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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. Please state your name, business address, and current position with PacifiCorp 2 

d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“PacifiCorp” or the “Company”). 3 

A. My name is Thomas R. Burns, my business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 4 

LCT 600, Portland, Oregon 97232. I am currently employed as Vice President of 5 

Resource Planning and Acquisitions for PacifiCorp.  6 

Q. Please describe your education and professional experience. 7 

A. I graduated from Illinois State University with a Bachelor of Science degree in 8 

Economics. I joined PacifiCorp in 2007 and assumed the responsibilities of my current 9 

position in September 2022. Over this period, I held several operational, analytical and 10 

leadership positions within the Company. My previous role with PacifiCorp was 11 

Director of Energy Supply Management, Operations, and Reliability. In that role I was 12 

instrumental in the design and implementation of the Western Energy Imbalance 13 

Market.  14 

Q. Briefly describe the responsibilities of your current position.  15 

A. I am responsible for PacifiCorp’s resource planning and procurement functions, which 16 

include the integrated resource plan (“IRP”), structured commercial business and 17 

valuation activities, and long-term load forecasts. Most relevant to this general rate 18 

case, I oversee the planning, analysis, and outreach processes that are used to develop 19 

PacifiCorp’s IRP, and the economic analysis that helps guide the Company’s resource 20 

acquisitions. 21 
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II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 22 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony in this case? 23 

A. I provide economic analysis that supports PacifiCorp’s decisions to: 24 

 Acquire the 190-megawatt (“MW”) Rock Creek I and 400 MW Rock Creek II 25 
wind facilities (“Rock Creek”); 26 

 
 Acquire and repower the 43 MW Foote Creek II-IV and 50 MW Rock River I 27 

wind facilities in Wyoming; and 28 
 

 Enter into power purchase agreements (“PPAs”) with the 320 MW Boswell 29 
Springs and 350.4 MW Cedar Springs IV wind facilities. 30 

 
I also summarize PacifiCorp’s assessment of these projects in the 2021 IRP and 31 

IRP Update, 2020 All-Source Request for Proposals (“2020AS RFP”), and customer 32 

benefits that result from these projects.  33 

Q.  Please provide an overview of your testimony for Rock Creek I and II wind 34 

projects.  35 

A. My economic analyses indicate that the projects are in the public interest and will 36 

generate significant benefits for Utah customers across all scenarios. Analysis prepared 37 

before passage of the Inflation Reduction Act (“IRA”) showed risk-adjusted benefits 38 

ranging from a present-value revenue requirement differential (“PVRR(d)”) $2 million 39 

cost to customers for both projects in the low natural gas, no carbon scenario, to a $163 40 

million benefit in the medium natural gas, medium carbon scenario. After passage of 41 

the IRA, these benefits substantially increase, ranging from a risk-adjusted benefit of 42 

$151 million to $318 million under the same scenarios. Conservatively, these benefits 43 

do not assign any value to the renewable energy certificates (“RECs”) that will be 44 

generated by the Rock Creek projects, which can provide additional customer benefits 45 

if sold, transferred, or used to comply with relevant state requirements. 46 
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Q.  Please provide an overview of your testimony for Foote Creek II-IV and Rock 47 

River I repowering projects. 48 

A. My economic analyses indicate that these projects are in the public interest and will 49 

generate benefits for Utah customers.  50 

Benefits for Foote Creek II-IV range from $53.07 million when using medium 51 

natural gas and medium carbon dioxide (“CO2”) assumptions, to $142.77 million for 52 

high natural gas and the social cost of greenhouse gases assumptions prior to adjusting 53 

for benefits from the IRA. This is compared to a $17.09 million customer cost in the 54 

LN scenario. These benefits increase to $76.49 million when using medium natural gas 55 

and medium CO2 assumptions and $104.23 million for high natural gas and high CO2 56 

assumptions when factoring in the IRA. Importantly, the only scenario where Foote 57 

Creek II-IV was expected to generate customer costs prior to passage of the IRA—the 58 

LN scenario ($17.09 million)—has transformed to a $6.33 million customer benefit. 59 

These benefits only increase under the highest cost of carbon scenario (MM-SCGHG). 60 

Benefits for Rock River I range from $30.15 million when using medium 61 

natural gas and medium CO2 assumptions to $67.76 million for high natural gas and 62 

high CO2 assumptions before adjusting for the IRA. When factoring in the IRA, these 63 

benefits increased to $54.09 million when using medium natural gas and medium CO2 64 

assumptions and $91.69 million for high natural gas and high CO2 assumptions.  65 

Conservatively, these benefits do not assign any value to the RECs that will be 66 

generated by either Foote Creek II-IV or Rock River I, which will provide additional 67 

customer benefits if sold, transferred, or used to comply with relevant state 68 

requirements. 69 
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Q.  Please provide an overview of your testimony for Boswell Springs and Cedar 70 

Springs IV wind project PPAs. 71 

A.  My economic analyses indicate that these resources are in the public interest and will 72 

generate benefits for Utah customers. Benefits for Boswell Springs range from $222 73 

million where low natural gas prices and no carbon prices were reflected in the market, 74 

to $616 million under medium natural gas and high carbon prices. Similarly for Cedar 75 

Springs IV, customer benefits would range from $97 million where low natural gas 76 

prices and no carbon prices were reflected in the market, to $538 million under medium 77 

natural gas and high carbon prices. Like the other wind resources discussed above, 78 

these benefits are conservative because they do not assign any value to the RECs that 79 

will be generated by either resource, which can provide additional customer benefits if 80 

sold, transferred, or used to comply with relevant state requirements. 81 

Q. Were any regulatory preapprovals required in Utah for the resources addressed 82 

in your testimony? 83 

A. Yes. As described in Company witness Jeffrey M. Wagner’s testimony, the Energy 84 

Resource Procurement Act requires the Company to obtain Public Service Commission 85 

of Utah (“Commission”) approval before acquiring significant energy resources, 86 

defined in Utah Code Ann. § 54-17- 102(4) to include resources that have 100 MWs or 87 

more of new generating capacity with a dependable life of 10 or more years, or power 88 

purchase agreements for  over 10 MW with a contract term of 10 or more years. If the 89 

“significant energy resource” is also a “renewable energy source” as defined in Utah 90 

Code Ann. § 54-17-601, approval is only required if the nameplate capacity exceeds 91 

300 MW. Accordingly, Rock Creek II, Boswell Springs PPA and Cedar Springs IV 92 
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PPA required preapproval, and the Company obtained a waiver from the Commission 93 

in Docket No. 22-035-03 (“Waiver Order”) for these resources. The Company filed 94 

information for these projects on March 28, 2024, to comply with the requirements of 95 

the Waiver Order (“SER Filing Requirements”). My testimony refers to the SER Filing 96 

Requirements as applicable.  97 

III. ROCK CREEK I AND II 98 

Q. Please describe the acquisition of the Rock Creek projects. 99 

A.  As described in the confidential testimony of Company witness Wagner, PacifiCorp is 100 

acquiring the 190 MW Rock Creek I and 400 MW Rock Creek II facilities. These 101 

projects will be built by Invenergy under build-transfer agreements (“BTA”) and will 102 

be transferred to the Company on completion of the projects. My testimony below 103 

provides the economic justification for the Company’s decision to acquire these 104 

projects.  105 

A. Resource Need 106 

Q. Please provide an overview of the Company’s IRP process. 107 

A.  PacifiCorp’s IRP process uses thorough analysis and modeling that measures cost and 108 

risk to develop the Company’s plans to provide reliable and reasonably priced service 109 

for its customers. The primary objective of the IRP is to identify the least-cost, least-110 

risk portfolio of resources that can serve customers in the future with manageable risks.  111 

  The Company completes an IRP cycle every two years (odd-numbered years), 112 

which includes preparing a full IRP every two years and an update to the full IRP in 113 

the off years (even-numbered years). The Company submits both its IRP and IRP 114 

