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Q.  Are you the same Shelley E. McCoy who submitted direct, amended direct 1 

testimony, Phase I rebuttal, Phase I surrebuttal testimony, and Phase III 2 

testimony in this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power 3 

(“RMP” or the “Company”)? 4 

A.  Yes. 5 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 6 

Q.  What is the purpose this portion of your Phase III rebuttal testimony? 7 

A. The purpose of this portion of my Phase III testimony is to address and respond to 8 

certain issues raised by Mr. Jonathan Lee from the Division of Public Utilities (“DPU”) 9 

and Mr. Paul J. Alvarez from the Utah Office of Consumer Services (“OCS”) in their 10 

February 14, 2025 testimony filed with the Utah Public Service Commission 11 

(“Commission”). The February 14, 2025 testimony submitted by parties focuses on the 12 

Independent Evaluator’s (“IE”) wildland fire report and recovery of fire mitigation 13 

costs in this General Rate Case (“GRC”) proceeding.  14 

Q. Is your testimony in this Phase III testimony addressing specific issues within the 15 

topics previously mentioned? 16 

A. Yes. My testimony focuses on the recovery of the $21.0 million deferred wildland fire 17 

balance over one-year through tariff Schedule 97, or the Wildfire Balancing Account 18 

(“WBA”) and the establishment of the wildland fire base requested for the 12-month 19 

period ending December 31, 2025 (“Test Year”) in this docket.  20 

II. RECOVERY OF DEFERRED WILDLAND FIRE COSTS 21 

Q. Can you please describe the WBA? 22 

A. The Wildland Fire Planning and Cost Recovery Act, Utah House Bill 66 (“H.B. 66”), 23 
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states, “The Commission shall authorize the deferral and collection of the incremental 24 

revenue requirement for the capital investments and expenses to: (a) implement an 25 

approved wildland fire protection plan; and (b) are not included in base rates.”1 The 26 

WBA is a newly proposed tariff to provide recovery for the incremental costs deferred 27 

under H.B. 66. Related to the request in this docket, the Company is seeking to recover 28 

$21.0 million of deferred costs through the WBA. 29 

Q. What do the deferred costs represent? 30 

A. The deferred costs represent incremental costs from amounts that were established in 31 

base rates from the Company’s 2020 General Rate Case (“2020 GRC”), Docket No. 32 

20-035-04, to implement an approved Wildland Fire Protection Plan (“WMP”). Further 33 

details supporting the calculation were provided in my direct testimony as Exhibit 34 

RMP___(SEM-9) and included the deferral balance by month for capital, return on rate 35 

base, operations and maintenance expense and interest. Additional details such as line 36 

item expenses and capital investment by project have been provided to parties through 37 

workpapers or various data requests throughout the pendency of this case.2 38 

Q. Do any parties take issue with recovery of the deferred cost in this docket? 39 

A. Yes. While I have previously addressed certain parties’ recommendations for recovery 40 

of the deferred costs in Phase I of this proceeding, I will specifically address DPU 41 

witness Mr. Lee’s recommendation to deny the request to recover all deferred costs.3 I 42 

will also note, the Company has previously requested recovery of a portion of the 43 

deferred costs through Docket No. 23-035-27, however, the Commission order 44 

 
1 Utah Code Ann. § 54-24-202(3). 
2 See RMP Berreth Workpapers (Jun. 28, 2024); RMP Responses to OCS Data Request 41 and 43; RMP 
Responses to DPU Data Request 69 and 70. 
3 Errata Phase III Direct Testimony of Jonathan Lee at 2:42-44 (“Lee Direct”). 
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expressed concern that the Company did not produce substantial evidence the costs it 45 

requested were incremental to base rates. That order further went on to allow for the 46 

