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Q. Please state your name, business address, and present position with PacifiCorp1 

d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“RMP” or the “Company”).2 

A. My name is Brad Richards. My business address is 1407 West North Temple, Suite3 

210, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116. My title is Vice President of Thermal Generation.4 

I. QUALIFICATIONS5 

Q. Briefly describe your education and professional experience. 6 

A. I have over 20 years of power plant commissioning, operations, and maintenance 7 

experience. I was previously the Managing Director of Gas and Geothermal Generation 8 

from January 2018 to September 2021. For 17 years before that, I held a number of 9 

positions of increasing responsibility within PacifiCorp’s generation organization and 10 

with Calpine Corporation in power plant commissioning and operations. In my current 11 

role, I am responsible for operating and maintaining PacifiCorp’s coal, natural gas-12 

fired, and geothermal generation fleet. 13 

Q. Have you testified in previous regulatory proceedings? 14 

A. Yes. I have previously testified on behalf of the Company in energy balancing account 15 

proceedings in front of the Public Service Commission of Utah (“Commission”).  16 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY17 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this case? 18 

A. My testimony responds to the direct testimonies of Mr. Philip DiDomenico and Mr. 19 

Dan F. Koehler of Daymark Energy Advisors, Inc. (“Daymark”) who submitted 20 

testimony and exhibits on behalf of the Division of Public Utilities (“DPU” or 21 

“Division”) 22 
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Q. To what issues raised by Daymark in its testimony do you respond? 23 

A. My testimony addresses the recommendations contained in DPU Confidential Exhibit 24 

2.3 Dir (“Daymark Audit Report”) to disallow recovery of replacement power costs 25 

related to five outage events that occurred at the Company’s thermal generation plants 26 

in 2023.  27 

Q. Please list the specific thermal generating units and 2023 events being discussed. 28 

A. The events in question occurred at: 29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

Q. Does the Company agree that these adjustments are warranted? 35 

A. No. As described in further detail in my testimony, the Company has acted prudently 36 

and diligently with respect to its plant operations. 37 

Q. Please describe the cause of the outage at  which occurred on 38 

  39 

A. The outage was the result of a which was identified as caused by 40 

 and subsequently repaired. The boiler on Naughton Unit 2 has  41 

which are used to  42 

 while the boiler is in operation. However,  operation 43 

results in some  and is only employed intermittently as 44 

needed.  45 
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46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A . 
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What is the DPU's basis for the disallowances related to this outage? 

On page 33, the Daymark Audit Report references the outage rep011 provided as part 

of DR DPU 1.6, quoting the location of the failure. However, the outage rep01t clearly 

states ' under "Prima1y Failure Mechanism". Page 34 of the 

Daymark Audit Report goes on to state that "The company imprndently waited until 

2023 to schedule a to address the problem." The 

that Daymark references is completely unrelated to this outage. 

occurs 

conflated the 

The DPU and Daymark seem to have incon ectly 

outage with completely separate events attributed to 

Is a disallowance related to this event justified? 

No, - operation is a common practice and a necessa1y means of­

■ and maintaining boiler perfonnance. The Company acted prndently in con ectly 

identifying, recording and repairing the failure, and quickly returning the unit to 

service. 

Please describe the background of the 

at 

outage which occurred 

Prior to the event in question, Company personnel had identified several -
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Q. What is the basis for the DPU’s recommended disallowance related to this 88 

outage? 89 

A.  The DPU contends that “the company imprudently waited until  90 

 to address the problem.” 91 

Q. How do you respond to the DPUs allegation? 92 

A.  A  is a time-consuming process which requires the unit to remain 93 

offline, and the process was further complicated in recent years due to regulations 94 

regarding the , which must now be collected and trucked off 95 

site to an appropriate disposal location. However, the issue isn’t the time or resources 96 

required for a . Daymark suggests that the  was 97 

itself the solution to the  occurring at  but a  98 

 would not have been an effective means of stopping the  99 

. Additionally, a  100 

alone would not have addressed any . Therefore, 101 

the Company first located and repaired the  102 

. It should also be noted that the failure 103 

repaired on  occurred over  after the  104 

was performed, which further demonstrates the difficulty in locating and repairing 105 

.  106 

            The Company acted prudently by thoroughly investigating the , 107 

acquiring additional resources to narrow down the specific causes, and employing a 108 

unique method to  to make the appropriate repairs. 109 

The Company was further prudent in employing  110 
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 111 

  112 

Q. What is the basis for the DPU’s recommended disallowances related to the outages 113 

at ? 114 

A. Each of these separate outages were taken to  at the 115 

respective unit. As the Daymark Report correctly identifies, each of the  116 

 117 

 118 

. Daymark 119 

contends that these  are being operated “well beyond a reasonable operating 120 

life”, and though Daymark does not state what a reasonable operating life should be, 121 

the basis of the recommended disallowance is that the Company has been imprudent 122 

for .  123 

Q. What is your response to Daymark’s suggestion that the  124 

should not have remained in operation this long? 125 

A. There are several relevant points that need to be understood related to the  126 

. Although there are certain types of equipment that 127 

are replaced at certain intervals due to potential safety considerations, the Company 128 

makes efforts to utilize the remaining useful life of equipment, even when that 129 

equipment is past its originally expected service life.  can be 130 

 or otherwise repaired, often resulting in continued operations. However, the 131 

decisions regarding the repair or replacement, must necessarily consider both the ability 132 

of a  to remain in operation, and the expected remaining life of the 133 
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unit.  is currently scheduled for retirement in , and  134 

 is scheduled for retirement in . Additionally, as recently as a few years ago, 135 

new regulations (which were implemented and later stayed by the judiciary) would 136 

have resulted in earlier cessation of the operation of those units, or significant 137 

curtailment, without extremely expensive upgrades that would not have been feasible 138 

for units so near to full retirement. The Company must consider all of these factors in 139 

making decisions about the repair or replacement of large expensive equipment such 140 

as .  141 

Q. Does the Company continue to invest in units that are nearing retirement? 142 

A. Yes, as evidenced by the full replacement of the  143 

, the Company continues to invest in its generating units, including those nearing 144 

retirement, to maintain their operable status in providing dispatchable energy to its 145 

customers.  146 

Q. Has the Company acted prudently regarding the repair and replacement of 147 

? 148 

A. Yes, the Company acted prudently by considering all relevant factors in determining 149 

when to replace and when to repair , including the expected remaining 150 

life of the unit and the regulatory environment. The Company has repaired several 151 

 that are expected to remain in service until the retirement of the units, 152 

and the Company has replaced certain  on aging units when it was 153 

determined that replacement was the best option for maintaining the ability of the unit 154 

to continue operating for the duration of the unit’s life. 155 
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III. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION156 

Q. Can you please summarize your testimony? 157 

A. The Company prudently manages its thermal generation fleet for the benefit of 158 

customers. The disallowances proposed by the DPU through Daymark contain 159 

erroneous information, incorrect assumptions, and do not take into account other 160 

relevant factors that the Company must consider in determining prudent operations. 161 

Q. What is your recommendation to the Commission? 162 

A. I recommend that the Commission reject the recommended disallowances for the 163 

thermal availability events addressed above. My testimony demonstrates the Company 164 

was prudent in its actions. 165 

Q. Does this conclude your response testimony? 166 

A. Yes.  167 
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