
    REDACTED 
                                                                                                    Rocky Mountain Power 
                                                                                                    Docket No. 17-035-40 
                                                                                                    Witness:  Rick T. Link 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
 
 
 
 
 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER 
 

____________________________________________ 
 

 
REDACTED 

Second Supplemental Direct Testimony of Rick T. Link  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

February 2018 
 
 

 
 



 

Page 1 – Second Supplemental Direct Testimony of Rick T. Link  

Q. Are you the same Rick T. Link who previously provided testimony in this case on 1 

behalf of Rocky Mountain Power, a division of PacifiCorp? 2 

A. Yes. 3 

PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 4 

Q. What is the purpose of your second supplemental direct testimony? 5 

A. I summarize the updated results of the 2017R Request for Proposals (“RFP”). I also 6 

provide updates to the economic analysis that demonstrate increasing customer benefits 7 

from the new wind resources (“Wind Projects”) and construction of the Aeolus-to-8 

Bridger/Anticline line and network upgrades (“Transmission Projects”) (collectively, 9 

the “Combined Projects”). I also provide information required by Public Service 10 

Commission of Utah (“Commission”) Rule R746-430-2(1)(a), (b), (c),  and (d) and 11 

Rule 746-440-1(1)(e) and (f). 12 

Q. Please summarize your second supplemental direct testimony. 13 

A. The updated 2017R RFP final shortlist replaces the company’s McFadden Ridge II 14 

benchmark bid with the Ekola Flats benchmark bid. All of the other winning bids 15 

included in the original final shortlist remain in the updated final shortlist. The total 16 

capacity of the winning bids in the updated final shortlist is 1,311 MW, which includes 17 

three of the benchmark facilities (TB Flats I and II, now combined as a single project, 18 

and Ekola Flats), and two new facilities (Cedar Springs and Uinta). Uinta is a build-19 

transfer agreement (“BTA”) totaling 161 MW, Cedar Springs is one-half BTA and one-20 

half power-purchase agreement (“PPA”), for a total of 400 MW, and TB Flats I and II 21 

and Ekola Flats are company-built facilities, totaling 500 MW and 250 MW, 22 

respectively. 23 
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  The updated results of the 2017R RFP and the extensive modeling that supports 24 

it continue to confirm that the Combined Projects are the least-cost, least-risk path 25 

available to serve the company’s customers by meeting both near-term and long-term 26 

needs for additional resources. My second supplemental direct testimony explains the 27 

following: 28 

•  The Combined Projects continue to provide net customer benefits under all 29 

scenarios studied through 2036, and in seven of the nine scenarios through 30 

2050. 31 

•  Customer benefits increase to $196 million in the medium case through 2050 32 

(as compared to $177 million in the supplemental direct filing), and range from 33 

$333 million to $405 million in the medium case through 2036. 34 

•  The analysis reflects consideration of an interconnection-restudy process, that: 35 

1) eliminated certain bids, including the company’s McFadden Ridge II 36 

benchmark bid, from consideration in the 2017R RFP; and 2) supported an 37 

increase to the assumed level of interconnection capacity in the constrained area 38 

of PacifiCorp’s system in eastern Wyoming. 39 

•  Sensitivity analysis continues to show substantial benefits of the Combined 40 

Projects persist when paired with PacifiCorp’s wind repowering project and are 41 

not displaced or reduced when considering the potential procurement of solar 42 

PPA bids, updated with best-and-final pricing, submitted into the on-going RFP 43 

for solar resources, the 2017S RFP. 44 
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UPDATED 2017R RFP FINAL SHORTLIST 45 

Q.  Did the company update the list of winning bids from the 2017R RFP? 46 

A.  Yes. The company’s 109 MW McFadden Ridge II benchmark resource was removed 47 

from the final shortlist and replaced with the company’s 250 MW Ekola Flats 48 

benchmark resource. All of the other winning bids included in the original final shortlist 49 

remain in the updated final shortlist. The total capacity of the winning bids in the 50 

updated final shortlist is 1,311 MW. The winning bids included in the updated final 51 

shortlist are listed in Table 1-SS. 52 

Table 1-SS. Updated 2017R RFP Final Shortlist 53 

Project Name (Bidder) Location Capacity (MW) 

TB Flats I & II (PacifiCorp) Carbon & Albany 
Counties, WY 

500 

Cedar Springs (NextEra 
Energy Acquisitions) 

Converse County, 
WY 

400 

Ekola Flats (PacifiCorp) Carbon County, WY 250 

Uinta (Invenergy Wind 
Development) 

Uinta County, WY 161 

  The TB Flats I & II and Ekola Flats projects are company-benchmark resources 54 

that will be developed under engineer, procure, and construction (“EPC”) agreements. 55 

The Uinta project is being developed by Invenergy Wind Development under a BTA. 56 

The Cedar Springs project is being developed by NextEra Energy Acquisitions as a 50-57 

percent BTA and a 50-percent PPA. In total, the updated final shortlist includes 361 58 

MW that will be developed under BTAs, 750 MW of benchmark capacity that will be 59 

developed under EPC agreements, and 200 MW that will deliver energy and capacity 60 

under a PPA. 61 
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Q. Please summarize the cost-and-performance attributes of the winning bids. 62 

A. The total in-service capital cost for the winning bids is $1.46 billion. Considering that 63 

the winning bids represent an increase in total owned-wind capacity (from just over 64 

860 MW in the company’s initial filing to approximately 1,111 MW), the per-unit 65 

capital cost for the updated final shortlist is down approximately 18 percent from 66 

$1,590/kW to $1,310/kW. 67 

  In addition to these capital costs, the PPA price that will be paid to NextEra 68 

Energy Acquisitions for 50 percent of the output from the Cedar Springs project is 69 

expected to add approximately  to total-system net power 70 

costs (“NPC”) . These costs are 71 

significantly lower than proxy PPA costs that were based off of certain qualifying 72 

facility (“QF”) projects that were included in the company’s initial filing, which were 73 

assumed to add  to total-system NPC beginning 2022,  74 

rising to  by the end of 2041. This proxy QF project, which 75 

requires interconnection facilities beyond the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline 76 

transmission line that cannot be built until 2024, is no longer included in the company’s 77 

economic analysis of the Combined Projects. 78 

  In aggregate, the winning bids are expected to operate at a capacity-weighted 79 

average annual capacity factor of 39.4 percent. 80 

  The in-service cost for network upgrades required to interconnect the final 81 

shortlist projects total , and the cost to build the Aeolus-to-82 

Bridger/Anticline transmission line remains at . The expected cost-and-83 
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performance attributes for the winning bids and the Transmission Project is 84 

summarized in more detail in Confidential Exhibit RMP__(RTL-1SS). 85 

Q.  Why was the 2017R RFP final shortlist updated? 86 

A.  The 2017R RFP final shortlist was updated to account for the results of an 87 

interconnection-restudy process. As described in Mr. Rick A. Vail’s second 88 

supplemental direct testimony, the company completed an interconnection-restudy 89 

process to ensure that interconnection studies reflected the most current long-term 90 

transmission plan to construct the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline D.2 segment of the 91 