Company to seek recovery of these costs in a future filing, which the Company is 47 

requesting in this docket.4 48 

Q. Has the Company addressed the Commission’s concerns and provided additional 49 

evidence to support the deferred balances? 50 

A. Yes. As discussed in more detail on pages 18 – 22 of my direct testimony, one of the 51 

major concerns of the Commission and parties related to incremental operations and 52 

maintenance expense and internal labor. To address these concerns, the Company 53 

examined operations and maintenance expense variances by cost category where the 54 

annual amount exceeded the amount in base rates by $500,000 or more. On those 55 

identified cost categories, additional details were provided illustrating the drivers of the 56 

spending as evidence that the deferred costs are incremental to base rates. For labor, 57 

the Company illustrated that the level of bare labor set in base rates was insufficient to 58 

cover the bare labor expenses experienced since the implementation of the WBA and 59 

therefore could not constitute double recovery.  60 

Q. Mr. Lee discusses that the Company’s spend on the 2020 WMP compared to 61 

budget are “huge and profound deviations.”5 Please respond. 62 

A. The Company acknowledged variances over $500,000 as compared to amounts 63 

included in base rates and provided explanations as part of the evidence to support the 64 

deferred balances. However, often times viewing mitigation efforts through the lens of 65 

 
4 Rocky Mountain Power’s 2023 Wildland Fire Cost and Compliance Report, Order, Docket No. 23-035-27, 12 
(Nov. 9, 2023).  
5 Lee Direct at 11:191. 
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specific budget categories may not be the best. As discussed in the direct testimony of 66 

Company witness Allen Berreth, the nature of wildfire planning is extremely difficult 67 

to predict exactly what activities will be completed since the Company focuses 68 

resources on the specific mitigation efforts identified through patrolling and 69 

inspections. This is why the variances on certain budget categories will be favorable to 70 

amounts in base rates while others may be unfavorable.  71 

Q.  Was Mr. Lee satisfied on the evidence provided by the Company for variances 72 

that exceeded $500,000? 73 

A. Mr. Lee expresses significant concerns with the particular cost category variances that 74 

exceeded $500,000 and argues that since the Company based the threshold for 75 

materiality on Commission Rule R746-700-22.A.3, it should have implemented 76 

internal controls and the Company should have filed for Commission approval for 77 

spending in categories that significantly exceeded the budget in the WMP.6 78 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Lee’s recommendation for Commission approval for 79 

amounts that exceed WMP budgets? 80 

A. No. First, I would like to clarify that the comparison is not to a budget, but rather a 81 

comparison to the amount included in base rates, which was based on the calendar year 82 

2021 test period from the 2020 general rate case. Notwithstanding this clarification, the 83 

Company certainly has a vested interest in compliance with the Commission 84 

requirements. However, Mr. Lee has taken it upon himself to implement new 85 

requirements that do not exist. 86 

 

 
6 Id. at 12:202-203. 
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Q. To your knowledge, what are the requirements that do exist related to the 87 

deferred costs? 88 

A. I know of three specific requirements; (1) submission of an annual cost and compliance 89 

report that outlines actual spending activities on specific fire mitigation efforts, details 90 

of the mitigation efforts taken, and changes to the WMP, (2) reporting of the deferral 91 

balance in the semi-annual results of operations reports filed with the Commission, and 92 

(3) requirement to file for recovery for all deferred balances.  93 

Q. Does the existing process provide adequate regulatory process for review and 94 

approval of deferred costs? 95 

A. Yes. While a variety of information is filed with the Commission regularly, the 96 

regulatory process also requires a proceeding and applicable statutory period for all 97 

recovery requests. The Company follows these requirements in accordance with the 98 

established rules and statutes. 99 

Q. Mr. Lee suggests that the Company can hire independent contractors and reap 100 

benefits such as rate of return and interest carrying charges from costs incurred.7 101 

How do you respond? 102 

A. This is simply not true. Independent contractors are an expense line item for which the 103 

Company does not earn a rate of return. Rate of return is used when calculating the 104 

revenue requirement for assets that are capitalized. Capitalized assets may include 105 

projects such as transmission or distribution line rebuilds. More importantly, regardless 106 

of the accounting treatment of expensing or capitalizing incurred costs, the Company 107 

is not “reaping” benefits as suggested by Mr. Lee. The rate of return is the debt and 108 

 
7 Id. at 23:393-394. 
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equity financing costs for capitalized assets, for which independent contractors are not. 109 

