's Investors Service, Inc. have, prior to assignment of any credit rating, agreed to pay
Moody's Investors Service, Inc. for credit ratings opinions and services rendered by it. MCO and
all MCO entities that issue ratings under the "Moody's Ratings" brand name ("Moody's Ratings"),
also maintain policies and procedures to address the independence of Moody's Ratings' credit
ratings and credit rating processes. Information regarding certain affiliations that may exist
between directors of MCO and rated entities, and between entities who hold credit ratings from
Moody's Investors Service, Inc. and have also publicly reported to the SEC an ownership interest
in MCO of more than 5%, is posted annually at ir.moodys.com under the heading "Investor
Relations — Corporate Governance — Charter and Governance Documents - Director and
Shareholder Affiliation Policy."

Moody's SF Japan K.K., Moody's Local AR Agente de Calificacion de Riesgo S.A., Moody's Local
BR Agéncia de Classificagao de Risco LTDA, Moody's Local MX S.A. de C.V, I.C.V., Moody's Local
PE Clasificadora de Riesgo S.A., and Moody's Local PA Calificadora de Riesgo S.A. (collectively,
the "Moody's Non-NRSRO CRAs") are all indirectly wholly-owned credit rating agency
subsidiaries of MCO. None of the Moody's Non-NRSRO CRAs is a Nationally Recognized
Statistical Rating Organization.

Additional terms for Australia only: Any publication into Australia of this document is pursuant to
the Australian Financial Services License of MOODY'S affiliate, Moody's Investors Service Pty
Limited ABN 61 003 399 657AFSL 336969 and/or Moody's Analytics Australia Pty Ltd ABN 94
105 136 972 AFSL 383569 (as applicable). This document is intended to be provided only to
"wholesale clients" within the meaning of section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001. By
continuing to access this document from within Australia, you represent to MOODY'S that you
are, or are accessing the document as a representative of, a "wholesale client" and that neither
you nor the entity you represent will directly or indirectly disseminate this document or its
contents to "retail clients" within the meaning of section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001.
MOODY'S credit rating is an opinion as to the creditworthiness of a debt obligation of the issuer,
not on the equity securities of the issuer or any form of security that is available to retail
investors.

Additional terms for India only: Moody's credit ratings, Assessments, other opinions and
Materials are not intended to be and shall not be relied upon or used by any users located in
India in relation to securities listed or proposed to be listed on Indian stock exchanges.

Additional terms with respect to Second Party Opinions and Net Zero Assessments (as defined in
Moody's Ratings Rating Symbols and Definitions): Please note that neither a Second Party
Opinion ("SPO") nor a Net Zero Assessment ("NZA") is a "credit rating". The issuance of SPOs
and NZAs is not a regulated activity in many jurisdictions, including Singapore. JAPAN: In Japan,
development and provision of SPOs and NZAs fall under the category of "Ancillary Businesses",
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not "Credit Rating Business", and are not subject to the regulations applicable to "Credit Rating
Business" under the Financial Instruments and Exchange Act of Japan and its relevant
regulation. PRC: Any SPO: (1) does not constitute a PRC Green Bond Assessment as defined
under any relevant PRC laws or regulations; (2) cannot be included in any registration statement,
offering circular, prospectus or any other documents submitted to the PRC regulatory authorities
or otherwise used to satisfy any PRC regulatory disclosure requirement; and (3) cannot be used
within the PRC for any regulatory purpose or for any other purpose which is not permitted under
relevant PRC laws or regulations. For the purposes of this disclaimer, "PRC" refers to the
mainland of the People's Republic of China, excluding Hong Kong, Macau and Taiwan.



Rocky Mountain Power
Exhibit RMP__ (CAC-2)
Docket No. 25-035-47
Witness: Cindy A. Crane

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF UTAH

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

Exhibit Accompanying Direct Testimony of Cindy A. Crane

S&P Global’s Rating Action Press Release (July 28, 2025)

August 2025




Rocky Mountain Power

Exhibit RMP___ (CAC-2) Page 1 of 3
Docket No. 25-035-47

Witness: Cindy A. Crane

PacifiCorp Downgraded To 'BBB' From 'BBB+'
On Weaker Expected Financial Measures,
Outlook Negative; Debt Ratings Lowered

e The Public Service Commission of Utah (PSC) recently authorized a rate increase for
PacifiCorp's latest general rate case that was lower than what we previously expected.

e Prior to this rate order, the company’s financial measures were already weak for the rating,
including funds from operations (FFO) to debt of 11.3% for the 12-months ended March
2025. Given recent regulatory developments and the continued elevated costs stemming
from its wildfire litigation, we do not expect PacifiCorp will improve its FFO to debt
consistently above 13%.