Energy Gateway project by the end of 2020. PacifiCorp transmission restudied, in serial 92 

interconnection-queue order, interconnection requests that do not already have an 93 

interconnection agreement to determine whether the staging of the Energy Gateway 94 

West project would affect the cost or timing of projects whose previous interconnection 95 

studies depended on Gateway West in its entirety. Affected projects located in the 96 

constrained area of PacifiCorp's transmission system in eastern Wyoming were 97 

restudied through the point in the interconnection queue where additional segments of 98 

the Energy Gateway project beyond just the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline D.2 segment 99 

would be required to interconnect. 100 

PacifiCorp transmission posted the restudied system-impact studies (“SISs”) on 101 

PacifiCorp’s open access same-time information system (“OASIS”) on January 29, 102 

2018, as well as certain updated restudied SISs on February 9, 2018. 103 

Q.  How did the interconnection-restudy process affect 2017R RFP winning bid 104 

selections? 105 

A.  As described by Mr. Vail, the interconnection-restudy process confirmed that 2017R 106 
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RFP bids located in eastern Wyoming with an interconnection-queue position greater 107 

than Q0712 trigger the need for Energy Gateway South, which is not planned to be 108 

placed in service by the end of 2020. Consequently, any bid proposing a project in the 109 

constrained area of PacifiCorp’s transmission system with an interconnection-queue 110 

position greater than Q0712 cannot receive interconnection service and achieve 111 

commercial operation by the end of 2020 as required in the 2017R RFP. This includes 112 

the company’s McFadden Ridge II benchmark bid that was originally selected to the 113 

final shortlist. All other bids originally selected to the final shortlist can secure 114 

interconnection service either because they hold an interconnection-queue position that 115 

does not require Energy Gateway South (Ekola Flats, TB Flats I and II, and Cedar 116 

Springs) or because the project is not located in the constrained area of the company's 117 

eastern Wyoming transmission system (Uinta).    118 

Q.  Were there other findings from the interconnection-restudy process that affected 119 

selection of winning bids to the updated 2017R RFP final shortlist? 120 

A.  Yes. As noted by Mr. Vail, the interconnection-restudy process shows that the Aeolus-121 

to-Bridger/Anticline transmission line will enable interconnection of up to 1,510 MW 122 

of new wind capacity within the constrained area of PacifiCorp’s transmission system 123 

in eastern Wyoming. This is up from the 1,270 MW assumed in the bid-selection 124 

process summarized in my supplemental direct testimony. 125 

As stated in my supplemental direct testimony, there is a 240 MW qualifying 126 

facility (“QF”) project with an executed interconnection agreement that does not 127 

require construction of Energy Gateway West and South to accommodate the QF’s 128 

interconnection. To honor this agreement, the company must reserve sufficient 129 
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interconnection capacity for this interconnection customer. After setting aside 130 

interconnection capacity for this interconnection customer, the interconnection-restudy 131 

process shows that the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline transmission line can enable 132 

interconnection of up to 1,270 MW of new wind located in the constrained area of 133 

PacifiCorp’s transmission system in eastern Wyoming. This is up from the 1,030 MW 134 

assumed in the bid-selection process summarized in my supplemental direct testimony. 135 

Q.  Why did the company not consider the interconnection-queue position of bids 136 

when it originally identified bids selected to the final shortlist? 137 

A.  The company has been aware that it would need to factor interconnection requirements 138 

into its evaluation of the 2017R RFP bids since the beginning of the RFP process. 139 

Indeed, the company originally included a completed SIS as one of the minimum bid-140 

eligibility requirements. In response, however, to recommendations from the Utah 141 

independent evaluator (“IE”), as supported by other parties in the 2017R RFP approval 142 

process in Docket 17-035-23, the company agreed to remove the requirement that a 143 

bidder have a completed SIS to be eligible to submit a proposal.    144 

Q.  Did elimination of the SIS requirement benefit the 2017R RFP process? 145 

A.  Yes. While the removal of the SIS requirement meant that the company could not fully 146 

evaluate the relative interconnection requirements of the bids early in the process, it 147 

agreed to relax the requirement that bidders have a completed SIS to broaden market 148 

participation in the 2017R RFP because bidders could participate without regard to their 149 

interconnection queue position. This enhances competition and provides an incentive 150 

for bidders to offer low-cost proposals. In addition, the interconnection queue can 151 

change over time as generator-interconnection customers change project details, 152 
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request commercial operation date extensions or suspensions, or even withdraw from 153 

the queue altogether. 154 

 Had the requirement that bidders have a SIS been retained, the pool of eligible bidders 155 

would have been limited based on the then-current snapshot of the interconnection 156 

queue, which would have reduced competitive forces that drive least-cost bidding. 157 

Q.  How did the company establish its updated final shortlist that accounts for the 158 

findings from the interconnection-restudy process? 159 

A.  The company produced updated portfolio-development studies using the System 160 

Optimizer (“SO”) model to create a bid portfolio containing the least-cost combination 161 

of viable bids. In choosing the least-cost combination of bids, the SO model was 162 

configured to select from all viable bid alternatives, excluding bids located in the 163 

constrained area of PacifiCorp’s transmission system in eastern Wyoming, that have an 164 

interconnection-queue position greater than Q0712. Consistent with the increased 165 

interconnection capability identified during the interconnection-restudy process, the 166 

SO model was also configured to select up to 1,270 MW of bids located in this area of 167 

PacifiCorp’s transmission system. The updated portfolio-development studies were 168 

developed under two price-policy scenarios-low natural gas, zero CO2 and medium 169 

natural gas, medium CO2. 170 

Q.  Did the company update its price-policy scenario assumptions? 171 

A.  No. The price-policy scenario assumptions summarized in my supplemental direct 172 

testimony remain valid and were not updated for this analysis. 173 
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Q.  Why did the company update its portfolio-development studies using only the low 174 

natural gas, zero CO2 and medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy 175 

assumptions? 176 

A.  As described in my supplemental direct testimony, the company originally produced 177 

least-cost bid portfolios for all nine price-policy scenarios. That analysis identified a 178 

bid portfolio that included the original final shortlist of projects plus an additional bid. 179 