The carrying charge is the financing costs associated with the delay in which the costs 110 

are incurred and the revenues received.  111 

Q. Mr. Lee also states that the Commission should not allow the Company to recover 112 

the rate of return or carrying charges as it would “reward RMP for overspending 113 

its approved budget amount.”8 Would you like to address this statement? 114 

A. Again, the ability to recover the rate of return or carrying charges is not a reward but 115 

represents recovery of financing costs of capitalized assets or costs incurred from the 116 

delay of revenues received. I think Mr. Lee makes an assumption that ability to defer 117 

is synonymous for automatic recovery. This is false. The Company is still required to 118 

go through a prudence review for any recovery, or refund, of the deferred costs. I will 119 

also point out that Mr. Lee’s recommendation to remove the rate of return and carrying 120 

charges is contrary to the Wildland Fire Planning and Cost Recovery Act which 121 

expressly permits the Company to recover costs of capital.9 122 

Q. Has the Company always overspent its approved amount in rates? 123 

A. No. As illustrated in Exhibit RMP___(SEM-9), from the period January 2021 through 124 

July 2022, the Company was in a liability position driven largely by underspending 125 

capital due to certain pandemic driven constraints. This means the amount included in 126 

base rates exceeded amounts incurred to implement a WMP and funds were being set 127 

aside for refund to customers, including carrying charges.  128 

 

 

 
8 Id. at 36:630-633. 
9 Utah Code Ann. § 54-24-202(1). 



 

Page 7 – RMP Phase III Rebuttal Testimony of Shelley E. McCoy re: WMP 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Lee’s statement that, “The WBA only rectifies funding 129 

shortages to make RMP whole but does not specify accountability in meeting the 130 

goals…?” 131 

A. No, I disagree with Mr. Lee’s statement. Again, all expenses sought for recovery 132 

through the WBA are presented in a separate regulatory proceeding and subjected to a 133 

prudence review and Commission decision. The intent of the WBA is to allow the 134 

ability to recover only prudent costs to implement a WMP, not “approval for unlimited 135 

spending under the guise of Wildland Fire Mitigation” as suggested by Mr. Lee.10  136 

Q. Do amounts above the amount in rates inherently mean the Company was 137 

overspending? 138 

A. No. As mentioned previously, forecasting wildfire mitigation is extremely difficult. 139 

Simply because costs have increased, or additional measures were identified and 140 

required, does not constitute overspending. As addressed by other Company witnesses, 141 

these efforts were necessary and prudent to help reduce the wildfire risk in Utah. 142 

Additionally, capital included in base rates represents the investment at a point in time, 143 

or in this instance, the 2020 GRC. It should be anticipated that the Company will 144 

continue to invest in WMP capital projects or have new efforts identified to further 145 

mitigate wildfire risk and that incremental revenue requirement will be reflected in the 146 

WBA between rate cases. 147 

Q. Does Mr. Lee offer an opinion on categories in which the Company did not spend 148 

it’s originally forecasted budget or achieve its planned goals?11 149 

A. Yes. In his testimony, Mr. Lee refers to this as a deficiency which could “need 150 

 
10 Lee Direct at 39:700-701.  
11 Id. at 36:636-39:686. 
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additional future funding requests, and possibly part of the same miles could be in 151 

future rate cases.” This section of Mr. Lee’s testimony is reviewing planned capital 152 

mitigation efforts from the Company’s WMP. The reality is the Company has deferred 153 

actual amounts above or below the amount in rates associated with the implementation 154 

of the WMP as established by H.B. 66. Where capital investments are continuous, and 155 

do not reset each year like operations and maintenance expense, once the Company’s 156 

capital investments reach the amount included in rates, all additional capital 157 

investments are incremental. In this instance, if the Company expected to spend, for 158 

example, $10 million on a certain mitigation effort and only actually spent $3 million, 159 

that $7 million would never get requested from Utah customers. That is not an 160 

additional funding request for the same effort since only the actual amount would be 161 

recovered from Utah customers. That also does not mean those efforts are mitigated 162 