Update to each of the six regulatory commissions in the states where the Company 115 
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provides retail service. Each IRP is developed through an open and public process, with 116 

input from an active and diverse group of stakeholders, including state regulatory 117 

commissions, state consumer-advocacy departments, customer-sponsored advocacy 118 

groups, environmental-advocacy groups, resource-advocacy groups, independent-119 

power producers, project developers, other utilities, and customers. During the public-120 

input process, which typically spans at least a full year before the release of a full IRP, 121 

PacifiCorp holds regular meetings with stakeholders to solicit feedback on the 122 

Company’s planning assumptions, methodologies, and model results. 123 

Q.  Did the Company’s 2021 IRP identify a need for additional resources to serve 124 

PacifiCorp’s customers? 125 

A.  Yes. The primary focus of any IRP is to forecast the need for resources and evaluate 126 

different strategies to meet that need over time. The Company’s 2021 IRP indicated 127 

that PacifiCorp has a capacity deficit in all years of the planning horizon—starting at 128 

1,071 MW in 2021 and increasing to over 6,600 MW by 2040. In 2025, the resource 129 

need in the 2021 IRP is 1,627 MW. As described further below, this need has increased 130 

since the 2021 IRP was released.  131 

Q.  How does the 2021 IRP preferred portfolio address the need for new resources? 132 

A.  The 2021 IRP preferred portfolio represents PacifiCorp’s least-cost, least-risk plan to 133 

reliably meet customer demand over a 20-year planning period. Using a range of cost 134 

and risk metrics to evaluate numerous resource portfolios, PacifiCorp’s preferred 135 

portfolio reflects a cost-conscious plan that includes near-term investments in 136 

renewable resources that capture significant tax credits before they expire or decrease, 137 

and new transmission infrastructure to facilitate the interconnection and delivery of 138 
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these resources. These new resources and transmission investments are lower cost than 139 

other resource and transmission alternatives, and are necessary to reliably serve our 140 

customers. 141 

Q. Can you describe the methodology that PacifiCorp used in the 2021 IRP to analyze 142 

the economics of the preferred portfolio? 143 

A.  Yes. For the 2021 IRP, PacifiCorp incorporated a new and more advanced optimization 144 

modeling system called PLEXOS. The PLEXOS modeling system provides three 145 

platforms (referred to as Long-term (“LT”), Medium-term (“MT”) and Short-term 146 

(“ST”)), which work on an integrated basis to inform the optimal combination of 147 

resources by type, timing, size, and location over PacifiCorp’s 20-year planning 148 

horizon. Please refer to Company witness Rick T. Link’s testimony for additional detail 149 

regarding PLEXOS and the LT, MT, and ST platforms.  150 

Q.  Does PacifiCorp have a need for Rock Creek I and II?  151 

A.  Yes. As discussed above, the 2021 IRP preferred portfolio indicated a demonstrated 152 

need for new resources. The Company proposed to begin addressing this need through 153 

1,792 MW of new wind generation resulting from the 2020AS RFP, which included 154 

both Rock Creek projects.1  155 

Q.  Please describe key factors that support including the Rock Creek projects in 156 

PacifiCorp’s 2021 IRP preferred portfolio. 157 

A.  The projects are expected to meet the Company’s near-term resource need and provide 158 

significant customer benefits by providing zero-fuel cost generation and substantial 159 

 
1 2021 IRP, Vol. I, Ch. 9. 
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production tax credit (“PTC”) benefits, while mitigating risks associated with future 160 

regulation of carbon-emitting resources. 161 

Q.  Please describe the reliability benefits of projects like Rock Creek I and II. 162 

A.  Acquiring the Rock Creek projects reduces the Company’s exposure to price and 163 

volume volatility by reducing the need for market purchases. Increased reliance on the 164 

market exposes customers to price volatility and price spikes that occur when the region 165 

experiences severe weather events or system disruptions. Such events increase net 166 

power costs, and the magnitude of increase is directly proportional to the volume of 167 

purchases needed. In short, there is no guarantee that there will be a seller when 168 

PacifiCorp needs to make a short-term purchase to serve its load. This risk also exists 169 

for firm forward market purchases, where the seller could cut scheduled deliveries and 170 

accept liquidated damages if they do not have sufficient supply to meet their contractual 171 

obligations of the sale. As discussed in Company witness Link’s testimony, Western 172 

Electricity Coordinating Counsel and North American Electric Reliability Corporation 173 

(“NERC”) reliability studies highlight the risks of resource shortfalls across the region 174 

in the coming years. 175 

Q.  How do these studies relate to the Rock Creek projects?  176 

A.  Each of these studies confirm the generally accepted understanding that the west is 177 

facing increasing resource adequacy risks in the near term. More recently, NERC 178 

further confirmed these findings and warned in its 2022 Summer Reliability 179 

Assessment that several regions in North America were at high or elevated risk of 180 



Page 9 – Direct Testimony of Thomas R. Burns 

power outages this past summer due to above-normal temperatures and drought 181 

conditions, particularly in the western half of Canada and the United States.2  182 

The Rock Creek projects will help mitigate the risk that there may be inadequate 183 

supply to support market purchases and reduce exposure to price spikes in periods 184 

where demand threatens to exceed supply for market purchases. 185 

Q. Were both Rock Creek I and II selected in the 2020AS RFP?  186 

A. Yes. As discussed in Company witness Link’s testimony, the 2020AS RFP final 187 

shortlist included six final shortlist bids representing over 1,600 MW of wind 188 

generation that seek to interconnect to PacifiCorp’s transmission system. These bids 189 

include Rock Creek I and II, which were the only two bids that were not power purchase 190 

agreements. 191 

Q.  Following their selection to the 2020AS RFP final shortlist, did the Company 192 

begin negotiating BTAs for the Rock Creek Projects? 193 

A.  Yes. Both Rock Creek I and Rock Creek II were proposed by the same developer 194 

(Invenergy), and as discussed by Company witness Wagner, the Company engaged in 195 

BTA negotiations with Invenergy for both projects.  196 

Q. Were negotiations impacted by current economic conditions? 197 

A. Yes. Bidder development efforts were challenged by importation restrictions related to 198 

China, COVID-19 international impacts, and hostilities in Ukraine that created 199 

significant logistics and supply chain challenges associated with solar panels, wind 200 

turbines, lithium batteries, transformers, and many balance-of-plant materials. As a 201 

result, many developers have been forced to abandon established supply chains and 202 

 
2 2022 Summer Reliability Assessment, North American Electric Reliability Corporation (May 2022) 
(https://www.nerc.com/pa/RAPA/ra/Reliability%20Assessments%20DL/NERC_SRA_2022.pdf). 
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revert to new suppliers (if available), which has materially impacted overall renewable 203 

power plant pricing and commitments toward project in-service dates.  204 

Given PacifiCorp’s need for generation resources, PacifiCorp allowed pricing 205 

adjustments from all final shortlist projects from the 2020AS RFP, as well as limited 206 

extensions to commercial operations dates. Despite this additional flexibility, some of 207 

the bids from the final shortlist were unable to provide firm prices and were not 208 

available for selection. This contributed to an under procurement of 902 MW of solar 209 

capacity and 497 MW of battery capacity. 210 

Q. Have current economic conditions impacted costs for the Rock Creek projects 211 

relative to the costs offered in the initial bid that was used to establish the final 212 

shortlist? 213 

A. Yes. Given the market dynamics discussed above, the overall costs for the Rock Creek 214 

projects have increased from their initial bids in the 2020AS RFP. The economic 215 

analysis below is based on updated project costs.  216 

Q. Were there additional benefits associated with the Rock Creek projects that offset 217 

these increased costs? 218 

A. Yes. PacifiCorp’s original economic analysis in the 2020AS RFP assumed that the 219 

Rock Creek projects qualified for a 60 percent PTC through the first 10 years of 220 

operation. As a result of the IRA, the economic analysis in this case reflects the value 221 

of the 110 percent PTC, in addition to the updated project costs. These updates cause a 222 

significant and positive change in the economic benefits of both projects. 223 
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Q. Have current economic drivers also impacted the Company’s resource needs? 224 

