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I. INTRODUCTION

Are you the same Ramon J. Mitchell who previously submitted direct and Phase
I rebuttal testimony in this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky
Mountain Power (“PacifiCorp” or the “Company”)?
Yes.

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY
What is the purpose of your Phase I surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding?
I respond to various issues raised in the rebuttal testimonies of: (1) the Division of
Public Utilities (“DPU”) witnesses Dan F. Koehler and Eric Orton; (2) the Utah Office
of Consumer Services (“OCS”) witness Alyson Anderson; and (3) the Western
Resource Advocates (“WRA”) witness Nancy L. Kelly; all related to net power costs
(“NPC”) or the energy balancing account (“EBA™).
If you do not address an issue or position in your testimony, should that be
interpreted as supporting or opposing the issue or position?
No. The fact that I do not address certain issues or positions in parties’ testimonies does
not indicate agreement and does not indicate disagreement with that certain issue or
position in the relevant party’s testimony. Furthermore, it should not be concluded that
failure to address an issue or position implies or indicates that the issue or position is,
or is not, contended by the Company.
Please summarize your Phase I surrebuttal testimony.
I discuss the Company’s response to various positions that affect or implicate NPC or
the EBA. I discuss potential updates to the NPC forecast, discuss the modeling of the

Washington Cap and Invest program—part of Washington’s Climate Commitment Act

Page 1 — Phase I Surrebuttal Testimony of Ramon J. Mitchell



24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

(“CCA”), provide commentary on natural gas market prices used to forecast NPC, and

reiterate points raised in my rebuttal testimony regarding the benefits of and need for

the EBA.

Q. How is your Phase I surrebuttal testimony organized?

My testimony is organized as follows:

In section III, I address parties’ comments on updates to the NPC forecast.

In section IV, I reiterate that the forecast natural gas prices are real forward
market prices—and therefore have no low- or high-end bias.

In section V, I discuss the Washington Cap and Invest program as it concerns
indirect costs and direct costs.

In section VI, I reiterate the benefits to customers from the EBA and redirect to
prior Company context on historical findings that the current EBA is in the
public interest.

Finally, in section VII, I respond to the WRA’s testimony on the NPC forecast
and again conclude that all their recommendations based on their NPC forecast

analyses should be rejected based on false premises.

Is the Company proposing to update forecasted NPC in this surrebuttal filing?

No. While there have been adjustments proposed to NPC which are addressed by my

testimony, the Company’s rate mitigation proposal currently has the 2025 base NPC

(NPC in rates) at a lower level than what is expected for 2025. As such, the Company

continues to support the base NPC presented in its amended application.
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III. NPC UPDATES
A. Reply to DPU
Q. The DPU considers it reasonable to “request a market update”! which “could
include [an update to] market prices for natural gas and power and existing
energy contracts.”” How do you respond?
A. The DPU agrees with the FEA that it is “a reasonable proposal for the Commission to

293 ¢

consider” “adjusted Aurora inputs for key natural gas and power market prices to be

consistent with the more recent OFPC.”* As mentioned in my rebuttal testimony:

The FEA seeks to achieve a more accurate representation of
NPC and notes that forecasted inputs closer to the test period are
likely to be more accurate —all else equal. By this logic, if an
updated OFPC increases NPC accuracy, then other relevant
input elements of the NPC forecast—such as new power, fuel
and transportation/transmission contracts, both physical and
financial, and updates to existing contracts —will also increase
NPC accuracy when updated, and therefore should be updated
as well.]

The Company continues to stand by this position.
IV.  NATURAL GAS MARKET PRICES
A. Reply to DPU
Q. The DPU reiterates it belief “[t|hat the Company’s natural gas price forecast is on
the high end of a reasonable range.”® How do you respond?
A. As mentioned in my rebuttal testimony:

The Company would like to clarify that it does not forecast
natural gas prices for the purposes of the NPC forecast. All test

! Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Dan F. Koehler, lines 96-97.
2d., lines 103-104.

3 Id., lines 94-95.

41d., lines 91-92.

5 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Ramon J. Mitchell, lines 77-83.
¢ Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Eric Orton, lines 125-126.
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period natural gas prices are derived from actual broker quotes.
That is to say, the natural gas prices used to forecast NPC in the
test period are the real prices of natural gas for 2025, from the
real forward markets.[”]

The situation is still the same here in surrebuttal; the Company does not forecast natural
gas prices—the market does.

