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Q. Please state your name, business address and present position with PacifiCorp, 1 

dba Rocky Mountain Power (“the Company, Rocky Mountain Power or RMP”).  2 

A. My name is Michael G. Wilding and my business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street, 3 

Suite 600, Portland, Oregon 97232. My title is Vice President of Energy Supplement 4 

Management.  5 

Q. Are you the same Michael G. Wilding who submitted response testimony on behalf 6 

of the Company in this proceeding? 7 

A. Yes.  8 

I. INTRODUCTION 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the concerns raised by the Officer of 11 

Consumer Services (“OCS”) witness Philip Hayet regarding the Company’s use of 12 

market purchases to serve load. Additionally, I address the concerns raised by Utah 13 

Association of Energy Users (“UAE”) witness Kevin Higgins and Mr. Hayet regarding 14 

the Washington Climate Commitment Act (“CCA”).  15 

Q. Please summarize your recommendation to the Public Service Commission of 16 

Utah (“Commission”). 17 

A.  As I noted in my response testimony, I recommend the Commission reject any 18 

disallowances associated with purchasing legally required allowances for the Chehalis 19 

generating facility as a result of the Washington CCA. Additionally, I respond to the 20 

concerns raised by the OCS and recommend that an investigation into the Energy 21 

Balancing Account (“EBA”) is not necessary at this time.  22 
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II. RMP’S RELIANCE ON MARKET PURCHASES 23 

Q. OCS supports the DPU’s conclusion that the Company’s planning and cost 24 

recovery objectives are misaligned.1 How do you respond? 25 

A. I addressed these concerns in my response testimony, where I noted that the DPU’s 26 

criticism does not reflect the significant investments that the Company has made over 27 

time.2 In fact, the Company has added significant resources, and is seeking recovery of 28 

new generation facilities at Rock Creek I and II, acquiring and repowering facilities at 29 

Foote Creek II, III, and IV, and repowering facilities at Rock River I. Additionally, new 30 

transmission through the Gateway West Segment D.1 and Gateway South transmission 31 

allow the Company to move more generation into the Company’s system. As Company 32 

witness Ramon J. Mitchell has testified in the ongoing general rate case proceeding, 33 

after adjusting for load market purchases are forecasted to be 15 percent lower in 2025 34 

when compared to 2023 actuals.3 Any claim that the Company is not appropriately 35 

planning to serve or not acquiring enough resources is flawed.  36 

Q. OCS additionally cites the cancellation of the 2022 All Source request for 37 

proposals (“2022AS RFP”) as concerning.4 Is that cancellation relevant to this 38 

EBA? 39 

A. No, this EBA concerns the power costs that the Company incurred to serve customers 40 

in 2023. None of the resources that could have been acquired in the 2022AS RFP would 41 

have been available to serve customers in 2023. Additionally, while it is true the 42 

 
1 Direct Testimony of Philip Hayet, lines 143-151 (Dec. 6, 2024). 
2 Response Testimony of Michael G. Wilding, lines 365-378 (Dec. 6, 2024). 
3 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, Phase I Rebuttal 
Testimony of Ramon J. Mitchell at lines 206-207 (Nov. 15, 2024).  
4 Direct Testimony of Philip Hayet, lines 152-175. 
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Company did cancel the 2022 RFP, the Company refocused its efforts to procure 43 

needed capacity over peak hours in the summer and will be acquiring approximately 44 

1000 MW of battery storage by the summer of 2026.  45 

Q. OCS also points to the 2023 Integrated Resource Plan (“2023 IRP”) and 2023 IRP 46 

update as both showing a future reliance on market purchases.5 Is that relevant 47 

to this EBA proceeding? 48 

A. No, as I noted in the previous question, this EBA is focused on the power costs that the 49 

Company incurred in 2023. The Company has a robust IRP process, and I would 50 

recommend that the OCS and DPU raise concerns about the amount of market 51 

purchases that are forecasted in the IRP in the IRP process.  52 

Q. How do you respond to OCS’s concerns regarding difficulties in finding a cost 53 

allocation agreement? 54 

A. Again, any future cost allocation agreement is not a relevant issue for this EBA, which 55 

is focused on the power costs in 2023 and for which the Company does have an 56 

allocation agreement.  57 

Q. Is it necessary to open an investigation to resolve these issues? 58 

A. No. The Commission has reviewed the public interest of the EBA in the past. The most 59 

recent proceeding, which I was involved in, concluded in 2019 where the Commission 60 

determined that the EBA as designed is in the public interest.6 I doubt that a new 61 

 
5 Direct Testimony of Philip Hayet, lines 176-203. 
6 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Approval of its Proposed Energy Cost Adjustment 
Mechanism, Docket No. 09-035-15, Order at 8 (Nov. 14, 2019)(“ For the reasons stated above, and in 
consideration of the robust record of analysis, testimony, and comment that has been amassed during the pilot 
period, and the continued review we encourage, we find and conclude that the continuation of the EBA is in the 
public interest with certain modifications we discuss below.”). 
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investigation will result in any new information being revealed, it will likely simply be 62 

parties reiterating the positions that they had taken in that proceeding.  63 

The significant increase in net power costs is a product of having a baseline 64 

NPC that was set in 2020 when the assumptions of future net power costs were very 65 

different than what actually occurred in 2023. Power costs are volatile because no one, 66 

including the Company, can know exactly what the future will hold. The Company 67 

cannot predict gas or power prices, mine fires, or global supply chain difficulties, we 68 

can only plan based on the best information we have available. As you move further 69 

away in time from a forecast, the assumptions of that baseline NPC will vary more 70 

significantly, especially when those assumptions were developed during a global 71 

pandemic.  72 

III. WASHINGTON CCA 73 

Q. OCS supports the DPU’s recommendation regarding the disallowance of costs 74 

associated with the Washington CCA.7 Is there any new information in this 75 

testimony? 76 

A. No. I have already responded to these arguments in my previously filed response 77 

testimony.8  78 

Q. UAE witness Mr. Higgins also supports this recommendation and relies on 79 

interpretation of the Washington CCA as a state portfolio standard.9 Have you 80 

addressed this argument? 81 

A. Yes, I have already explained in my response testimony how the CCA allowance costs 82 

 
7 Direct Testimony of Philip Hayet, lines 91-120. 
8 Response Testimony of Michael G. Wilding, lines 433-519. 
9 Direct Testimony of Kevin C. Higgins, lines 132-150 (Dec. 6, 2024). 



Page 5 – Rebuttal Testimony of Michael G. Wilding 

are a generation tax or generation-related dispatch cost under Section 3.1.7 of the 2020 83 

Protocol.10 84 

Q. Mr. Higgins also notes that the Company filed suit against the Washington 85 

Department of Ecology in the United States District Court for the Western District 86 

of Washington regarding their denial of no-cost allowances for the Company’s 87 

retail customers located outside of Washington.11 Do you have an additional 88 

update for the Commission? 89 

A. Yes, Mr. Higgins notes that the case has been dismissed. However, Mr. Higgins omitted 90 

the fact that the Company has appealed that dismissal to the United States Court of 91 

Appeals for the Ninth Circuit and is currently briefing the case there.12 92 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 93 

A. Yes. 94 

 
10 Response Testimony of Michael G. Wilding, lines 499-512. 
11 Direct Testimony of Kevin C. Higgins, lines 120-129.  
12 PacifiCorp v. Watson, Case No. 24-4803, Appellant’s Opening Brief (Oct. 30, 2024).  
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