and it is likely the need to pursue those previously identified mitigation efforts may be 163 

incurred and sought for recovery at a later date.  164 

Q. Mr. Lee requests the Commission “…ensure that the WMP does not become a 165 

vehicle for RMP to separately code and recover anything fire-related without 166 

regard to amounts estimated and approved by the Commission in the WMP. This 167 

especially applies when facilities and labor for which recovery is sought lie outside 168 

the FHCA (“Fire High Consequence Area”) and employee counts remain below 169 

amounts in base rates.”12 Do you agree? 170 

A. I agree that parties and the Commission should only approve prudent costs. Mr. Lee 171 

does not seem to value the regulatory process that is in place for recovery of the WMP 172 

 
12 Id. at 30:525 – 529. 
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costs or the Company’s method of tracking these expenses. The regulatory process 173 

requires the Company to meet the burden of proof, allows for review and audit, and 174 

requires Commission approval prior to recovery of these prudent expenses. Related 175 

specifically to employee counts, my direct testimony explains and supports how bare 176 

labor costs included in base rates were insufficient to cover the implementation of the 177 

WMP. I generally take issue with Mr. Lee’s suggestion the Company simply codes 178 

things as wildfire and gets automatic recovery.  179 

Q. How does the Company track incremental costs associated with the 180 

implementation of a WMP? 181 

A. Since the costs eligible for deferral though H.B. 66 are the full cost to implement a 182 

WMP, the Company uses a coding system on those specific efforts. The coding of these 183 

costs is done by the employees who are completing the work and the principled efforts 184 

taken to ensure only wildfire mitigation costs are coded as such are great. The expenses 185 

then coded as wildfire mitigation costs are compared against amounts included in base 186 

rates to develop the deferred costs in the WBA.  187 

Q. Would you like to address anything else related to labor costs? 188 

A. Just one. Mr. Lee discusses the IEs comments on the inclusion of transmission 189 

mitigation program costs in the WBA when discussing the DPU’s position on labor 190 

costs.13 I think Mr. Lee is confused on the IE’s comments sourced in this section of his 191 

testimony. The IE is specifically discussing the concept of transmission mitigation 192 

costs possible inclusion in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) 193 

Formula Rate, or Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”) rate, while also getting 194 

 
13 Id. at 30:518-524. 
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included in the WBA. I explain why this is incorrect in my Phase III – IE Report direct 195 

testimony. 196 

Q. Mr. Lee recommends the Commission escalate the 2020 WMP using an inflation 197 

factor to determine recovery, do you agree? 198 

A. No. Mr. Lee suggests that post-2020 years were not normal due to the pandemic and 199 

labor shortages, material price increases, and other pandemic related factors in his 200 

recommendation to apply an inflation factor to 2020 WMP costs.14 Again, this is a new 201 

standard Mr. Lee is recommending. H.B. 66 specifically states the costs to “implement 202 

an approved wildland fire protection plan,” not the budgeted costs escalated by a 203 

general inflation index. I have additional concerns with using a general inflation index 204 

for capital projects. Capital projects are specific items that have been identified as 205 

needing mitigation efforts. Using an inflation index on historical projects to forecast 206 

future, unique, projects will always produce an incorrect result and not reflect the actual 207 

costs to implement the WMP.  208 

Q. What is your recommendation? 209 

A. I recommend the Commission approve recovery of the $21.0 million of deferred costs 210 

over one-year through the WBA. The Company has provided a significant amount of 211 

information supporting the prudence of these incremental expenses. In addition, these 212 

expenses have been incurred in compliance with the governing statutes, rules, and 213 

Commission orders. 214 

 

 
14 Id. at 30:532-31:536. 
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III. WBA BASE IN TEST YEAR 215 

Q. Does Mr. Lee also apply an inflation factor to recommend the level of Test Year 216 

expense? 217 

A. Yes. To determine the revenue requirement in a general rate case proceeding such as 218 

this one, the Company forecasts the level of expense that is likely to occur in the Test 219 

Year. As such, the Company included the forecasted 2023 WMP costs in the 2025 Test 220 

Year. This expense is further discussed by Company witnesses Joshua Jones and 221 