The additional bid was included in the bid portfolio only in the medium natural gas, 180 

high CO2 price-policy scenario and in the three price-policy scenarios that assume high 181 

natural gas price assumptions. The bid portfolio with the incremental bid did not 182 

generate favorable net benefits for customers relative to the portfolio containing the 183 

original final shortlist of projects when applying low natural gas price-policy 184 

assumptions or when applying price-policy assumptions paring medium natural gas 185 

prices with zero or medium CO2 prices. Based on these results, the company evaluated 186 

bid selections assuming base case (medium natural gas, medium CO2 price) and worst 187 

case (low natural gas, zero CO2) price-policy assumptions. 188 

Q.  Did the company update any bid-cost assumptions when developing its updated 189 

portfolio-development studies? 190 

A.  Yes. The company updated bid-cost assumptions to align interconnection network 191 

upgrade costs with those identified in the SISs posted on PacifiCorp’s OASIS. The 192 

company also updated sales-tax estimates for all bids submitted by  193 

-replacing the company’s sales-tax estimates assumed when establishing 194 

the original final shortlist with sales-tax costs supplied by the bidder. 195 
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Q.  What bids were selected by the SO model in the updated portfolio-development 196 

studies? 197 

A.  The SO model selected the same four bids, included in the company’s updated final 198 

shortlist as summarized in Table 1-SS, in the low natural gas, zero CO2 and the medium 199 

natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenarios. 200 

Q. Did the company update its economic analysis to account for the updated final 201 

shortlist? 202 

A. Yes. The economic analysis among all nine price-policy scenarios was refreshed to 203 

reflect those bids selected in the updated 2017R RFP final shortlist. This analysis was 204 

updated using the SO model and the Planning and Risk model (“PaR”). I describe the 205 

company’s updated economic analysis later in my testimony. 206 

Q. Did the company inform the Utah and Oregon IEs of changes to the 2017R RFP 207 

final shortlist resulting from the interconnection-restudy process described 208 

above? 209 

A. Yes. On January 19, 2018, the company discussed the potential impacts of the 210 

interconnection-restudy process with the Utah and Oregon IEs. Specifically, the 211 

company explained that, although no definitive determinations could be made until 212 

restudy process was completed, certain bids with a relatively high interconnection-213 

queue position located in eastern Wyoming, including the company’s McFadden Ridge 214 

II benchmark, may not be viable. On February 12, 2018, after the interconnection-215 

restudy process and bid-selection analysis was completed, the company submitted its 216 

updated final shortlist recommendation to the Utah and Oregon IEs. 217 
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Q. Did the Utah and Oregon IEs request any additional sensitivity studies as the 218 

company was finalizing its updated final shortlist recommendation? 219 

A. Yes. The Utah and Oregon IEs requested a sensitivity to assess how projected net 220 

benefits from the updated final shortlist would be affected if  221 

 222 

The Utah and Oregon IEs requested that this sensitivity be developed using the SO 223 

model with medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenario assumptions. 224 

Q. What were the findings from this IE sensitivity? 225 

A. The present-value revenue requirement differential (“PVRR(d)”) based on SO model 226 

results through 2036 under the IE sensitivity showed a $25 million reduction in net 227 

customer benefits if  228 

. The IE sensitivity also showed customer 229 

costs would increase over both the near term and long term if  230 

. 231 

Q. Did the company change its updated 2017R RFP final shortlist based on the IE 232 

sensitivity? 233 

A. No. 234 

Q. Does the Utah IE report on the 2017R RFP final shortlist, dated February 15, 235 

2018, support the final shortlist? 236 

A.  Yes. The IE concluded that the Company conducted the 2017R RFP in a consistent and 237 

fair manner and agreed that the Company’s final shortlist was reasonable. 238 
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UPDATED ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 239 

Q.  Did the Company refresh any other assumptions not already identified above in 240 

the updated final shortlist economic analysis? 241 

A.  No. 242 

Q.  Did the company continue to apply production tax credit (“PTC”) benefits 243 

applicable to BTAs and benchmark-EPC bids on a nominal basis in its system 244 

modeling using the SO model and PaR configured to forecast system costs through 245 

2036? 246 

A.  Yes. As described in my supplemental direct testimony, this approach better reflects 247 

how the federal PTC benefits for these bids will flow through to customers and aligns 248 

the treatment of federal PTC benefits in the system modeling results extending out 249 

through 2036 with the nominal revenue requirement results extending out through 250 

2050. It also ensures the 2017R RFP bid selections from the SO model more accurately 251 

reflect the difference in how BTA and benchmark-EPC bids are expected to impact 252 

customer rates. 253 

Q.  Did the company continue to apply revenue requirement associated with capital 254 

costs on a levelized basis in its system modeling using the SO model and PaR 255 

configured to forecast system costs through 2036? 256 

A.  Yes. As discussed in my supplemental direct testimony, when setting rates, revenue 257 

requirement from capital costs is depreciated over the book life of the asset, effectively 258 

spreading the cost of capital investments over the life of the asset. Because revenue 259 

requirement from capital projects is spread over the life of the asset in rates, these costs 260 

continue to be treated as a levelized cost in the SO model and PaR simulations. 261 
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Q.  Did the company update its revenue-requirement modeling among different price-262 

policy scenarios to reflect the updated final shortlist and modeling updates 263 

described above? 264 

A.  Yes. Using the same annual revenue-requirement modeling methodology described in 265 

my direct and supplemental direct testimony, the company updated its forecast of the 266 

change in nominal annual revenue requirement due to the Combined Projects. As was 267 

done in the economic analysis summarized in my direct and supplemental direct 268 

testimony, revenue requirement from capital associated with the Combined Projects is 269 

treated as a nominal cost when the results are extrapolated out through 2050. 270 

UPDATED SYSTEM MODELING PRICE-POLICY RESULTS 271 

Q.  Please summarize the updated PVRR(d) results calculated from the SO model and 272 

PaR through 2036. 273 

A.  Table 2-SS summarizes the updated PVRR(d) results for each price-policy scenario 274 

alongside the same results summarized in my supplemental direct testimony. The 275 

PVRR(d) between cases with and without the Combined Projects, reflecting the 276 

updated final shortlist from the 2017R RFP, are shown for the SO model and for PaR, 277 

which was used to calculate both the stochastic-mean PVRR(d) and the risk-adjusted 278 

PVRR(d). The data used to calculate the updated PVRR(d) results shown in the table 279 

are provided as Exhibit RMP___(RTL-2SS). 280 
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 Table 2-SS Updated SO Model and PaR PVRR(d) 281 
(Benefit)/Cost of the Combined Projects ($ million) 

Price-Policy Scenario 

Second Supplemental Direct 

(Updated Final Shortlist) 

Supplemental Direct 

(Original Final Shortlist) 

SO Model 
PVRR(d) 

PaR 
Stochastic 

Mean 
PVRR(d) 

PaR Risk-
Adjusted 
PVRR(d) 

SO Model 
PVRR(d) 

PaR 
Stochastic 

Mean 
PVRR(d) 

