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Are you the same Jeffrey M. Wagner who previously submitted direct testimony
in this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power
(“PacifiCorp” or the “Company”)?
Yes.
I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding?
My testimony responds to the testimony of the Utah Division of Public Utilities
(“DPU”) witness David Williams regarding the estimated capacity factors of Rock
Creek I and II and provides an update of the construction status of the projects.
Please summarize your rebuttal testimony.
I discuss the estimated capacity factors of Rock Creek I and II and provide a
construction status update for the projects.

II. ROCK CREEKITAND II CAPACITY FACTORS
Please describe the adjustment proposed by Mr. Williams in this case with regards
to Rock Creek I and II wind projects.
Mr. Williams recommends the Company’s requested recovery for the projects be
reduced because the capacity factors used in the 2020 all source request for proposals
(“2020AS RFP”) differed from the capacity factors for the projects as reflected in the
Build Transfer Agreements (“BTAs”) and used in this proceeding. Mr. Williams
proposes an adjustment to the Company’s purchase price for the projects based on his
argument that the projects were selected in the 2020AS RFP based on analysis using

the earlier capacity factors.

Page 1 — Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Jeffrey M. Wagner



23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

REDACTED

Do you agree with Mr. Williams’ adjustment?

No. Company witness Rick T. Link addresses Mr. Williams overall arguments related
to the economic analysis of the projects from the 2020AS RFP. My testimony discusses
the reasons why the capacity factors changed from the best and final bid price of the
2020AS RFP to the BT As.

Why are the estimated capacity factors for Rock Creek I and II, under the
finalized BTAs with Invenergy, different from the estimated capacity factors
assumed in Invenergy’s original proposal in the Company’s 2020AS RFP?

The estimated capacity factors for Rock Creek I and II proposed by Invenergy in the

2020AS RFP assumed a layout and turbine type which was subsequently changed by

invenerzy due to siting constains [
_ described in the Company’s confidential

response to DPU Data Request 6.9. The finalized turbine type and project layouts (BTA
Project Configuration) utilize a General Electric (“GE”) . megawatt (“MW?”)
nameplate capacity wind turbine model which is larger than the - wind turbine
models proposed by Invenergy in the 2020AS RFP. By selecting a larger nameplate
capacity wind turbine, Invenergy was able to address the aforementioned siting
constraints while maintaining the original project sizes, 190 MW for Rock Creek I and
400 MW for Rock Creek II. Larger nameplate capacity wind turbine units generally
have lower capacity factors than smaller nameplate capacity wind turbines for the same
wind resource. The lower wind capacity factors are expected to be offset in the long
term by the additional energy able to be derived by maintaining the original 590 MW

capacity of the projects by using the larger turbines (rather than reducing the project
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sizes to address the siting constraints). Additionally, larger turbine types generally
result in reduced operations and maintenance costs as there are fewer turbines to
maintain. The trend in the wind turbine industry to higher capacity wind turbines has
been a significant factor in the reduction in the levelized cost of energy from wind
resources.

Are the estimated capacity factors modeled for a wind resource a guarantee of the
actual capacity factors once the facility is constructed?

No. Invenergy and its advisors derived prudent, reasonable estimates of projected
energy yield for the projects. It is understood that projected capacity factors are only
best estimates, based on a multi-year program of on-site wind resource measurement,
and that energy yields may vary as the wind resource is economically dispatched within
a portfolio of other generating resources. Results of the wind resource measurement
campaign were used to derive an understanding of the long-term wind resource across
the entire Rock Creek I and II project areas. In turn, the expected long-term wind
resource (wind speed and air density) is assumed and applied to the chosen wind turbine
model_ at the specified hub height_
in the finalized project layout (BTA Project Configuration), to derive an estimate of
annual energy yield. It is expected that some years will exceed the estimate, and some
years will fall short of the estimate.

Did the Company update its economic modeling and customer benefits analysis
for Rock Creek I and II, assuming the estimated capacity factors of the finalized
wind turbine model and project layouts (the “BTA Project Configuration”)?

Yes. The direct testimony of Company witness Thomas R. Burns describes the detailed
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economic analysis of the significant customer benefits resulting from the acquisition of
the Rock Creek projects, reflecting the finalized BTA Project Configuration. Mr. Link
adopts Mr. Burns’ direct testimony in his rebuttal and provides additional discussion of
the project economics.
III. ROCK CREEK I AND II CONSTRUCTION STATUS

What is the current status of the Rock Creek projects?

For Rock Creek I, as of October 31, 2024, civil construction is ninety percent (90
percent) complete, the collector substation is ninety-five percent (95 percent) complete
and awaiting back-feed power, the operations and maintenance building is eighty
percent (80 percent) complete, the generation tie-line is complete, all collector circuits
are complete, all turbine foundations have been installed, and all turbines have been
delivered. Twenty-two (22) turbines have been erected, and three (3) turbines have

completed owner's walkdown and mechanical completion acceptance is under review.

Regarding Rock Creek 11, as of October 31, 2024, turbine deliveries have begun
with nine (9) of sixty-six (66) delivered. The collector substation construction is
underway with installation of the main power transformers, underground conduit and
ridged bus steel installation. Collection circuit trenching is ninety-one percent (91
percent) complete, and turbine base-mid tower erection has begun. Construction of

Rock Creek II remains on track for all turbines to be placed in service in the third
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121 IV.  CONCLUSION
122 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

123 A. Yes.
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