V. WASHINGTON CAP AND INVEST
A. Reply to DPU
The DPU “maintain[s] that it is more appropriate to allow allocation of indirect
costs of the [CCA],? while continuing to recommend “that only direct costs [...]
should be situs assigned to Washington.”® How do you respond?
As articulated in the Phase I rebuttal testimony of Company witness Joelle R.
Steward,'” the Company continues to agree that the indirect costs related to the CCA
should be allocated consistent with “generation tax[es] or generated-related dispatch

11

cost[s],”"" and also continues to take the position that the direct costs related to the

CCA be allocated consistent with generation taxes or generated-related dispatch costs.

" Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Ramon J. Mitchell, lines 158-160.
8 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Dan F. Koehler, lines 47-48.

% Id., lines 39-40.

10 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Joelle R. Steward, lines 878-987.
1 1d., line 982.
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VI. THE ENERGY BALANCING ACCOUNT
A. Reply to OCS/ WRA

Q. Both the OCS and the WRA continue to recommend that the Commission open a
separate docket to: (1) evaluate whether the EBA is in the public interest; or (2)
explore alternatives to the current EBA.!> 13 How do you respond?

A. The Company’s position remains the same as it is in the rebuttal testimony of
Ms. Steward,'* and as it is in my rebuttal testimony.!’ In summary, and reiterating: (1)
the EBA is in the public interest—and therefore should not be eliminated;'® !” and (2)
“eliminat[ing] [...] the EBA would not result in customers paying decreased rates.”!®

Q. Has the Commission previously addressed these EBA issues, found the EBA to be
in the public interest, or opened a docket to evaluate the EBA?

A. Yes. Please refer to the Phase I rebuttal testimony of Ms. Steward where she identifies:
(1) that the Commission has already evaluated the EBA;!® (2) why the Commission
found the EBA to be in the public interest at the time of its creation;?’ and (3) why the
Commission found the EBA to be in the public interest after it was modified to fully
pass-through the Company’s relatively uncontrollable costs (i.e., NPC).?!

Importantly, none of the fundamental conditions faced by the Company during

the above referenced Commission decisions have changed.??

12 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Alyson Anderson, lines 41-45.

13 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Nancy Kelly, lines 96-101.

14 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Joelle R. Steward, lines 185-701.
15 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Ramon J. Mitchell, lines 482-782.
16 1d., lines 780-782.

17 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Joelle R. Steward, lines 12-15.

18 Id., lines 14-15 (Emphasis added).

19 1d., lines 247-297.

20 Id., lines 249-273

21 Id., lines 274-295.

22 Id., lines 296-297.
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VII. REPLY TO WRA

A. Reply to WRA
Expounding on their direct testimony, the WRA continues to claim increased
market reliance,? recommends disallowance of two modeling changes in the NPC
forecast,’* and asserts that your explanations for increases in NPC are inconsistent
with the evidence or nonsensical.2> How do you respond?
The WRA'’s analyses or assumptions that support their claims, assertions or
recommendations here have not changed from their direct testimony. I have already
provided rebuttal testimony that details that these supporting analyses or assumptions
are largely erroneous or irrelevant.?®

To rebut the WRA’s direct testimony, I first had to provide seven clarifications
to their testimony.?’” My ultimate recommendation was that “[m]ost of [the] WRA’s
testimony on NPC issues is inaccurate or misleading and therefore provides no basis
for their conclusions—and their recommendations should be rejected.”® This prior
recommendation has not changed in this testimony; my rebuttal testimony’s reply to
the WRA is this surrebuttal testimony’s reply to the WRA.

I recommend that any of the WRA’s recommendations that are based on their
analysis of this GRC’s NPC forecast be rejected, again.
Does this conclude your Phase I surrebuttal testimony?

Yes.

23 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Nancy Kelly, lines 17-18.

24 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Nancy Kelly, lines 292-297.

% Id., lines 142-161.

26 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Ramon J. Mitchell, lines 55-57.
27 Id., lines 789-956.

28 Id., lines 1015-1018.

Page 6 — Phase I Surrebuttal Testimony of Ramon J. Mitchell