A. Yes. While the costs of 2020AS RFP bids have increased, the Company’s resource 225 

needs have also increased. It is also important to consider the broader regional capacity 226 

need that aligns with the Company’s need and expected in-service date for the Rock 227 

Creek projects. The 2020AS RFP included virtually every potential non-market 228 

resource in the region capable of achieving commercial operation by 2025. Meeting 229 

this near-term need with physical assets that will provide incremental generation 230 

capacity effectively limits the Company’s options to bidders in the 2020AS RFP.  231 

Therefore, the 2020AS RFP bids and the Rock Creek projects remain necessary 232 

to reliably serve Utah customers and Rock Creek I and II’s selection in the RFP 233 

confirms it is part of the least-cost, least-risk resources available to meet the Company’s 234 

need.  235 

Q. Did the Company prepare an update to the 2021 IRP? 236 

A. Yes. On March 31, 2022, the Company issued its 2021 IRP Update.3  237 

Q. What is the purpose of the 2021 IRP Update? 238 

A. The IRP update is a checkpoint on the 2021 IRP action plan and ensures that changes 239 

in the planning environment are considered between the two-year IRP planning cycle. 240 

The 2021 IRP Update assessed whether evolving trends and events impact customers 241 

and required changes to the action plan to deliver resources and transmission 242 

investments. Relevant here, the 2021 IRP Update reflects resource planning and 243 

procurement activities that occurred since the 2021 IRP, and present an updated load-244 

and-resource balance and an updated resource portfolio. 245 

 
3 PacifiCorp 2021 Integrated Resource Plan Update (Mar. 31, 2022) 
(https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/integrated-resource-plan.html). 
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Q. Were Rock Creek I and II included in the Company’s 2021 IRP Update preferred 246 

portfolio? 247 

A. Yes.4 248 

Q. Were there any important modeling updates in the 2021 IRP Update? 249 

A. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the 2021 IRP Update, key updates included revised load-250 

and-resource balances, and resource changes due to 2020AS RFP activity. Importantly, 251 

the EPA’s pre-publication version of the OTR, released on March 11, 2022, was not 252 

modeled in the 2021 IRP Update. 253 

Q. Did the 2021 IRP Update continue to show a need for additional generation 254 

resources? 255 

A.  Yes. As discussed in Company witness Link’s testimony, the need increased due to an 256 

increase in forecast load. The 2021 IRP Update shows a resource need in all years of 257 

the planning horizon—starting at 1,584 MW in 2022 and increasing to 6,755 MW in 258 

2040. In 2025, the resource need is 1,867 MW, an increase of 240 MW, or 259 

approximately 15 percent, relative to the resource need identified in the 2021 IRP. The 260 

higher load reflected in the 2021 IRP Update approaches the level analyzed in the high-261 

load sensitivity conducted in the 2021 IRP. The most recent load forecast is even higher 262 

than that assumed in the 2021 IRP Update. 263 

  Moreover, now that the 2020AS RFP has ended, PacifiCorp was unable to 264 

execute firm contracts with all projects on the final shortlist. Due to national tariff 265 

policies, global supply-chain issues, and inflationary pressures, some projects on the 266 

2020AS RFP final shortlist were unable to move forward. Consequently, PacifiCorp’s 267 

 
4 PacifiCorp 2021 IRP Update, Ch. 7, Action Item 2e, at 103 (Mar. 31, 2022). 
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procurement was reduced by 902 MW of solar resources and 497 MW of battery 268 

storage resources. This under-procurement adds to our need for new resources. 269 

Q. Does the 2021 IRP Update consider the reliability issues related to reliance on 270 

market purchases? 271 

A. Yes. Given near-term concerns over resource adequacy, and because of the acquisition 272 

of additional resources including the Rock Creek projects, the 2021 IRP Update’s 273 

preferred portfolio shows generally lower market purchases in the first five years 274 

relative to the 2021 IRP preferred portfolio.5  275 

B. Modeling Assumptions and Methods 276 

Q.  Did the Company analyze Rock Creek I and Rock Creek II together? 277 

A.  Yes, for the most part. As stated above, there were two BTA wind facilities in the 278 

Company’s final shortlist of projects: Rock Creek I and Rock Creek II. The second 279 

project is a much larger wind facility, at 400 MW compared to Rock Creek I at 280 

190 MW. Prior to passage of the IRA, the Company analyzed the projects separately. 281 

After passage of the law, the Company analyzed the projects together. This combined 282 

analysis provides a more comprehensive overview of the net benefits or costs that 283 

customers would receive from these resources.  284 

Q. Please summarize the natural gas and CO2 price assumptions used in the 285 

economic analysis of Rock Creek I and II. 286 

A. The economic analysis of Rock Creek I and II included three price-policy scenarios—287 

medium natural gas paired with medium CO2 prices (“MM”), medium natural gas 288 

prices without a CO2 price (“MN”), and low natural gas without a CO2 price “(LN”) 289 

 
5 Id. at Figure 1.11. 
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price-policy scenarios. While the MM price-policy scenario represents the Company’s 290 

“expected case” describing likely future conditions, the additional scenarios provide 291 

additional helpful analyses.  292 

These assumptions can influence the value of system energy, the dispatch of 293 

system resources, and PacifiCorp’s resource mix. Consequently, wholesale-power 294 

prices and CO2 policy assumptions affect NPC benefits, non-NPC variable-cost 295 

benefits, and system fixed-cost benefits associated with Rock Creek I and II. Because 296 

wholesale power prices and CO2 policy outcomes are both uncertain and important 297 

drivers to the economic analysis, it is important to evaluate a range of assumptions for 298 

these variables. Table 1 summarizes the price-policy scenarios.  299 

Table 1. Price-Policy Scenario Assumption Overview 300 

Price-Policy 
Scenario 

Henry Hub Natural 
Gas Price 

(Levelized $/MMBtu)* 

CO2 Price Description 
 

MM $4.52 $12.10/ton starting 2025 rising 
to $51.40/ton in 2040 

MN $4.52 None 

LN $2.92 None 

*Nominal levelized Henry Hub natural gas price from 2025 through 2040. 

Q. Please describe the natural-gas price assumptions used in the price-policy 301 

scenarios. 302 

A. The medium natural gas price assumptions are from PacifiCorp’s official forward price 303 

curve (“OFPC”) dated June 30, 2022, which was the most current OFPC available when 304 

PacifiCorp prepared its modeling inputs for the 2020AS RFP. The first 36 months of 305 

the OFPC reflect market forwards at the close of a given trading day (June 30, 2022, in 306 

this case). As such, these 36 months are market forwards as of June 2022. The blending 307 
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period (months 37 through 48) is calculated by averaging the month-on-month market 308 

forwards from the prior year with the month-on-month fundamentals-based price from 309 

the subsequent year. The fundamentals portion of the natural gas OFPC reflects Aurora-310 

forecast prices.  311 

Q. Please describe the CO2 price assumptions used in the price-policy scenarios. 312 

A. PacifiCorp used two different CO2 price scenarios—zero and medium. The medium 313 

scenario is derived from a survey of third-party industry experts, including IHS CERA, 314 

and Wood Mackenzie and the Energy Information Administration as well as CO2 price 315 

assumptions used by peer utilities. The resulting CO2 price is applied as a tax beginning 316 

in 2025. 317 

Q. Does including potential future CO2 costs reflect prudent utility planning? 318 

A. Yes. The Company’s price-policy scenarios include varying levels of assumed CO2 319 

costs to reflect the fact it is more likely than not that some policy will exist that will 320 

reduce emissions for carbon emitting resources. When determining CO2 costs used for 321 

planning purposes, the Company strives to ensure that it is not an outlier, and the 322 

medium price is within a reasonable range used by the industry to assess risk and 323 

conduct prudent resource planning. The most recent example of this trend is the 324 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) proposed Ozone Transport Rule (“OTR”) 325 

restricting nitrogen oxide (“NOX”) emissions from power plants and other industrial 326 

sources. At the time the Company conducted its economic analyses, this rule would 327 

have imposed new environmental compliance obligations beginning in 2023 and 2024 328 

on coal units in Utah and Wyoming, respectively, with more severe limitations 329 
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applicable in both states by 2026.6 330 