PaR Risk-
Adjusted 
PVRR(d) 

Low Gas, Zero CO2 ($185) ($126) ($132) ($145) ($104) ($109) 

Low Gas, Medium CO2 ($208) ($155) ($164) ($186) ($124) ($131) 

Low Gas, High CO2 ($370) ($313) ($331) ($297) ($258) ($272) 

Medium Gas, Zero CO2 ($377) ($295) ($310) ($306) ($246) ($258) 

Medium Gas, Medium CO2 ($405) ($333) ($362) ($343) ($311) ($327) 

Medium Gas, High CO2 ($489) $(424) ($445) ($430) ($388) ($406) 

High Gas, Zero CO2 ($699) ($545) ($572) ($619) ($509) ($535) 

High Gas, Medium CO2 ($716) ($579) ($609) ($636) ($539) ($567) 

High Gas, High CO2 ($781) ($671) ($705) ($696) ($605) ($636) 

Over a 20-year period, the Combined Projects reduce customer costs in all nine 282 

price-policy scenarios. This outcome is consistent in both the SO model and PaR 283 

results. Under the central price-policy scenario, when applying medium natural gas, 284 

medium CO2 price-policy assumptions, the PVRR(d) net benefits range between $333 285 

million (up from $311 million), when derived from PaR stochastic-mean results, and 286 

$405 million (up from $343 million), when derived from SO model results. Net benefits 287 

increase relative to those shown in my supplemental direct testimony. This is driven by 288 

the increased interconnection capacity associated with the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline 289 

transmission line, which enables selection of the Ekola Flats benchmark resource. 290 

Without this update, there was not sufficient interconnection capacity to accommodate 291 

the Ekola Flats benchmark with the TB Flats I & II and Cedar Springs bids. 292 
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Q.  Did you update the potential upside to these PVRR(d) results associated with 293 

renewable energy credit (“REC”) revenues? 294 

A.  Yes. Consistent with my direct and supplemental direct testimony, the PVRR(d) results 295 

presented in Table 2-SS do not reflect the potential value of RECs generated by the 296 

incremental energy output from the updated final shortlist projects. Accounting for the 297 

performance estimates from the updated final shortlist projects, customer benefits for 298 

all price-policy scenarios would improve by approximately $34 million (up from $31 299 

million in my supplemental direct analysis) for every dollar assigned to the incremental 300 

RECs that will be generated from the winning bids through 2036. Quantifying the 301 

potential upside associated with incremental REC revenues is simply intended to 302 

communicate that the net benefits from the winning bids could improve if the 303 

incremental RECs can be monetized in the market. 304 

Q.  Did you update the potential upside to these PVRR(d) results associated with 305 

reduced operations & maintenance (“O&M”) costs? 306 

A.  Yes. Consistent with my supplemental direct testimony, projects with large wind 307 

turbines are expected to require less O&M costs because there are fewer turbines on a 308 

given site. The default O&M assumptions applied to BTA and benchmark-EPC bids in 309 

the updated economic analysis are based on the company’s experience in operating and 310 

maintaining the existing fleet of owned-wind facilities, and do not reflect expected cost 311 

savings associated with operating and maintaining wind facilities proposing to use 312 

larger wind turbines. Three of the winning bids--Invenergy Wind Development's Uinta 313 

project, the company’s TB Flats I & II project, and the company’s Ekola Flats project-314 

-will use larger equipment for a portion of the wind turbines at each facility. If the O&M 315 
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cost elements applicable to the larger-turbine equipment are reduced by 42 percent, 316 

which is equivalent to an approximately 18-percent reduction in total O&M costs, 317 

beyond the proposed O&M agreement period, customer benefits calculated through 318 

2036 for all price-policy scenarios would improve by approximately $19 million (up 319 

from $13 million in my supplemental direct testimony). 320 

Q.  Is there additional upside to the net benefits shown in Table 2-SS? 321 

A. Yes. The CO2 price assumptions used in the updated economic analysis were 322 

inadvertently modeled in 2012 real dollars instead of nominal dollars. Consequently, 323 

the PVRR(d) net benefits in the six price-policy scenarios that use medium and high 324 

CO2 price assumptions are conservative. 325 

UPDATED REVENUE-REQUIREMENT MODELING PRICE-POLICY RESULTS 326 

Q.  Please summarize the updated PVRR(d) results calculated from the change in 327 

annual revenue requirement through 2050. 328 

A.  Table 3-SS summarizes the updated PVRR(d) results for each price-policy scenario 329 

calculated off of the change in annual nominal revenue requirement through 2050 330 

alongside the same results summarized in my supplemental direct testimony. The 331 

annual data over the period 2017 through 2050 that was used to calculate the updated 332 

PVRR(d) results shown in the table are provided as Exhibit RMP__(RTL-3SS). 333 
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Table 3-SS. Updated Nominal Revenue Requirement PVRR(d) 334 
(Benefit)/Cost of the Combined Projects ($ million) 

Price-Policy Scenario 

Second 
Supplemental 

Direct 
(Updated Final 

Shortlist) 

Supplemental Direct 
(Original Final 

Shortlist) 

Low Gas, Zero CO2 $155 $169 

Low Gas, Medium CO2 $98 $133 

Low Gas, High CO2 ($176) ($105) 

Medium Gas, Zero CO2 ($121) ($60) 

Medium Gas, Medium CO2 ($196) ($177) 

Medium Gas, High CO2 ($333) ($301) 

High Gas, Zero CO2 ($477) ($437) 

High Gas, Medium CO2 ($528) ($479) 

High Gas, High CO2 ($664) ($585) 

When system costs and benefits from the Combined Projects are extended out 335 

through 2050, covering the full depreciable life of the owned-wind projects included in 336 

the updated 2017R RFP final shortlist, the Combined Projects reduce customer costs in 337 

seven out of nine price-policy scenarios. Customer net benefits range from $121 million 338 

in the medium natural-gas, zero CO2 price-policy scenario (up from $60 million) to 339 

$664 million in the high natural gas, high CO2 price-policy scenario (up from $585 340 

million). Under the central price-policy scenario, when applying medium natural gas, 341 

medium CO2 price-policy assumptions, the PVRR(d) benefits of the Combined 342 

Projects are $196 million (up from $177 million). The Combined Projects provide 343 

significant customer benefits in all price-policy scenarios, and the net benefits are 344 

unfavorable only when low natural-gas prices are paired with zero or medium CO2 345 

prices. These results continue to show that upside benefits far outweigh downside risks. 346 
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As is the case with the system-modeling results, net benefits increase relative 347 

to those shown in my supplemental direct testimony. As stated earlier, this is driven by 348 

the increased interconnection capacity associated with the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline 349 

transmission line, which enables selection of the Ekola Flats benchmark resource. 350 