e Therefore, S&P Global Ratings lowered its long-term issuer credit rating (ICR) on
PacifiCorp to 'BBB' from 'BBB+'. At the same time, we lowered our issue-level rating on
the company’s first-mortgage bonds (FMB) to 'A-' from 'A’, our issue-level rating on its
junior-subordinated notes (JSN) to 'BB+' from 'BBB-', and our issue-level rating on its
senior unsecured debt to 'BBB' from 'BBB+'. We also affirmed our 'A-2' short-term rating.

e The negative outlook reflects the likelihood that we could lower our ratings on PacifiCorp
by one or more notches over the next 24 months depending on the legal developments
related to the wildfires in its service territory or other regulatory or legislative developments
concerning its credit quality. We expect the company’s FFO to debt will be in the 10%-13%
range over our outlook period.

NEW YORK (S&P Global Ratings) July 28, 2025--S&P Global Ratings today took the rating actions
listed above.

The downgrade reflects our expectation that PacifiCorp’s financial measures will be weaker than we
previously forecast following its rate-case outcome in Utah. The PSC authorized the company to
increase its rates by approximately $94 million, which is about a quarter of the approximately $394
million rate increase it requested under its amended rate application from August 2024. We had
previously expected a more-favorable outcome. Prior to the order, we viewed PacifiCorp’s forecast
FFO to debt as weak for the 'BBB+' rating, given the increased operating expenses related to its
ongoing wildfire litigation in Oregon, increased insurance premiums, as well as other inflationary cost
pressures. In addition, the company's reported credit measures had been weak, including FFO to debt
of 11.3% for the 12-months ended March 2025. We now expect PacifiCorp's FFO to debt will remain
between 10% and 13% over our outlook period, assuming no dividends to its parent, capital spending
averaging about $2.8 billion over the next five years, protracted litigation regarding the James case,
and continued use of existing regulatory mechanisms. To account for our expectation of a continued
weakening in the company's financial performance, we revised our stand-alone credit profile to 'bb'
from 'bb+'.

We continue to assess PacifiCorp as strategically important to Berkshire Hathaway Energy Co. (BHE).
This reflects our expectation that the company would receive extraordinary support from BHE under
most foreseeable circumstances, though we have doubts around the extent of such support, which
precludes us from assessing a higher support category. Furthermore, this reflects our view that
PacifiCorp is unlikely to be sold, is important to BHE’s long-term strategy, benefits from a long-term
commitment from BHE, and has realistic medium-term prospects for success relative to BHE’s
expectations. Our assessment of PacifiCorp as strategically important to BHE provides three notches of
uplift to the rating. We will continue to monitor BHE’s explicit and implicit support for PacifiCorp. If



Rocky Mountain Power

Exhibit RMP___ (CAC-2) Page 2 of 3
Docket No. 25-035-47

Witness: Cindy A. Crane

we downwardly revise our assessment of PacifiCorp’s group support from BHE, we would likely lower
our long-term ICR on the company by more than one notch.

The negative outlook reflects the likelihood that we could lower our ratings on PacifiCorp by one or
more notches over the next 24 months depending on the legal developments related to the wildfires in
its service territory or other regulatory or legislative developments concerning its credit quality. We
expect the company’s FFO to debt will be in the 10%-13% range over our outlook period.

We could lower our ratings on PacifiCorp by one or more notches in the next 24 months if:

e The company continues to face legal challenges without receiving commensurate long-term
support from its parent;

e Its business risk increases due to adverse legal, regulatory, or legislative developments;

e The estimated damages under the company’s wildfire lawsuits, including the James case,
expand significantly;

e The company's stand-alone FFO to debt falls consistently below 11%; or

e The company’s actions contribute to another significant wildfire.

We could affirm our ratings on PacifiCorp and revise our outlook to stable in the next 24 months if:

e It achieves further favorable legal outcomes such that its wildfire liabilities remain limited;
e The company is not the cause of a materially significant wildfire; and
¢ It maintains FFO to debt of more than 11%.

Related Criteria

Certain terms used in this report, particularly certain adjectives used to express our view on rating
relevant factors, have specific meanings ascribed to them in our criteria, and should therefore be read
in conjunction with such criteria. Please see Ratings Criteria at
https://disclosure.spglobal.com/ratings/en/regulatory/ratings-criteria for further information. A
description of each of S&P Global Ratings' rating categories is contained in "S&P Global Ratings
Definitions" at https://disclosure.spglobal.com/ratings/en/regulatory/article/-/view/sourceld/504352.
Complete ratings information is available to RatingsDirect subscribers at www.capitaliq.com. All
ratings referenced herein can be found on S&P Global Ratings' public website at
www.spglobal.com/ratings.