Q. Are the modeled CO2 costs intended to represent a literal carbon tax? 331 

A. No. The modeled CO2 costs are not intended to explicitly account for a future tax on 332 

CO2 emissions. Rather, these costs capture the effect of policies incentivizing reduced 333 

emissions through benefits or imposing costs through penalties or other costs resulting 334 

from market dynamics driving the need for zero-emission resources or customer 335 

preferences. 336 

Q.  Did PacifiCorp update its load forecast in its analysis of Rock Creek I and II? 337 

A. Yes. The Company used a sales and load forecast that was completed in May 2022.  338 

Q. How does the May 2022 forecast compare to the load forecast used in the 2021 339 

IRP? 340 

A. Figures 1 and 2 show PacifiCorp’s May 2022 load and peak forecast relative to the 341 

2021 IRP before incremental energy efficiency savings. A higher load forecast is being 342 

driven by new industrial and commercial customer growth, increased air conditioning 343 

saturations and miscellaneous devices and electric vehicle adoption expectations. The 344 

updated load forecast also accounts for updates to weather, temperature, and line losses 345 

to account for the progression of historical data since the load forecast that informed 346 

the 2021 IRP. 347 

On average, over the 2023 through 2040 timeframe, forecast system load is up 348 

13.6 percent per year and forecast coincident system peak is up 14.1 percent per year 349 

 
6 While these requirements are now subject to further federal litigation and subsequent agency review (see, e.g., 
Wyoming, et al., v. United States Environmental Protection Agency, et al., 78 F4th 1171 (10th Cir. 2023) (OTR 
vacated and remanded in part); Utah, et al., v. United States Environmental Protection Agency, et al., No. 23-
9509 (Jul. 27, 2023) (staying OTR until final resolution for Utah)), the Company’s economic analyses reflects 
then-current assumptions that the OTR would be in effect. 
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Q. Has PacifiCorp incorporated the EPA’s proposed OTR in its analysis of Rock 355 

Creek I and II? 356 

A. Yes. PacifiCorp modeled two primary components to reflect the OTR: NOX allowance 357 

requirements for each of its units including penalties for units with high emissions rates, 358 

and a dispatch target or shadow price for NOX allowances, which is used to avoid 359 

producing NOX emissions during periods when the economic benefits are relatively 360 

low. After running the model, PacifiCorp compared the results to forecasts of its annual 361 

allocation of NOX allowances for Utah and Wyoming. 362 

Q. Please describe how the annual allocation of NOX allowances would work under 363 

the proposed rule. 364 

A. The proposed rule calls for dynamic budgeting of NOX allowances in 2025 and beyond, 365 

with available allowances allocated among resources within a state based on the recent 366 

historical heat input and emissions rates of each resource. Under the EPA’s proposed 367 

rule, the forecast allocation of NOX allowances drops significantly in 2026, as the EPA 368 

assumed that selective catalytic reduction (“SCR”) installations at eligible facilities 369 

would significantly reduce emissions by that year. PacifiCorp’s thermal facilities in 370 

Utah would be covered by the rule beginning 2023 and thermal facilities in Wyoming 371 

could be covered by the rule beginning 2024. 372 

  While trading of NOX allowances among participating states is allowed, the 373 

proposed OTR includes significant penalties if a state’s emissions exceed 121 percent 374 

of its annual allocation. Limited banking of NOX allowances is also allowed, but 375 

emissions met via banked allowances may also be subject to penalties if a state’s 376 

emissions exceed 121 percent of its annual allocation. To avoid such penalties, 377 
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PacifiCorp’s NOX emissions during the ozone season (May-September) in each state 378 

cannot exceed 121 percent of PacifiCorp’s forecast allocation of NOX allowances for 379 

that state. 380 

Q. Please describe how PacifiCorp developed NOX allowance requirements for each 381 

of its units. 382 

A. In general, an allowance for one ton of NOX emissions would allow the holder of the 383 

allowance to emit one ton of NOX. However, starting in 2027,7 the proposed OTR also 384 

imposes a daily NOX emissions rate limit of 0.14 pounds-per-million British thermal 385 

units (“lb/MMBtu”) for each coal-fired facility, and requires emitters to provide an 386 

equivalent of triple allowances for any emissions that exceed that rate. For example, a 387 

resource with an emissions rate of 0.20 lb/MMBtu would have an effective allowance 388 

requirement of 0.32 lb/MMBtu.8 To calculate PacifiCorp’s NOX allowance 389 

requirements under the OTR, starting in 2027 the modeled emission rates for coal 390 

resources whose emissions exceed 0.14 lb/MMBTU were grossed up to account for the 391 

additional surrender of allowances. 392 

Q. Please describe how PacifiCorp developed a dispatch target to manage its NOX 393 

allowance requirements. 394 

A. While trading is allowed under the EPA’s proposed OTR, the restrictions on inter-state 395 

transfers limit the number of potential counterparties. PacifiCorp’s generation fleet is 396 

an appreciable portion of the electric generating units in both Utah and Wyoming, so 397 

the potential counterparties that could have allowances available for sale within those 398 

 
7 Coal units that currently have SCR installed must meet the daily backstop limit in 2024. Coal units that do not 
currently have SCR installed must meet the daily backstop limit in 2027. 
8 Effective allowance requirement for resource with emissions rate of 0.20 lb/MMBTU: 100% * 0.20 lb/MMBtu 
+ 200% * (0.20 – 0.14) lb/MMBtu = 100% *0.20 + 200% * 0.06 = 0.32 lb/MMBtu. 
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states is quite limited. With that in mind, PacifiCorp’s current planning assumes that it 399 

will comply with the OTR using only its own combined allocation of NOX allowances 400 

and is meant to ensure that its annual allowance requirements do not exceed 100 percent 401 

of the sum of its Utah and Wyoming allowance allocations. When combined with state-402 

specific limits previously described, while either PacifiCorp’s Utah or Wyoming NOX 403 

allowance requirements could be up to 121 percent of that state’s allocation, any 404 

increase in one state would have to be accompanied by a reduction in emissions 405 

allowance requirements from PacifiCorp resources in the other state. 406 

PacifiCorp’s primary production cost analysis relies upon PLEXOS ST 407 

modeling that identifies system costs for a single deterministic set of expected or 408 

normal input conditions. In reality, and in stochastic modeling the Company performs 409 

using the PLEXOS MT model, significant variations in inputs such as load, hydro 410 

generation, and thermal availability are a normal course of operations. Each of these 411 

inputs can unexpectedly increase PacifiCorp’s need for NOX emission allowances. 412 

Because banking and trading are limited under the OTR, variations in NOX emissions 413 

that might otherwise average out over time must comply in every year and under every 414 

set of conditions. As a result, the NOX allowances used under “normal” input conditions 415 

will likely need to be somewhat below the forecast limit to ensure sufficient allowances 416 

are available to meet unexpected input conditions. 417 

PacifiCorp’s analysis indicated that using a NOX allowance dispatch target of 418 

 in the ST model would result in NOX allowance requirements that were 419 

under PacifiCorp’s forecast allocation and would leave sufficient allowances to meet a 420 

range of potential “above-normal” conditions. Whenever the incremental value of 421 

REDACTED
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using a high NOX emitting resources exceeds the dispatch target price, the model will 422 

deploy the high NOX resource, rather than lower NOX alternatives, which are typically 423 

gas-fired resources or market transactions. For a coal-fired resource with a NOX 424 

emissions rate of 0.20 lb/MMBtu, the NOX dispatch target price means that the resource 425 

would not be dispatched unless it provides at least  in incremental value 426 

relative to no NOX alternatives, or a proportional amount of incremental value relative 427 

to lower NOX alternatives.9 428 

The dispatch target price is used to direct the model to avoid emissions, and is 429 

not a direct cost, as the Company would receive its allowance allocation free of charge 430 

under the proposed rule. While the Company could potentially sell allowances, there is 431 

little indication what market prices may prevail, and market prices may be below this 432 

target. As a result, no direct costs or revenues for allowances are included in the 433 

analysis. The allowance requirements resulting from this dispatch target price vary over 434 

time as the OTR requirements take full effect and as the Company’s portfolio evolves. 435 

The Company’s load forecast and other modeling inputs also play a role in the resulting 436 

volumes. A comparison of the allowance requirements for the scenarios relative and 437 

forecast allowance allocations is discussed in the Price-Policy Scenario Results section 438 

later in my testimony. 439 

 

 

 
9 A 0.20 lb/MMBTU coal-fired resource would have a NOX credit requirement of 0.32 lb/MMBTU in 2027 and 
beyond, as detailed in footnote 22. A typical average heat rate for a coal-fired resource is 11 MMBtu/MWh. 