Without this update, there was not sufficient interconnection capacity to accommodate 351 

the Ekola Flats benchmark with the TB Flats I & II and Cedar Springs bids. 352 

Q. Is there additional potential upside to these PVRR(d) results associated with REC 353 

revenues? 354 

A. Yes. Consistent with my direct and supplemental direct testimony, the PVRR(d) results 355 

presented in Table 3-SS do not reflect the potential value of RECs generated by the 356 

incremental energy output from the Wind Projects. Accounting for the performance 357 

estimates from the updated final shortlist projects, customer benefits for all price-policy 358 

scenarios would improve by approximately $43 million (up from $39 million in my 359 

supplemental direct analysis) for every dollar assigned to the incremental RECs that 360 

will be generated from the winning bids through 2050. 361 

Q. Is there additional potential upside to these PVRR(d) results associated with 362 

reduced O&M costs? 363 

A. Yes. As discussed above, the company anticipates O&M costs for those projects that 364 

will install larger-turbine equipment to be lower than what has been reflected in the 365 

updated economic analysis. Accounting for these cost savings, customer benefits for 366 

all price-policy scenarios would improve by approximately $31 million (up from $22 367 

million in my supplemental direct testimony) when calculated from projected operating 368 

costs through 2050. 369 
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Q. Is there additional potential upside to these PVRR(d) results shown in Table 3-SS? 370 

A. Yes. As noted earlier, the updated CO2 price assumptions used in the updated economic 371 

analysis were inadvertently modeled in 2012 real dollars instead of nominal dollars. 372 

Consequently, the PVRR(d) net benefits in the six price-policy scenarios that use 373 

medium and high CO2 price assumptions are conservative. 374 

Q.  Please describe the change in annual nominal revenue requirement from the 375 

Combined Projects. 376 

A.  Figure 1-SS shows the updated change in nominal revenue requirement due to the 377 

Combined Projects for the medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenario on 378 

a total-system basis. These results are shown alongside the same results from the 379 

economic analysis summarized in my supplemental direct testimony. The change in 380 

nominal revenue requirement shown in the figure reflects updated costs, including 381 

capital revenue requirement (i.e., depreciation, return, income taxes, and property 382 

taxes), O&M expenses, the Wyoming wind-production tax, and PTCs. The project costs 383 

are netted against updated system impacts from the Combined Projects, reflecting the 384 

change in NPC, emissions, non-NPC variable costs, and system fixed costs that are 385 

affected by, but not directly associated with, the Combined Projects. 386 
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Figure 1-SS Updated Total-System Annual Revenue Requirement 387 
With the Combined Projects (Benefit)/Cost ($ million) 

 

The data shown in this figure for the updated economic analysis have the same 388 

basic profile as the data from the economic analysis summarized in my supplemental 389 

direct testimony. Despite a reduction in PTC benefits associated with changes in federal 390 

tax law, the reduced costs from winning bids from the 2017R RFP continue to generate 391 

substantial near-term customer benefits and continue to contribute to customer benefits 392 

over the long term. The Combined Projects produce net benefits in 23 years out of the 393 

30 years that the proposed owned-wind resources selected to the 2017R RFP final 394 

shortlist are assumed to operate. 395 

As noted in my supplemental direct testimony, the year-on-year reduction in net 396 

benefits from 2036 to 2037 is driven by the company’s conservative approach to 397 

extrapolate benefits from 2037 through 2050 based on modeled results from the 2028-398 

through-2036 time frame. This leads to an abrupt reduction in the benefits in 2037, and 399 

a subsequent year-on-year reduction to net benefits, which breaks from the trend 400 

observed in the model results over the 2035-to-2036 time frame. This extrapolation 401 
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methodology is conservative because it results in project benefits not matching the 402 

levels observed in the model results for 2036 until 2047. 403 

SOLAR SENSITIVITY 404 

Q.  Did the company update its solar sensitivity analysis? 405 

A.  Yes. The solar sensitivity analysis was updated to reflect the updated final shortlist from 406 

the 2017R RFP and to reflect best-and-final pricing supplied by bidders participating 407 

in the 2017S RFP on February 1, 2018. 408 

Q.  Please describe the sensitivity studies that analyzed the impact of the solar bids 409 

received in the 2017S RFP on the economics of the Combined Projects. 410 

A.  Consistent with the methodology summarized in my supplemental direct testimony, the 411 

company’s solar sensitivity analysis used the SO model and PaR simulations to 412 

determine the PVRR(d) based on two model runs--one with solar PPA bids and the 413 

Combined Projects and one with solar PPA bids but without the Combined Projects. 414 

Q. What were the results of the solar sensitivity where solar PPA bids are assumed to 415 

be pursued in lieu of the Combined Projects? 416 

A. Table 4-SS summarizes PVRR(d) results for the solar sensitivity where solar PPA bids 417 

are assumed to be pursued without any investments in the Combined Projects. This 418 

sensitivity was developed using SO model and PaR simulations through 2036 for the 419 

medium natural gas, medium CO2 and the low natural gas, zero CO2 price-policy 420 

scenarios. The results are shown alongside the benchmark study in which the Combined 421 

Projects were evaluated without solar PPA bids. 422 



 

Page 22 – Second Supplemental Direct Testimony of Rick T. Link  

Table 4-SS Updated Solar Sensitivity with Solar PPAs Included 423 
in lieu of the Combined Projects (Benefit)/Cost ($ million) 

 Sensitivity Benchmark Change in 

Medium Gas, Medium CO2 
SO Model ($343) ($405) $61 
PaR Stochastic Mean ($206) ($333) $127 
PaR Risk Adjusted ($216) ($362) $146 
Low Gas, Zero CO2 
SO Model ($196) ($185) ($11)
PaR Stochastic Mean ($123) ($126) $3 
PaR Risk Adjusted ($130) ($132) $3 

In this sensitivity, the SO model selects 1,122 MW of solar PPA bids in the low 424 

natural gas, zero CO2 price-policy scenario and 1,419 MW of solar PPA bids in the 425 

medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenario. All of the selected solar PPA 426 

bids are for projects located in Utah. 427 

In the medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenario, a portfolio with 428 

the Combined Projects delivers greater customer benefits relative to a portfolio that 429 

adds solar PPA bids without the Combined Projects. Customer benefits are greater 430 

when the resource portfolio includes the Combined Projects without solar PPA bids by 431 

$146 million in the medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenario based on 432 

the risk-adjusted PaR results. In the low natural gas, zero CO2 price-policy scenario, 433 

the portfolio with the Combined Projects delivers slightly greater customer benefits 434 

relative to a portfolio that adds solar PPA bids without the Combined Projects when 435 

modeled in PaR, and slightly lower customer benefits when analyzed with the SO 436 

model. The decrease in net benefits in the solar PPA portfolio is $3 million based on 437 

the risk-adjusted PaR results. 438 

When analyzed without the Combined Projects, the solar PPA bids produce net 439 

customer benefits that are lower than the benefits expected from the Combined Projects 440 
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in the medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenario. While the sensitivity 441 

with a portfolio containing solar PPAs without the Combined Projects produces 442 

