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REDACTED

Please state your name, business address, and present position with PacifiCorp
d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“RMP” or the “Company”).
My name is Brad Richards. My business address is 1407 West North Temple, Suite
210, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116. My title is Vice President of Thermal Generation.
Are you the same Brad Richards who submitted pre-filed response testimony in
this proceeding?
Yes.

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY
What is the purpose of your testimony in this case?
My testimony responds to the rebuttal testimonies of Mr. Philip DiDomenico and Mr.
Dan F. Koehler of Daymark Energy Advisors, Inc. (“Daymark™) who submitted
testimony and exhibits on behalf of the Division of Public Utilities (“DPU” or
“Division”).
To what issues raised by Daymark in its rebuttal testimony do you respond?
Of the five thermal outages that were initially identified in the DPU Confidential
Exhibit 2.3 Dir (“Audit Report”) to disallow recovery of replacement power costs,
Daymark has withdrawn their recommendation for disallowance pertaining to the
outage at _ which occurred on _.1 Daymark maintains
their recommendations regarding the remaining four outage events, however, they do
not specifically mention the outage related to the _ at -
_ which occurred on_.

! Rebuttal Testimony of Philip DiDomenico and Dan F. Koehler, lines 138-141 (Jan. 7, 2025).
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How do you respond to Daymark’s suggestion regarding the timing of the

The _ was not untimely as Daymark continues to allege, because it

was prudent and appropriate to resolve the ongoing issues by identifying the source of

the _, and subsequently locating and repairing the - in the -
prior to the _ Through both the data request process, my response

testimony, and the reports provided as part of the initial filing, the Company has
provided considerable information, explanation, and evidence regarding the
background issues of this outage. This information detailed the extraordinary solutions
that the Company employed to appropriately diagnose the root cause and to implement
a lasting resolution, and how the _ itself was only one component of
that overall effort.?

What did Daymark state in their rebuttal testimony regarding the three-

- outages?

Daymark made no mention of the outage related to the _ at
_ in their rebuttal testimony. Referring to the _
at _ and the _ at _, Daymark states

that the Company has hindered their ability to adequately scrutinize the Company’s

decision-making process by not providing requested analyses supporting its decisions.>

2 Response Testimony of Brad Richards, lines 63-87 (December 6, 2024).
3 Rebuttal Testimony of Philip DiDomenico and Dan F. Koehler, lines 160-163.
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REDACTED

What information did the Company provide in support of Daymark’s Audit
Report regarding the three_ outages that were recommended
for disallowance by the DPU?

In addition to the information in the outage logs, the Company provided outage reports
for all three outages. The Company also provided additional information regarding the
age and performance history of the_ when requested through the initial
data request process. As I have described, the Company provided all the information
requested by Daymark, and so the Company is concerned by this criticism.

Did Daymark misinterpret any of that information?

Yes. Daymark stated an erroneous number of past outage events, apparently
misinterpreting individual work orders as unit outages.* _ are
usually repaired when the generating unit is coming offline for some other issue, and
- can sometimes be repaired while the generating unit remains online. As shown in
the documents provided to Daymark showing a - history, repairs for the .
_ were the cause of two forced outages, including the 2023 outage
pertaining to this docket, and an outage in 2020. Leaks on the _
- also resulted in two forced outages, including the 2023 outage pertaining to this
docket, and an outage in 2021.

What other inquires for information were made regarding these outages?

After the Company filed response testimony, Daymark submitted an additional data
request for analyses supporting replacement decisions for the _ at

R

4 DPU Exhibit 1.2 Dir, EBA Audit Report at 35-36.
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information was requested regarding the _
)

Regarding the information request submitted after the Company filed response
testimony, can you please explain the information that the Company provided
Daymark specifically requested analyses that supported waiting until - to -
the _ which was a counterfactual to the Company’s determination
not to replace the_ before the retirement of the unit, as stated in the

Company’s response.” The Company interpreted this question as requesting analyses
supporting not replacing the _ sooner, therefore, the Company does
not have an analysis in addition to what had already been provided that would be
responsive to the specific question asked by Daymark. The Company’s determination
was informed by utilizing the same historical information and reports previously
provided in this proceeding, along with further meetings and discussions of the plant’s

personnel that were not otherwise memorialized into separate documents. The
Company’s response went on to explain that the subsequent _ of the .

_, which was done in - was a reactive measure taken due to

changing conditions, and concerns about risks to the -.6

¥ Rebuttal Testimon ilip DiDomenico and Dan F. Koehler, Exhibit DPU 2.6R (

'J?)
Exhib

it RMP Rebuttal Testimony of Philip DiDomenico and Dan F. Koehler. Exhibit DPU 2.6R (*
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Can you please explain what information was requested, and the Company’s
response regarding the_ at_?

Daymark requested analyses that supported continuing to operate the _
-. The Company responded by providing information which informed the joint
discussions regarding the decision to continue operating and repairing the_
-.7 Specifically, that the estimated cost of a new _ would exceed
the estimated combined repair and replacement costs per outage due to subsequent

- on the existing heater, so long as the unit could expect fewer than seven additional

outages due to - on the _ before retirement.
Since -, there have since been three outages for - on the .

_ including the 2023 outage pertaining to this docket. Although

decisions are not based on any singular calculation, assessment, or analysis by itself,
considering that the unit is retiring this calendar year, the Company believes the joint
owners were correct in determining to repair subsequent- on the existing-
- rather than to incur the costs of a full replacement.
Has the Company provided the useful information that has been requested
throughout this proceeding?
As I have explained, the Company has provided substantial information, and responses
to all inquiries, including those submitted after the Company filed response testimony
addressing the recommendations in the Daymark Audit Report.

The Company makes consistent efforts to provide reasonable responses to the

questions that are asked, including when the requested information has not been

" Rebuttal Testimony of Philip DiDomenico and Dan F. Koehler, Exhibit DPU 2.6R.
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memorialized into a formal report. It is also worth noting that the Company submitted
a timely response to recent requests made, despite a shorter turnaround and many staft
having already begun taking time away for the Christmas holiday the following week.
Was the Company prudent in its actions relating to the three outages taken to
I

Yes. Although there is no way to foresee the real-world outcome of any assessment, the
Company monitors the condition of equipment at its generating units and makes efforts

to utilize the remaining useful life, particularly for expensive equipment that can be

repaired such as _ at units that are nearing retirement.

Although the _ at _ did necessitate a
subsequent replacement, both the _ at _
and the _ at _ have not caused a significant increase in

forced outages, are currently in service at their respective units, and are expected to
remain in operating condition until unit retirement.

What is your recommendation to the Commission?

I recommend that the Commission reject the proposed disallowances for the thermal
outages addressed above.

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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