Mr. Berreth. Setting the Test Year at the amount proposed by Mr. Lee would set in base 222 

rates a level that will knowingly under recover the expected level of expense.  223 

Q. If the Commission were to adopt Mr. Lee’s recommendation for the Test Year 224 

costs, could the Company seek recovery of the incremental costs through a future 225 

WBA? 226 

A. Yes, that is technically possible. I would caution against setting rates artificially low to 227 

avoid compounding rate pressure in the future. For example, if the base rates were set 228 

too low, the amount of incremental costs deferred would continue to increase. Once the 229 

Company filed its next general rate case, the request could include an increase related 230 

to setting the base at the correct, increased level, as well as recovery of the deferred 231 

balance through the WBA. Both of those increases would be significantly greater by 232 

setting the base using Mr. Lee’s recommendation as opposed to setting the base at the 233 

amount proposed by the Company.  234 
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Q. OCS witness Mr. Alvarez proposed using a three-year average of 2023 – 2025 235 

operations and maintenance expenses for the Test Year, do you agree?15 236 

A. The Company believes this is a reasonable approach and accepts the adjustment 237 

proposed by Mr. Alvarez. This adjustment reduces the level of operations and 238 

maintenance expenses from the $28.4 million, total-Company, to $24.9 million, total-239 

Company.  240 

Q. Have you calculated the price impact of this adjustment? 241 

A. Yes. After consideration of all relevant impacts including allocation factors, 242 

uncollectible expenses, etc., this adjustment reduces the Utah-allocated rebuttal 243 

revenue requirement by $3,489,065. The workpaper supporting this change is provided 244 

as Exhibit RMP___(SEM-1R3). Additionally, this adjustment would impact the 245 

Wildland Fire Mitigation Balancing Account Base that was previously provided as 246 

Exhibit RMP___(SEM-8). A revised version is now provided Exhibit RMP___(SEM-247 

2R3) 248 

IV. DISCOVERY CONCERNS 249 

Q. Would you like to address anything else in your Phase III testimony? 250 

A. Yes. Mr. Alvarez criticized the Company’s response to data request OCS 41.10 251 

specifically noting that the Company was “unable or unwilling” to provide the 252 

requested information.16 I find this disheartening. The Company spent a significant 253 

amount of time and resources attempting to track down all the requested information 254 

which, in my review, was more than responsive. I have attached a copy of the 255 

information provided as Exhibit RMP___(SEM-3R3).  256 

 
15 Phase III Direct Testimony of Paul J. Alvarez at 29:545 – 548. 
16 Id. at 31:580-591. 
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 To summarize the request before the Commission in this docket, the Company 257 

is seeking recovery related to the 2021 – 2023 deferred costs through the WBA and to 258 

establish a new WBA base for the 2025 Test Year. The OCS requested project level 259 

detail including the revenue requirement, project characteristics, and explanations for 260 

all projects placed in-service from January 2021 through December 2025. The 261 

Company provided the full revenue requirement details on all projects placed in-service 262 

from January 2021 through the December 2023. The assets placed in-service during 263 

that period was consistent with the deferred asset costs requested for the recovery and 264 

WBA base for the Test Period. In addition, details such as the FHCA definition and 265 

breakdown of under grounding or covered conductor was also provided.  266 

For the 2024 and 2025 periods, as mentioned previously, wildfire mitigation 267 

projects are difficult to forecast as the Company identifies mitigation projects when it 268 

conducts inspections. Therefore, the Company uses the term “blanket project” when 269 

forecasting projects. These blanket projects represent a level of spend that was 270 

developed using available information at that time. However, that information is not 271 

forecasted using project level details and that level of detail is simply not available. 272 

This is because it is impossible to know exactly what section of line will be improved 273 

and at what cost until the patrolling and inspection actually identifies the mitigation 274 

need. In an attempt to be responsive to the OCS, the Company met to discuss the 275 

information available and provided project level details for assets placed in-service in 276 