PVRR(d) results that are similar to the PVRR(d) results with only the Combined 443 

Projects in the low natural-gas, zero CO2 price-policy scenario, both portfolios deliver 444 

customer benefits. This sensitivity does not support an alternative resource 445 

procurement strategy to pursue solar PPA bids in lieu of the Combined Projects. This 446 

would leave the significant benefits from the Combined Projects, which include 447 

building a much-needed transmission line, on the table. 448 

Q. What were the results of the solar sensitivity where solar PPA bids are pursued 449 

with the Combined Projects? 450 

A. Table 5-SS summarizes PVRR(d) results for the solar sensitivity where solar PPA bids 451 

are assumed to be pursued along with the proposed investments in the Combined 452 

Projects. This sensitivity was developed using SO model and PaR simulations through 453 

2036 for the medium natural gas, medium CO2 and the low natural gas, zero CO2 price-454 

policy scenarios. The results are shown alongside the benchmark study in which the 455 

Combined Projects were evaluated without solar PPA bids. 456 

Table 5-SS Updated Solar Sensitivity with Solar PPAs Included 457 
With the Combined Projects (Benefit)/Cost ($ million) 

 Sensitivity Benchmark Change in 

Medium Gas, Medium CO2 
SO Model ($647) ($405) ($242)
PaR Stochastic Mean ($455) ($333) ($122)
PaR Risk Adjusted ($479) ($362) ($116)
Low Gas, Zero CO2 
SO Model ($312) ($185) ($127)
PaR Stochastic Mean ($197) ($126) ($71)
PaR Risk Adjusted ($206) ($132) ($74)
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In this sensitivity, the SO model continues to choose the winning bids included 458 

in the updated 2017R RFP final shortlist as part of the least-cost bid portfolio. In 459 

addition to these wind resource selections, the SO model selects 1,042 MW of solar 460 

PPA bids in the low natural gas, zero CO2 price-policy scenario and 1,419 MW of solar 461 

PPA bids in the medium natural gas, medium CO2 price-policy scenario. Again, all of 462 

the selected solar PPA bids are for projects located in Utah. 463 

When the solar PPAs are assumed to be pursued in addition to the Combined 464 

Projects, total net customer benefits increase. This result is consistent with the 465 

company’s expectation expressed during the 2017R RFP approval process in Docket 466 

No. 17-035-23 that cost-effective solar opportunities would not displace the Combined 467 

Projects, but would only potentially add to incremental resource procurement 468 

opportunities that might provide net customer benefits. Importantly, this sensitivity 469 

produces net benefits that are greater than the net benefits from the Combined Projects 470 

without the solar PPAs. This confirms that near-term renewable procurement is not a 471 

matter of whether the company should pursue the Combined Projects or the solar PPAs, 472 

but whether the company should consider both opportunities. At this time, it is clear 473 

that the Combined Projects provide significant net benefits, and that these benefits are 474 

not eliminated if the company were to also pursue solar PPA bids through the 2017S 475 

RFP. 476 

WIND-REPOWERING SENSITIVITY 477 

Q.  Has the company updated its sensitivity analysis related to the wind repowering 478 

project? 479 

A.  Yes. The wind repowering sensitivity was updated to reflect the updated final shortlist 480 
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and to reflect the most recent cost-and performance estimates for the wind repowering 481 

project as described in my supplemental direct testimony filed in Docket No. 17-035-482 

39. 483 

Q. What were the results of the updated wind-repowering sensitivity? 484 

A. Table 6-SS summarizes PVRR(d) results for this wind-repowering sensitivity. This 485 

sensitivity was developed using SO model and PaR simulations through 2036 for the 486 

medium natural-gas, medium CO2 and the low natural-gas, zero CO2 price-policy 487 

scenarios. The results are shown alongside the benchmark study in which the Combined 488 

Projects were evaluated without wind repowering. 489 

Table 6-SS Wind-Repowering 490 
Sensitivity (Benefit)/Cost ($ million) 

 Sensitivity Benchmark Change in 

Medium Gas, Medium CO2 
SO Model ($608) ($405) ($204) 

PaR Stochastic Mean ($517) ($333) ($184) 

PaR Risk Adjusted ($543) ($362) ($181) 

Low Gas, Zero CO2 
SO Model ($334) ($185) ($149) 

PaR Stochastic Mean ($257) ($126) ($131) 

PaR Risk Adjusted ($271) ($132) ($138) 

In the updated wind-repowering sensitivity, customer benefits increase 491 

significantly when the wind repowering project is implemented with the Combined 492 

Projects in both the medium natural-gas, medium CO2, and the low natural-gas, zero 493 

CO2 price-policy scenarios. These results continue to demonstrate that customer 494 

benefits not only persist, but also increase, if both the wind-repowering project and the 495 

Combined Projects are completed. 496 
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TURBINE-EQUIPMENT SENSITIVITY 497 

Q.  Did the company perform any other additional sensitivity analysis to support 498 

selection of bids to the updated 2017R RFP final shortlist? 499 

A.  Yes. The company produced an SO model sensitivity to analyze the PVRR(d) impact 500 

of  501 

. 502 

Q.  Why did the company develop this sensitivity? 503 

A.  Technical discussions and preliminary modeling of  in the 504 

interconnection-restudy process raised concerns that a synchronous condenser or other 505 

electrical compensation equipment might be required at the Aeolus substation if the 506 

 to address 507 

system performance in a low stiffness-factor environment. Considering that  508 

 509 

 510 

, the company produced this sensitivity to estimate the incremental 511 

amount of network upgrade costs that would  512 

. 513 

Q. What were the results of this turbine-equipment sensitivity? 514 

A. Table 7-SS summarizes PVRR(d) results for the turbine-equipment sensitivity. This 515 

sensitivity was developed using the SO model through 2036 for the medium natural-516 

gas, medium CO2 and the low natural-gas, zero CO2 price-policy scenarios. The results 517 

are shown alongside the benchmark study in which the Combined Projects were 518 

evaluated with the updated final shortlist of bids. 519 
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Table 7-SS Turbine-Equipment 520 
Sensitivity (Benefit)/Cost ($ million) 

 Sensitivity Benchmark Change in 

Medium Gas, Medium CO2 ($381) ($405) $24 

Low Gas, Zero CO2 ($143) ($185) $42 

Considering that the SO model uses levelized capital costs, the reduction in 521 

PVRR(d) net benefits in this sensitivity would require at least  522 

 in incremental in-service transmission upgrade costs attributable to  523 

 524 

. 525 

The company does not anticipate that incremental in-service transmission costs 526 

would exceed  should a synchronous condenser or other electrical 527 

compensation equipment be required. Moreover,  528 

 529 

 Based on these findings  530 

, PacifiCorp did not  531 

. 532 

COMPLIANCE WITH UTAH ADMIN. CODE RULE R746-430-2 533 

Q.  Does your testimony and exhibits include the information required for an 534 

application for approval of the significant energy resource decision to acquire the 535 

Wind Projects? 536 

A.  Yes. It is my understanding Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(a)-(h) sets forth 537 

the filing requirements for a request for approval of a significant energy resource 538 
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decision. My testimony and exhibits address the requirements in Utah Admin. Code 539 

Rule R746-430-2(1)(a), (b), (c) and (d). 540 

Q. Has the company provided “[i]nformation to demonstrate that the utility has 541 

complied with the requirements of the Energy Resource Procurement Act and 542 

Commission rules,” as required by Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(a)? 543 

A. Yes. As relevant to my testimony, the 2017R RFP was approved by the Commission 544 

and executed consistent with the requirements of Part 2 of the Energy Resource 545 

Procurement Act (“Act”) and consistent with the Commission’s rules implementing 546 

that section of the Act. Attached to my testimony as Exhibit RMP___(RTL-4SS) is my 547 

affidavit attesting that the 2017R RFP complied with the requirements of the Act. 548 

Q. Has the Company provided “[i]nformation to demonstrate whether the approval 549 

of the selected Significant Energy Resource is in the public interest,” as required 550 

by Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(b)? 551 

A. Yes. My direct, supplemental direct and rebuttal, and second supplemental direct 552 

testimony demonstrate that the procurement of the Wind Projects is expected to provide 553 

substantial customer benefits and is the least-cost, least-risk resource choice to serve 554 

Utah customers. In addition, Mr. Teply’s and Mr. Vail’s testimony demonstrates how 555 

the company will reasonably manage the risks associated with the procurement of the 556 

Wind Projects and the steps that are being taken to ensure that the Wind Projects are 557 

online by the end of 2020 and therefore fully eligible to qualify for federal PTCs. 558 

Q. Please describe the filing requirements set forth in Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-559 

430-2(1)(c), which addresses the solicitation process. 560 

A. Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(c) requires the company to provide the 561 
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following: 562 

Information regarding the solicitation process, if the Significant 563 
Energy Resource was solicited through a solicitation process, 564 
including, but not limited to: 565 
(i)  Summaries of all bids received; 566 
(ii) Summaries of the Affected Utility's rankings and evaluations 567 
of bids; 568 
(iii) Copies of all reports relating to the solicitation process made 569 
by an independent evaluator who may have been involved with 570 
the solicitation process; 571 
(iv) A copy of the complete Commission approved Solicitation 572 
with appendices, attachments and drafts, if applicable; and 573 
(v)  A signed acknowledgment from a utility officer involved in 574 
the solicitation that to the best of his or her knowledge, the utility 575 
fully observed and complied with the requirements of the 576 
Commission's rules or statutes applicable to the solicitation 577 
process 578 
. 

Q. Has the company provided summaries of all bids received, as required by Utah 579 

Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(c)(i)? 580 

A. Yes. Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-5SS) summarizes the bids that were received 581 

and reviewed as part of the 2017R RFP. The Utah IE’s monthly reports, which are 582 

attached as Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-6SS), also include a summary 583 

of all of the bids that were included on the 2017R RFP initial shortlist. The non-584 

conforming bids that were received and rejected are described in Highly Confidential 585 

Exhibit RMP___(RTL-7SS). 586 

Q. Has the company provided summaries of its rankings and evaluations of bids, as 587 

required by Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(c)(ii)? 588 

A. Yes. Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-8SS) provides a summary of the 589 

company’s rankings and evaluation of bids. In addition, my supplemental direct and 590 

rebuttal testimony, filed January 16, 2018, and my testimony above describes how the 591 
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company evaluated bids using the SO model and PaR to identify the final-shortlist 592 

projects. 593 

Q. Has the company provided the reports prepared by the Utah IE, as required by 594 

Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(c)(iii)? 595 

A. Yes, the Company has provided all Utah IE reports received to date. Specifically, 596 

Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-6SS) provides copies of all the monthly 597 

status reports prepared by the IE. The exhibit also includes the Utah IE’s final report 598 

on the assessment of the Company’s benchmark resources (i.e., TB Flats I and II, Ekola 599 

Flats, and McFadden Ridge II), which was prepared by the IE on November 2, 2017, 600 

and the Utah IE’s report on the 2017R RFP final shortlist, which was prepared by the 601 

IE on February 15, 2018. 602 

Q. What were the Utah IE’s conclusions related to the benchmark resources? 603 

A. The IE found that the company “developed detailed cost information about the 604 

benchmark resources and provided their proposals along with the background 605 

information and spreadsheets detailing the cost by line item to the IEs for review and 606 

assessment of the benchmark resources.” 607 

  The IE concluded that the “benchmark proposals contain all the information 608 

required of other bidders and will be evaluated consistent with the methodology used 609 

to evaluate all bids submitted.”  According to the IE, the “level and detail of information 610 

provided by [the Company] is very thorough and exceeds industry standards for 611 

benchmark resources at this stage in the process.”  (emphasis added). 612 

  Regarding the cost estimates for the benchmark resources, the IE concluded 613 

that, “[o]verall, we feel that the capital costs are reasonable for the benchmark resources 614 
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but if there is any deviation from the average we feel it would be on the low side of the 615 

cost spectrum.”  Similarly, the IE concluded that the O&M costs are reasonable. 616 

  Overall, the IE concluded that the company’s treatment of benchmark resources 617 

in the 2017R RFP conformed to the requirements of Utah Admin. Rule R746-420 and 618 

that the “review, assessment and scoring of the benchmark resources was conducted in 619 

a fair and equitable manner with no outward perception of bias.” 620 

Q. What were the Utah IE’s conclusions related to the 2017R RFP final shortlist?  621 

A.  As noted above, the IE agreed with the Company’s final shortlist and specifically 622 

concluded the following: 623 

 The response to the 2017R RFP was robust—the capacity bid into the 624 

RFP was more than five times the capacity requested, and bidders 625 

offered a variety of commercial structures; 626 

 The Company’s modeling demonstrates that pursuit of the Wind 627 

Projects should result in significant customer benefits, particularly in 628 

the near-term as PTC benefits flow through rates;  629 

 The Company used a consistent evaluation process and treated all 630 

proposals equally;  631 

 The final revised evaluation and shortlist is reasonable;  632 

 The Company made a compelling case that it reasonably accounted for 633 

the interconnection queue position of project bids and eliminated 634 

projects with bid positions higher than Q0712.1  635 

                                                           
1 While the details of the IE’s report, particularly the summaries of bid information, is designated highly 
confidential, the IE’s conclusions are non-confidential. 
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Q. Does Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-6SS) include the IE’s final 636 

report? 637 

A. No. The company has not received a copy of the IE’s final report. But once the report 638 

is completed, the company will ensure that it is promptly filed with the commission, 639 

either by the Utah IE, or by the company. My understanding is that this approach was 640 

used in Docket No. 10-035-126 when the company requested approval of the 641 

significant energy resource decision to acquire the Lakeside 2 facility. In that case, the 642 

company filed its application on December 21, 2010, and the IE filed its final report on 643 