 ÷ 2,000 lb/ton * 0.32 lb/MMBtu * 11 MMBtu/MWh = . 

REDACTED
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Q. Please describe the modeling methodology PacifiCorp used in its analysis of Rock 440 

Creek I and II. 441 

A. Consistent with IRP modeling practices, the Company calculated a system PVRR by 442 

identifying least-cost resource portfolios and dispatching system resources through 443 

2040, which aligns with the 20-year forecast period used in the 2021 IRP and 2021 IRP 444 

Update. Net customer benefits are calculated as the PVRR(d) between different 445 

simulations of PacifiCorp’s system. One simulation includes both Rock Creek I and 446 

Rock Creek II, and the other simulation excludes them. The simulation that includes 447 

both projects includes transmission interconnection costs. When the two simulations 448 

are compared, changes to system costs are attributable to both projects. These also 449 

include simulations before passage of the IRA, and after to reflect the value of increased 450 

PTCs.  451 

PacifiCorp also calculated a PVRR(d) based on one simulation that includes 452 

only Rock Creek I and compares it to a simulation that excludes both Rock Creek 453 

projects and one simulation that includes only Rock Creek II and compares it to a 454 

simulation that excludes both Rock Creek projects. In all studies, the Gateway West 455 

and Gateway South transmission projects discussed in Company witness Link’s 456 

testimony were assumed to be in-service, and beyond 2025 proxy resource options from 457 

the 2021 IRP are available to meet system needs.  458 

  Customers are expected to realize benefits when the system present-value 459 

revenue requirement (“PVRR”) from the simulation with the projects is lower than the 460 

system PVRR without. Conversely, customers would experience increased costs if the 461 

system PVRR with the projects is higher than the system PVRR without.  462 
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Q. To summarize, what portfolios did you analyze using the PLEXOS model in this 463 

case? 464 

A. Portfolios were analyzed with and without both projects, with and without Rock 465 

Creek I, and with and without Rock Creek II, including certain results pre-IRA and 466 

post-IRA. 467 

Q. Did PacifiCorp analyze how other assumptions affect its economic analysis of the 468 

wind projects? 469 

A. Yes. PacifiCorp analyzed sensitivities that quantify how changes in capital costs and 470 

PTC values influence projected customer benefits. 471 

C. Price-Policy Scenario Results 472 

Q. Please summarize the pre-IRA results for the simulations that focused on each 473 

Rock Creek project individually. 474 

A. Tables 2 and 3 summarize the PVRR(d) results for each price-policy scenario for the 475 

scenarios that examined each of the Rock Creek projects prior to passage of the IRA.10  476 

Table 2. Pre-IRA (Benefit)/Cost of Rock Creek I ($ million) 477 

Price-Policy Scenario PVRR(d) Risk-Adjusted PVRR(d) 
MM (15) (20)
MN (9) (15)
LN 3 (2)

Table 3. Pre-IRA (Benefit)/Cost of Rock Creek II ($ million) 478 

Price-Policy Scenario PVRR(d) Risk-Adjusted PVRR(d) 
MM (24) (33)
MN (14) (24)
LN 8 (3)

10 SER FR A.5 CONF Folder, “Attach SER FR A.5-2a Combined RC I and II Analysis CONF.” 
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Rock Creek II generally provides a larger benefit, because it is approximately 479 

twice the size of Rock Creek I. All the same, under the MM price-policy scenario, Rock 480 

Creek I lowers total-system costs by $15 million, and adjusted for risk these benefits 481 

increase to a $20 million reduction in system costs. System benefits generally mirror 482 

the results seen in Table 4 below when both projects were considered together, with a 483 

slight cost for Rock Creek I and Rock Creek II in the LN scenario prior to adjusting for 484 

risk and benefits in each scenario. Both projects, when evaluated individually, yield 485 

benefits on a risk-adjusted basis among all three price-policy scenarios. 486 

Q.  Why did PacifiCorp decide to update its economic analysis after passage of the 487 

IRA?   488 

A.  Based on existing law, PacifiCorp’s economic analysis assumed that Rock Creek I and 489 

II qualified for 60 percent of available PTCs through the first 10 years of operation. 490 

After passage of the IRA, both Rock Creek projects qualify for 110 percent of available 491 

PTCs. This provides a significant increase to the economic benefits from the projects, 492 

and the Company’s updated analysis reflects those benefits. The Company also updated 493 

its analysis to reflect current project costs. 494 

Q. Please summarize the PVRR(d) results post-IRA. 495 

A.  Table 4 summarizes the PVRR(d) results for each price-policy scenario from the  496 

combined projects after passage of the IRA.11  497 

 

 

 

 
11 Confidential Exhibit RMP___(TRB-1). 
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Table 4. Post-IRA (Benefit)/Cost of Both Wind Projects ($ million) 498 

 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
(e) = 

(c) + (d) 
(f) =  

(a) + (e) 
(g) =  

(b) + (e) 

Price-
Policy 

Scenario 
PVRR(d) 

Risk-
Adjusted 
PVRR(d) 

110% 
PTC 

Update 

Project 
Cost 

Update 

Total 
Update 

Updated 
PVRR(d) 

Updated 
Risk-

Adjusted 
PVRR(d) 

MM (143) (163) (197) 42 (155) (298) (318) 

MN (33) (51) (194) 42 (151) (185) (202) 

LN 16 2 (195) 42 (153) (137) (151) 

Before adjusting for risk (Column (f)), system costs are lower when the wind projects 499 

are included in the portfolio in all scenarios: ranging from a $137 million customer 500 

benefit under the LN scenario to $298 million in the MM scenario. When adjusting for 501 

risk (Column (g)), the benefits from the wind projects increase: ranging from 502 

$151 million in the LN scenario to $318 million in the MM scenario. The increase in 503 

customer benefits from the 110 percent PTC is substantial, even when accounting for 504 

the increase in project costs. This updated analysis supports the necessity of the wind 505 

projects and indicates they will produce robust customer benefits. As discussed earlier, 506 

these benefits only increase under a high gas or a high CO2 price-policy scenario. 507 

Q.  How do system costs change post-IRA with and without both projects? 508 

A. Figure 3 summarizes changes in system costs, based on ST model results using MM 509 

price-policy assumptions, when both projects are eliminated from the portfolio. The 510 

graph on the left shows annual changes in cost by category and the graph on right shows 511 

annual net changes in total costs (the solid black line) and the cumulative PVRR(d) of 512 

changes to net system costs over time (the dashed black line). Through 2040, the 513 

PVRR(d) shows that the portfolio that includes both projects is $298 million lower cost 514 

than the portfolio without both.  515 
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Figure 3. Increase/(Decrease) in System Costs when both Projects are Removed from 516 
the Portfolio ($ millions) Medium Gas/Medium CO2 517 

 
 