2024 and to-date in 2025, even though these assets were beyond the scope requested in 277 

this docket. That said, the Company did provide the actual 2024 and 2025 details 278 

supporting the revenue requirement for the 2025 Test Year WBA base. What is most 279 
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disheartening is having the chance to read Mr. Alvarez’s testimony, the Company could 280 

have likely worked collaboratively to develop an available solution to address 281 

Mr. Alvarez’s concern had we known the actual data the OCS was after. Instead, the 282 

request likely got lost in the interpretation of the data request itself.  283 

Q. Does this conclude this portion of your Phase III rebuttal testimony? 284 

A. Yes. 285 
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Rocky Mountain Power Page 11.1
Utah General Rate Case - December 2025
Wildland Fire O&M

TOTAL UTAH
ACCOUNT Type COMPANY FACTOR FACTOR % ALLOCATED REF#

Adjustment to Expense
Revise Wildfire Expenses

Distribution O&M Expense 580 3 (3,346,667)          UT Situs (3,346,667)     11.1.1
Transmission O&M Expense 560 3 (266,667)             SG 44.880% (119,681)        11.1.1

(3,613,333)          (3,466,348)     

Description of Adjustment:
This adjustment adjusts the level of operations and maintenance expense for Wildland Fire mitigation efforts to the three-year 
average amount as proposed by OCS witness Mr. Alvarez. 

Rocky Mountain Power 
Exhibit RMP___(SEM-1R3) Page 1 of 2 

Docket No. 24-035-04 
Witness: Shelley E. McCoy



Rocky Mountain Power Page 11.1.1
Utah General Rate Case - December 2025
Wildland Fire O&M Direct Filing Phase III Change

12 ME December 2025 12 ME December 2025 12 ME December 2025
Expenses Allocation Total Company Total Company Total Company

Distribution 
Vegetation Inspections, Mitigation, Pole Clearing - Distribution UT 3,600,000 1,943,333 (1,656,667) 
FHCA Inspections detail sound and bore; IR/Corona - Distribution UT 700,000 453,333 (246,667) 
Condition Corrections - Distribution UT 12,800,000 11,500,000 (1,300,000) 
Wood pole wrap - Distribution UT - - - 
Weather Station maint, tool development, Community Mtgs, Advertising - Other UT 650,000 203,333 (446,667) 
Environmental -  Wildlife protection program - Distribution UT 500,000 446,667 (53,333) 
Fault Anticipator - Other UT - - - 
Patrolling costs, field response (PSPS) - Other UT 8,200,000 8,383,333 183,333 
Alert Wildfire Cameras - other UT 50,000 223,333 173,333 

Total Distribution O&M 26,500,000 Ref. 4.7 23,153,333 Ref. 4.7 (3,346,667) 
Transmission

Vegetation Inspections, Mitigation, Pole Clearing - Transmission SG 300,000 266,667 (33,333) 
FHCA Inspections - Transmission SG 800,000 800,000 - 
Condition Corrections - Transmission SG 200,000 166,667 (33,333) 
Pole Wrap Transmission SG 400,000 200,000 (200,000) 
Patrolling Costs SG 200,000 200,000 - 

Total Transmission O&M 1,900,000 Ref. 4.7 1,633,333 Ref. 4.7 (266,667) 

Total Expenses 28,400,000 24,786,667 (3,613,333) 

Rocky Mountain Power 
Exhibit RMP___(SEM-1R3) Page 2 of 2 

Docket No. 24-035-04 
Witness: Shelley E. McCoy
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Revenue Total UT Allocated1

Revenue Requirement 56,020,082       49,153,073       

Expenses
Distribution - Situs

Vegetation Inspections, Mitigation, Pole Clearing - Distribution 1,943,333         1,943,333         
FHCA Inspections detail sound and bore; IR/Corona - Distribution 453,333            453,333            
Condition Corrections - Distribution 11,500,000       11,500,000       
Wood pole wrap - Distribution - - 
Weather Station maint, tool development, Community Mtgs, Advertising - Other 203,333            203,333            
Environmental -  Wildlife protection program - Distribution 446,667            446,667            
Fault Anticipator - Other - - 
Patrolling costs, field response (PSPS) - