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Are you the same Julie Lewis who submitted Phase I rebuttal testimony in this
proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp, d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“Rocky
Mountain Power” or “RMP” or “Company”)?

Yes.

What is the purpose of your Phase I surrebuttal testimony in this case?

My testimony responds to the Phase I rebuttal testimony of the Utah Division of Public
Utilities (“DPU”) witness Eric Orton regarding the Company’s Annual Incentive Plan
(“AIP”).

Please summarize your Phase I surrebuttal testimony.

In my testimony I explain that employee annual incentive payments (“AIP”’) should not
be disallowed. The Company’s incentive program is structured to provide benefits to
customers and is part of the Company’s total market-based compensation package. The
removal of incentive expense would therefore result in below-market compensation. I
explain why the Utah Public Service Commission (“Commission”) should reject
certain wage and labor related adjustments proposed by DPU witness Mr. Orton,
Federal Executive Agencies witness Michael P. Gorman, and Utah Association of
Energy Users witness Kevin C. Higgins.

Please summarize DPU witness Mr. Orton’s position on the Company’s AIP.

Mr. Orton compares his recommended adjustment to the adjustments proposed by
Mr. Gorman and Mr. Higgins and concludes that an adjustment to AIP could
reasonably be bookended by the $0.443 million recommended by Mr. Higgins and his

$7 million adjustment.! Mr. Orton opines that any of the proposed adjustments are

! Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Eric Orton, lines 103-105.
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preferrable to the Company’s proposed recovery and that his proposed 50/50 sharing
between shareholders and customers is reasonable because he claims the Company’s
management is responsible for maximizing shareholder profit and “customers are at the
mercy of these management teams in the discharge of employee focus and efforts.”
Do you agree with Mr. Orton?

No. The Commission has acknowledged in the past that there is risk of harm to
customers that could occur if total compensation is less than the market rate, which
would result in employees lacking necessary and appropriate skills.> Mr. Orton’s
assertion that 50 percent of the incentive compensation should be paid by shareholders
has not been supported by any evidence. As described in my Phase I rebuttal testimony,
the Company’s six pillars, weighted equally, are: customer service, employee
commitment, environmental respect, regulatory integrity, and operational excellence.*
Incentivizing employees to achieve objectives focused on these pillars provides direct
benefits to customers.

Would you like to address anything further with regards to Mr. Orton’s Phase I
rebuttal testimony?

Yes. Mr. Orton claims the exact amount of the adjustment is “muddied by the Company
giving three separate amounts of AIP in its Direct Testimony and exhibits.”> Company

witness Shelley E. McCoy addresses Mr. Orton’s concern in her Phase I surrebuttal

testimony.

2 Id. lines 95-100.

3 Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Authority to Increase its Retail Electric Utility Service Rates in
Utah and for Approval of its Proposed Electric Service Schedules and Electric Service Regulations, Docket No.
20-035-04, Order at 28-29 (Dec. 30, 2020).

4 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Julie Lewis, lines 59-92.

5 Phase I Rebuttal Testimony of Eric Orton, lines 106-109.
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43 Q. Does this conclude your Phase I surrebuttal testimony?

44  A. Yes.
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