European Endorsement Status

Global-scale credit rating(s) issued by S&P Global Ratings' affiliates based in the following
jurisdictions [To read more, visit Endorsement of Credit Ratings] have been endorsed into the EU
and/or the UK in accordance with the relevant CRA regulations. Note: Endorsements for U.S. Public
Finance global-scale credit ratings are done per request. To review the endorsement status by credit
rating, visit the spglobal.com/ratings website and search for the rated entity.

No content (including ratings, credit-related analyses and data, valuations, model, software, or other
application or output therefrom) or any part thereof (Content) may be modified, reverse engineered,
reproduced, or distributed in any form by any means, or stored in a database or retrieval system,
without the prior written permission of Standard & Poor’s Financial Services LLC or its affiliates
(collectively, S&P). The Content shall not be used for any unlawful or unauthorized purposes. S&P and
any third-party providers, as well as their directors, officers, shareholders, employees, or agents
(collectively S&P Parties) do not guarantee the accuracy, completeness, timeliness, or availability of
the Content. S&P Parties are not responsible for any errors or omissions (negligent or otherwise),
regardless of the cause, for the results obtained from the use of the Content, or for the security or
maintenance of any data input by the user. The Content is provided on an “as is” basis. S&P PARTIES
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DISCLAIM ANY AND ALL EXPRESS OR IMPLIED WARRANTIES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, ANY WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A
PARTICULAR PURPOSE OR USE, FREEDOM FROM BUGS, SOFTWARE ERRORS OR
DEFECTS, THAT THE CONTENT’S FUNCTIONING WILL BE UNINTERRUPTED, OR THAT
THE CONTENT WILL OPERATE WITH ANY SOFTWARE OR HARDWARE CONFIGURATION.
In no event shall S&P Parties be liable to any party for any direct, indirect, incidental, exemplary,
compensatory, punitive, special or consequential damages, costs, expenses, legal fees, or losses
(including, without limitation, lost income or lost profits and opportunity costs or losses caused by
negligence) in connection with any use of the Content even if advised of the possibility of such
damages.

Some of the Content may have been created with the assistance of an artificial intelligence (Al) tool.
Published Content created or processed using Al is composed, reviewed, edited, and approved by S&P
personnel.

Credit-related and other analyses, including ratings, and statements in the Content are statements of
opinion as of the date they are expressed and not statements of fact. S&P’s opinions, analyses, and
rating acknowledgment decisions (described below) are not recommendations to purchase, hold, or sell
any securities or to make any investment decisions, and do not address the suitability of any security.
S&P assumes no obligation to update the Content following publication in any form or format. The
Content should not be relied on and is not a substitute for the skill, judgment, and experience of the
user, its management, employees, advisors, and/or clients when making investment and other business
decisions. S&P does not act as a fiduciary or an investment advisor except where registered as such.
While S&P has obtained information from sources it believes to be reliable, S&P does not perform an
audit and undertakes no duty of due diligence or independent verification of any information it
receives. Rating-related publications may be published for a variety of reasons that are not necessarily
dependent on action by rating committees, including, but not limited to, the publication of a periodic
update on a credit rating and related analyses.

To the extent that regulatory authorities allow a rating agency to acknowledge in one jurisdiction a
rating issued in another jurisdiction for certain regulatory purposes, S&P reserves the right to assign,
withdraw, or suspend such acknowledgement at any time and in its sole discretion. S&P Parties
disclaim any duty whatsoever arising out of the assignment, withdrawal, or suspension of an
acknowledgment as well as any liability for any damage alleged to have been suffered on account
thereof.

S&P keeps certain activities of its business units separate from each other in order to preserve the
independence and objectivity of their respective activities. As a result, certain business units of S&P
may have information that is not available to other S&P business units. S&P has established policies
and procedures to maintain the confidentiality of certain nonpublic information received in connection
with each analytical process.

S&P may receive compensation for its ratings and certain analyses, normally from issuers or
underwriters of securities or from obligors. S&P reserves the right to disseminate its opinions and
analyses. S&P's public ratings and analyses are made available on its Web sites,
www.spglobal.com/ratings (free of charge), and www.ratingsdirect.com (subscription), and may be
distributed through other means, including via S&P publications and third-party redistributors.
Additional information about our ratings fees is available at www.spglobal.com/usratingsfees.

Any Passwords/user IDs issued by S&P to users are single user-dedicated and may ONLY be used by
the individual to whom they have been assigned. No sharing of passwords/user IDs and no
simultaneous access via the same password/user ID is permitted. To reprint, translate, or use the data or
information other than as provided herein, contact S&P Global Ratings, Client Services, 55 Water
Street, New York, NY 10041; (1) 212-438-7280 or by e-mail to: research_request@spglobal.com.
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