Q. How do the risk-adjusted PVRR(d) results compare to the stochastic-mean 518 

PVRR(d) results? 519 

A. For both projects, the risk-adjusted medium gas medium CO2 PVRR(d) results show a 520 

benefit of $318 million, which is higher than the reported ST-model PVRR(d) results 521 

of $298 million prior to the risk adjustment. This indicates that the wind projects 522 

provide stochastic risk benefits by making the system less susceptible to 523 

low-probability combinations of load, market price, hydro generation, and thermal 524 

outage volatility that can increase system costs. 525 

Q. How do the modeled OTR allowance requirements compare to PacifiCorp’s 526 

forecast allowance allocation?  527 

A. The annual allowance requirements in the ST-model results are generally slightly 528 

below a high estimate of PacifiCorp’s allowance allocation. Based on the allocation 529 

methodology identified in the proposed rule, this high allowance allocation would 530 

likely require installation of SCR equipment at most of PacifiCorp’s coal-fired 531 

generating units that are not equipped with that technology. In the absence of additional 532 

emission control equipment, PacifiCorp’s allocation would be significantly lower, and 533 
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well below the allowance requirements from the ST-model results. The high and low 534 

allocation forecasts and the ST-model results for the MM and MN price-policy 535 

scenarios are shown in Confidential Figure 4. As shown, allowance allocations could 536 

be significantly lower than what is assumed to be available in the current ST-model 537 

results, which would further increase the value of generation from resources without 538 

emissions, such as Rock Creek I and II. 539 

Confidential Figure 4. Forecast OTR Allocation and Modeled Requirements 540 

Q. Would Rock Creek I and II provide customer benefits even if construction costs 541 

are higher than expected? 542 

A. Yes. For both projects, a one percent increase in the initial capital costs would reduce 543 

PVRR benefits through 2040 by $9.1 million. To negate the $318 million in 544 

risk-adjusted, post-IRA benefits under the MM price-policy scenario, project costs 545 

REDACTED
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would need to increase by 35 percent. To negate the $202 million in risk-adjusted, post-546 

IRA benefits under the MN price-policy scenario, project costs would need to increase 547 

by 22 percent.  548 

Q.  Are the Company’s economic analyses of the expected customer benefits from 549 

Rock Creek I and II conservative?  550 

A.  Yes. The PVRR(d) results for both projects do not reflect the potential value of RECs 551 

generated by the incremental energy output from the renewable project. Customer 552 

benefits for all price-policy scenarios would improve by approximately $14 million for 553 

every dollar assigned to the incremental RECs that will be generated through 2040.  554 

Similarly, the Company’s analyses understate forecast coal costs for certain 555 

system resources, including the Dave Johnston plant. If corrected to include the full 556 

costs of fuel supply for all plants, the Company’s economic analysis would demonstrate 557 

even higher benefits for Rock Creek I and II. Additionally, the natural gas and 558 

electricity prices in the Company’s September 2022 OFPC are higher than the values 559 

assumed in the June 2022 OFPC used in the Company’s analysis, which would 560 

similarly result in higher benefits for Rock Creek I and II. 561 

IV. FOOTE CREEK II-IV AND ROCK RIVER I 562 

Q. Please describe the acquisition and repowering of the Foote Creek II-IV and Rock 563 

River I wind facilities. 564 

A. As described in the confidential testimony of Company witness Timothy J. Hemstreet, 565 

PacifiCorp is acquiring and repowering the 43 MW Foote Creek II-IV and 50 MW 566 

Rock River I wind facility. This involves installing approximately 11 modern wind 567 

turbine generators (“WTGs”) at the Foote Creek facilities, and 19 wind turbine 568 
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generators at the Rock River I facilities. These new turbines will increase the power 569 

generation from the previous capability, and extend the service life of the facility, and 570 

allow customers to benefit from this favorable wind site. My testimony below provides 571 

the economic justification for the Company’s decision to acquire and repower these 572 

facilities. 573 

A. Resource Need 574 

Q. Did PacifiCorp’s preferred portfolio of resources developed in the Company’s 575 

2021 IRP include Foote Creek II-IV and Rock River I? 576 

A. Yes.12 577 

Q. Please describe the key factors for including Foote Creek II-IV and Rock River I 578 

in the 2021 IRP preferred portfolio. 579 

A. The projects are anticipated to be fully online and serving customers before 2025. This 580 

timing enables both projects to deliver needed energy and capacity for customers before 581 

the availability of either new proxy resources, or final shortlist project generation 582 

expected to be enabled by the Gateway South transmission line, as identified in the 583 

Company’s 2020AS RFP. Without these projects, the risk of shortfalls is increased as 584 

is the Company’s reliance on energy markets. In their current states, the existing Rock 585 

River I facility is not operating as turbines have been removed pending the repowering 586 

of the sites. Repowering will allow the facility to once again provide energy and 587 

capacity to serve load and reduce market reliance, while allowing the newly installed 588 

turbines to qualify for substantial federal PTCs. 589 

 
12 Id. at Ch. 1 Action Plan, Action Item 2b, at 25.  
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Q. Were each of these facilities included in the Company’s 2021 IRP Update? 590 

A. Yes.13 591 

B. Assumptions and Results 592 

Q.  Has the Company performed updated analyses of the projects after filing the 2021 593 

IRP? 594 

A. Yes. The Company performed a 30-year analysis of each project’s economics through 595 

end-of-life using its PLEXOS modeling system, the same modeling system used for 596 

the 2021 IRP. 597 

Q.  Please summarize the natural gas and CO2 price assumptions used in the 598 

economic analyses for each project. 599 

A. The economic analysis for each of the projects included four price-policy scenarios—600 

representing low, medium, and high natural gas prices, and zero, medium, high, and 601 

the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases (“SCGHG”) CO2 prices. The price-policy 602 

scenario that pairs medium natural gas prices with medium CO2 prices is referred to as 603 

the “MM” scenario, the price-policy scenario that pairs low natural gas prices with a 604 

zero CO2 price is referred to as the “LN” scenario, the price-policy scenario that pairs 605 

high natural gas prices with a high CO2 price is referred to as the “HH” scenario, and 606 

the scenario that pairs medium natural gas prices with the SCGHG is referred to as the 607 

MM-SCGHG scenario. While the MM price-policy scenario represents the Company’s 608 

“expected case” describing likely future conditions, the LN, HH, and MM-SCGHG 609 

scenarios provide informative analytical bookends scenarios.  610 

 
13 PacifiCorp 2021 IRP Update (Mar. 31, 2022). 
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Similar to the Company’s other analyses, these assumptions can influence the 611 

value of system energy, the dispatch of system resources, and PacifiCorp’s resource 612 

mix. Consequently, wholesale-power prices and CO2 policy assumptions affect NPC, 613 

non-NPC variable-cost benefits, and system fixed-cost benefits associated with Foote 614 

Creek II-IV and Rock River I. Because wholesale power prices and CO2 policy 615 

outcomes are both uncertain and important drivers to the economic analysis, it is 616 

important to evaluate a range of assumptions for these variables. The natural gas and 617 

CO2 price assumptions are summarized in Table 5. 618 

Table 5. Price-Policy Assumptions 619 

Price-Policy Scenario 
Henry Hub Natural 

Gas Price 
(Levelized $/MMBtu)* 

CO2 Price Description 
 

HH $5.64 22.57/ton starting 2025 rising to 
102.48/ton in 2040 

MM $4.44 $9.93/ton starting in 2025 rising 
to $57.94/ton in 2040 

LN $2.94 None 

MM-SCGHG $4.44 
$74.10/ton starting 2021 rising 

to $150.38/ton in 2040 

*Nominal levelized Henry Hub natural gas price from 2025 through 2040. 