January 25, 2011. Despite this delay, the commission issued its final order on April 20, 644 

2011-120 days after the company filed its application. 645 

Q. Has the company included any reports filed by the IE appointed by the Public 646 

Utility Commission of Oregon (Oregon Commission)? 647 

A. Yes. The Oregon Commission appointed Bates White, LLC as its IE. At this time, the 648 

Oregon IE has provided an assessment of the final draft RFP and a letter confirming its 649 

agreement with changes made to the final 2017R RFP, which are provided as Exhibit 650 

RMP___(RTL-9SS). The Oregon IE will file its closing report with the Oregon 651 

Commission on February 16, 2017. The company will file the Oregon IE's closing 652 

report with the Utah Commission once it is available. 653 

Q. Has the company provided a copy of the complete Commission-approved 2017R 654 

RFP, with appendices, attachments, and drafts, as required by Utah Admin. Code 655 

Rule R746-430-2(1)(c)(iv)? 656 

A. Yes. Due to its voluminous nature, the company has included the main body of the RFP 657 

document as Exhibit RMP___(RTL-10SS). The appendices and exhibits to the 2017R 658 
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RFP main document are being provided electronically as Exhibit RMP___(RTL-11SS). 659 

Q. Is the 2017R RFP publicly available? 660 

A. Yes. The 2017R RFP, along with all appendices and exhibits, has been available on the 661 

Company’s website (http://www.pacificorp.com/sup/rfps/2017-rfp.html) since it was 662 

issued. In addition, although it is not the subject of this case, the 2017S RFP and all 663 

appendices are also publicly available on the Company’s website 664 

(http://www.pacificorp.com/sup/rfps/2017S-RFP.html). 665 

Q. Has the company provided a signed acknowledgment from a utility officer 666 

involved in the solicitation that to the best of his or her knowledge, the utility fully 667 

observed and complied with the requirements of the Commission’s rules or 668 

statutes applicable to the solicitation process, as required by Utah Admin. Code 669 

Rule R746-430-2(1)(c)(v)? 670 

A. Yes. The signed acknowledgment is attached as Exhibit RMP___(RTL4SS). It is my 671 

understanding that the Commission's final order approving the 2017R RFP, issued in 672 

Docket No. 17-035-23, has been appealed. My understanding, however, is that the 673 

Commission's order approving the 2017R RFP was not stayed pending the appeal and 674 

therefore remains in effect. 675 

Q. Has the company provided “all information, data, models and analyses used by 676 

the [Company] . . . to evaluate and rank bids and the selected resource,” as 677 

required by Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(d)? 678 

A. Yes. My direct testimony, supplemental direct and rebuttal testimony, and second 679 

supplemental direct testimony, along with the exhibits accompanying each, describe in 680 

detail how the company analyzed bids using the SO model and PaR. Section 6 of the 681 
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2017R RFP, included in Exhibit RMP___(RTL10SS), also describes the company’s 682 

bid-evaluation methodology. And the company’s third-party capacity factor review 683 

study, which includes additional review of the Uinta project that was not included in 684 

Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-2SD), is provided as Confidential Exhibit 685 

RMP___(RTL-12SS). In addition, the company has included the following 686 

information, data, models and analyses used to evaluate and rank bids and the selected 687 

resources: 688 

•  Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-13SS) includes electronic 689 

copies of all screening models used to establish price scores for the 2017R 690 

RFP initial shortlist.  691 

•  Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-14SS) includes electronic files used to 692 

establish non-price scores for the 2017R RFP initial shortlist.  693 

•  Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-15SS) includes electronic 694 

copies of all screening models used to process best-and-final pricing 695 

reflecting changes in tax law. 696 

•  Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-16SS) includes electronic 697 

copies of all screening models used to add sales tax costs to certain bids as 698 

described in my supplemental direct testimony. 699 

•  Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-17SS) includes electronic 700 

copies of all screening models used to capture updated interconnection 701 

network upgrade costs and sales tax costs for certain bids as described 702 

earlier in my second supplemental direct testimony. 703 



 

Page 35 – Second Supplemental Direct Testimony of Rick T. Link  

•  Highly Confidential Exhibit RMP___(RTL-18SS) includes final shortlist 704 

recommendations delivered to the Utah and Oregon IEs. 705 

COMPLIANCE WITH UTAH ADMIN. CODE RULE R746-440-1 706 

Q.  Does your testimony and exhibits contain the information that must be included 707 

with a voluntary request for approval of a resource decision to construct the 708 

Transmission Projects? 709 

A.  Yes. It is my understanding Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-440-1(1) sets forth the filing 710 

requirements for a voluntary request for approval of a resource decision. My testimony 711 

and exhibits address the requirements in Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-440-1(1)(e) and 712 

(f). 713 

Q. Has the Company provided “[d]escriptions and comparisons of other resources or 714 

alternatives evaluated or considered by the [Company], in lieu of the proposed 715 

Resource decision,” as required by Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-440-1(e)? 716 

A. Yes. My direct, supplemental direct and rebuttal, and second supplemental direct 717 

testimony, provide the information required by Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-440-1(e). 718 

Specifically, my direct testimony describes how the 2017 IRP selected new wind 719 

resources and transmission as part of the least-cost, least-risk resource portfolio to serve 720 

customers (Link Direct, lines 96-364). My supplemental direct and rebuttal testimony 721 

and second supplemental direct testimony further describe how the Company used the 722 

SO model and PaR to evaluate potential resource alternatives to the Combined Projects 723 

and demonstrate that the Combined Projects remain least-cost, least-risk resources. 724 
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Q. Has the Company provided “[s]ufficient data, information, spreadsheets, and 725 

models to permit an analysis and verification of the conclusions reached and 726 

models used by the [Company],” as required by Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-727 

440-1(f)? 728 

A. Yes. The same information I describe above that satisfies the similar requirement in 729 

Utah Admin. Code Rule R746-430-2(1)(d), also satisfies the requirement found in Utah 730 

Admin. Code Rule R746-440-1(f). 731 

Q. Does this conclude your second supplemental direct testimony? 732 

A. Yes. 733 