 
Q. Please describe the natural-gas price assumptions used in the price-policy 620 

scenarios. 621 

A. The medium natural gas price assumptions are from PacifiCorp’s OFPC dated 622 

March 31, 2021, which was the most recent OFPC available when the modeling inputs 623 

were developed. The first 36 months of the OFPC reflect market forwards at the close 624 

of a given trading day, May 2021 is the prompt month in this case. As such, these 36 625 

months are market forwards as of May 2021. The blending period (months 37 through 626 

48) is calculated by averaging the month-on-month market forwards from the prior year 627 
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with the month-on-month fundamentals-based price from the subsequent year. The 628 

fundamentals portion of the natural gas OFPC reflects Aurora-forecast prices. 629 

Q. Please describe the CO2 price assumptions used in the price-policy scenarios. 630 

A. PacifiCorp used four different CO2 price scenarios—zero, medium, high, and the 631 

SCGHG. The medium scenario is derived from a survey of third-party industry experts, 632 

including IHS CERA, and Wood Mackenzie and the Energy Information 633 

Administration as well as CO2 price assumptions used by peer utilities. Both the 634 

medium and high scenarios apply a CO2 price as a tax beginning 2025. PacifiCorp also 635 

incorporated the SCGHG that is assumed to start in 2021 for Washington, and is applied 636 

such that the SCGHG is reflected in market prices and dispatch costs for the purposes 637 

of developing each portfolio (i.e., incorporated into capacity expansion optimization 638 

modeling). 639 

Q. How did PacifiCorp pair the natural gas and CO2 price assumptions for purposes 640 

of analyzing Foote Creek II-IV and Rock River I? 641 

A. Scenarios pairing medium gas prices with alternative CO2 price assumptions reflect 642 

OFPC forwards through April 2024 before transitioning to a fundamentals forecast. 643 

Scenarios using high or low gas prices, regardless of CO2 price assumptions, do not 644 

incorporate any market forwards because these scenarios are designed to reflect an 645 

alternative view to that of the market. As such, the low and high natural gas price 646 

scenarios are purely fundamental forecasts. Low and high natural gas price scenarios 647 

are also derived from expert third-party, multi-client, “off-the-shelf” subscription 648 

services.  649 
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Q. Please explain how you conducted your analyses. 650 

A. The methodologies are consistent with the approach used to perform the economic 651 

analysis of portfolios in the 2021 IRP. The system value of incremental wind energy 652 

from Foote Creek II-IV and Rock River I are each calculated from two PLEXOS ST 653 

model simulations for a given price-policy scenario—one simulation with incremental 654 

wind energy and one simulation without incremental wind energy. The system value 655 

of incremental wind energy is then converted to a dollar-per-$/ MWh value by dividing 656 

the change in annual system cost by the change in incremental wind energy for both 657 

price-policy scenarios through 2040. The value of wind energy is extended out through 658 

2050 by extrapolating the system values calculated from modeled data over the 2038-659 

2040 timeframe. The assumed system value, expressed in dollars per$/ MWh, is applied 660 

to the incremental energy output associated with each of the wind repowering projects. 661 

Q.  Were your initial economic analyses conducted before passage of the IRA? 662 

A.  Yes.  663 

Q.  How does the IRA impact your analyses?  664 

A.  Based on existing law, PacifiCorp’s initial economic analyses assumed that both Foote 665 

Creek II-IV and Rock River I qualified for 60 percent of available PTCs. After passage 666 

of the IRA, each facility now qualifies for 110 percent of available PTCs. The Company 667 

has updated its economic analyses to reflect the new PTC value for both projects, and 668 

the results are reflected in Tables 6 and 7 below. 669 

Q.  What are the results of your economic analyses for Foote Creek II-IV?  670 

A. Table 6 summarizes the PVRR(d) customer benefits (or costs) of Foote Creek II-IV 671 

both before and after passage of the IRA. This table also presents the same information 672 
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on a levelized dollar-per-MWh basis.  673 

Table 6. Foote Creek II-IV (Benefits)/Costs 674 

Price-Policy 
Scenario 

Pre-IRA PVRR(d) 
($ million) 

Pre-IRA Net 
Benefit ($/MWh) 

Post-IRA 
PVRR(d)  
($ million) 

Post-IRA Net 
Benefit ($/MWh) 

HH ($80.80) ($38/MWh) ($104.23) ($49/MWh) 

MM ($53.07) ($25/MWh) ($76.49) ($36/MWh) 

LN $17.09 $8/MWh ($6.33) ($3/MWh) 

MM-SCGHG ($142.77) ($67/MWh) ($166.19) ($78/MWh) 

 

Prior to passage of the IRA, Foote Creek II-IV was expected to deliver 675 

$53.07 million in present-value net customer benefits in the MM scenario, and 676 

$80.8 million in the HH scenario. This is contrasted with $17.09 million cost in the LN 677 

scenario. Under the MM and HH scenarios, nominal levelized net benefits are 678 

$25/MWh and $38/MWh, respectively. Under the LN scenario there is a nominal 679 

levelized net cost of $8/MWh.  680 

After passage of the IRA, customer benefits increased substantially: Foote 681 

Creek II-IV will now deliver $76.49 million in present-value net customer benefits in 682 

the MM scenario and $104.23 million in the HH scenario. Importantly, the only 683 

scenario where Foote Creek II-IV was expected to generate customer costs prior to 684 

passage of the IRA—the LN scenario ($17.09 million)—has transformed to a 685 

$6.33 million customer benefit. These benefits only increase under the highest cost of 686 

carbon scenario (MM-SCGHG). While the Company decided to move forward with 687 

Foote Creek II-IV prior to passage of the IRA, the substantial post-IRA benefits 688 

continue to support the Company’s decision to acquire and repower the facilities.  689 
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Q.  What are the results of your economic analyses for Rock River I?  690 

A. Table 7 summarizes the PVRR(d) customer benefits (or costs) of Rock River I both 691 

before and after passage of the IRA. This table also presents the same information on 692 

a levelized dollar-per-MWh basis. 693 

Table 7. Rock River I (Benefits)/Costs 694 

Price-Policy 
Scenario 

Pre-IRA 
PVRR(d)  

($ 
million) 

Pre-IRA Net Benefit 
($/MWh) 

Post-IRA 
PVRR(d) ($ 

million) 

Post-IRA Net 
Benefit 

($/MWh) 

HH ($67.76) ($31/MWh) ($91.69) ($43/MWh) 

MM ($30.15) ($14/MWh) ($54.09) ($25/MWh) 

LN $23.12 $11/MWh ($15.12) ($7/MWh) 

MM-SCGHG ($143.42) ($67/MWh) ($167.35) ($78/MWh) 

Before passage of the IRA, Rock River I was expected to deliver $30.15 million 695 

in present-value net customer benefits in the MM scenario, $67.76 million in the HH 696 

scenario, and $143.42 million in the MM-SCGHG scenario. This is contrasted with 697 

$23.12 million cost in the LN scenario. Under the MM-SCGHG, MM and HH 698 

scenarios, nominal levelized net benefits are $67/MWh, $14/MWh and $31/MWh, 699 

respectively. Under the LN scenario there is a nominal levelized net cost of $11/MWh.  700 

After passage of the IRA, customer benefits increased substantially: Rock River 701 

I will now deliver $54.09 million in present-value net customer benefits in the MM 702 

scenario and $91.69 million in the HH scenario. Importantly, the only scenario where 703 

Rock River I was expected to generate customer costs before passage of the IRA—the 704 

LN scenario ($23.12 million)—has transformed to a $15.12 million customer benefit. 705 

These benefits only increase under higher gas or CO2 scenarios. 706 
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Q.  Are the Company’s economic analyses of the expected customer benefits from 707 

Foote Creek II-IV and Rock River I conservative?  708 

A.  Yes. The PVRR(d) results do not reflect the potential value of RECs generated by the 709 

incremental energy output from each of the wind facilities. Customer benefits for all 710 

price-policy scenarios would improve significantly for every dollar assigned to the 711 

incremental RECs that will be generated through 2040, and these RECs can also be 712 

sold to reduce the revenue requirement impact of this resource. 713 

V. BOSWELL SPRINGS AND CEDAR SPRINGS IV POWER PURCHASE 714 
AGREEMENTS 715 

Q. Please describe the acquisition of Boswell Springs Wind and Cedar Springs IV 716 

Wind facilities. 717 

A.  PacifiCorp has entered into separate PPAs to procure power from the 320 MW Boswell 718 

Springs Wind and 350.4 MW Cedar Springs IV wind facilities located in Wyoming. 719 

The PPAs and associated amendments can be found in the Company’s confidential 720 

attachment to SER Filing Requirement A.11.14 My testimony below provides the 721 

economic justification for the Company’s decision to enter into these transactions. 722 

A. Resource Need 723 

Q. Did PacifiCorp’s preferred portfolio of resources developed in the Company’s 724 

2021 IRP and IRP Update indicate a need for Boswell Springs and Cedar Springs 725 

IV? 726 

A. Yes. As discussed above, PacifiCorp’s 2021 IRP showed that PacifiCorp had a capacity 727 

deficit in all years of the planning horizon: beginning at 1,071 MW in 2021 and 728 

 
14 Attach SER FR A.11 CONF Folder, “Attach SER FR A.11-2e Cedar Springs Wind IV LLC 4-20-22 PPA 
CONF” (Cedar Springs IV PPA) and “Attach SER FR A.11-1a Boswell Wind LLC 8-16-22 320 MW PPA CONF” 
(Boswell Wind PPA). 
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increasing to over 6,600 MW by 2040. In 2025, the resource need in the 2021 IRP was 729 

1,627 MW. The 2021 IRP Update showed a resource need in all years of the planning 730 

horizon: beginning at 1,584 MW in 2022 and increasing to 6,755 MW in 2040. In 2025, 731 

the resource need was 1,867 MW, an increase of 240 MW, or approximately 15 percent, 732 

relative to the resource need identified in the 2021 IRP.  733 

Q.  Did the Company take actions to meet this need? 734 

A.  Yes. This consistent need led the Company to issue the 2020AS RFP. The 2020AS 735 

RFP, and the oversight by the Commission’s independent evaluator facilitated a 736 

competitive and transparent bidding process, as detailed in the Direct Testimony of 737 

Rick T. Link. 738 

Q. Please describe the key factors for how Boswell Springs and Cedar Springs IV 739 

can address this need. 740 

A. The projects are anticipated to be fully online and serving customers by the beginning 741 

of 2025. This timing enables the projects to deliver needed energy and capacity for 742 

customers before the availability of either new proxy resources, or final shortlist project 743 

generation expected to be enabled by the Gateway South transmission line, as identified 744 

in the Company’s 2020AS RFP. Without these projects, the risk of shortfalls is 745 

increased as is the Company’s reliance on energy markets.  746 

Q.  Did Boswell Springs and Cedar Springs IV participate in the 2020AS RFP, and 747 

were they ultimately selected in the final shortlist? 748 

A.  Yes. After evaluating a range of potential bid portfolios, and accounting for bid updates 749 

from interconnection study results, the final shortlist included: 1,792 MW of new wind 750 

capacity (590 MW as BTAs and 1,202 as PPAs); 1,302 MW of solar capacity as PPAs; 751 



Page 38 – Direct Testimony of Thomas R. Burns 

697 MW of BESS (497 MW of BESS capacity paired with solar bids, and 200 MW as 752 

standalone BESS capacity as a BSA). This list included both Boswell Springs and 753 

Cedar Springs IV. 754 

B. Assumptions and Results 755 

Q.  Please summarize the natural gas and CO2 price assumptions used in the 756 

economic analyses for Boswell Springs and Cedar Springs IV. 757 

A. The economic analysis for each of the projects included three price-policy scenarios—758 

representing medium natural gas prices, and zero, medium, and high CO2 prices. The 759 

price-policy scenario that pairs medium natural gas prices with medium CO2 prices is 760 

referred to as the “MM” scenario, the price-policy scenario that pairs medium natural 761 

gas prices with a zero CO2 price is referred to as the “MN” scenario, the price-policy 762 

scenario that pairs medium natural gas prices with a high CO2 price is referred to as the 763 

“SC” scenario. While the MM price-policy scenario represents the Company’s 764 

“expected case” describing likely future conditions, the MN and SC scenarios provide 765 

informative analytical bookends scenarios.  766 

Similar to the Company’s other analyses, these assumptions can influence the 767 

value of system energy, the dispatch of system resources, and PacifiCorp’s resource 768 

mix. Consequently, wholesale-power prices and CO2 policy assumptions affect NPC, 769 

non-NPC variable-cost benefits, and system fixed-cost benefits associated with the 770 

wind facilities. Because wholesale power prices and CO2 policy outcomes are both 771 

uncertain and important drivers to the economic analysis, it is important to evaluate a 772 

range of assumptions for these variables. The natural gas and CO2 price assumptions 773 

are summarized in Table 8. 774 
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Table 8. Price-Policy Assumptions 775 

Price-Policy Scenario 
Henry Hub Natural 

Gas Price 
(Levelized $/MMBtu)* 

CO2 Price Description 
 

MM $4.52 $12.10/ton starting 2025 rising 
to $51.40/ton in 2040 

MN $4.52 None 

SC $4.44 $74.10/ton starting 2021 rising 
to $150.38/ton in 2040 

*Nominal levelized Henry Hub natural gas price from 2025 through 2040. 

 
Q. Please explain how you conducted your analyses. 776 

A. The methodologies are generally consistent with the approach used to perform the 777 

economic analysis of portfolios in the 2021 IRP. The system value of incremental wind 778 

energy from either facility were calculated from two PLEXOS ST model simulations 779 

for a given price-policy scenario—one simulation with incremental wind energy and 780 

one simulation without incremental wind energy. The difference between these two 781 

simulations indicates whether there are customer benefits or costs from the Company 782 

procuring these resources.  783 

Q.  Did the Company’s analyses indicate these resources would result in customer 784 

benefits? 785 

A.  Yes. The Table below provides the overall net customer benefit from each price policy 786 

scenario for Boswell Springs and Cedar Springs IV, based on the agreed-to $/MWh 787 

PPA price.15  788 

 

 

 
15 SER FR A.5, Attach Attachment SER FR A.5-1b CONF.  
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Table 9. Boswell Springs and Cedar Springs IV Customer (Benefits)/Costs 789 
 

Price-Policy 
Scenario 

Boswell Springs 
Net Benefit 

($m) 

Cedar Springs IV 
Net Benefit ($m) 

MM ($335m) ($209m) 

MN ($222m) ($97m) 

SC ($616m) ($538m) 

The Company’s economic analyses indicate there are substantial customer 790 

benefits from procuring these resources across all price scenarios. For Boswell Springs, 791 

customer benefits would range from $222 million where low natural gas prices and no 792 

carbon prices were reflected in the market, to $616 million under medium natural gas 793 

and high carbon prices. Similarly for Cedar Springs IV, customer benefits would range 794 

from $97 million where low natural gas prices and no carbon prices were reflected in 795 

the market, to $538 million under medium natural gas and high carbon prices. 796 

Q.  Are the Company’s economic analyses of the expected customer benefits from 797 

these resources conservative?  798 

A.  Yes. These economic analyses do not reflect the potential value of RECs generated by 799 

the incremental energy output from either project. Customer benefits for all price-800 

policy scenarios would improve significantly for every dollar assigned to the 801 

incremental RECs that will be generated through 2040, and these RECs can also be 802 

sold to reduce the revenue requirement impacts of these resources. 803 

Q.  Are these economic analyses impacted by the IRA? 804 

A.  No. Although the Company’s economic analyses of these PPAs were conducted prior 805 

to passage of the IRA, the analyses of these resources remain the same. As PPAs, the 806 

owners of both resources retain the additional tax benefits that could be impacted by 807 

the IRA.  808 
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VI. CONCLUSION 809 

Q.  Please summarize the conclusions of your direct testimony. 810 

A.  PacifiCorp’s economic analysis shows that the Company’s decision to procure these 811 

resources was prudent and that the resources are necessary and will provide substantial 812 

customer benefits compared to anticipated project costs.  813 

Q. What is your recommendation? 814 

A.  I recommend that the Commission determine that the Company’s decisions to acquire 815 

Rock Creek I and II, acquire and repower Foote Creek II-IV and Rock River I, and 816 

enter into the Boswell Springs and Cedar Springs IV PPAs were prudent. 817 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 818 

A. Yes. 819 
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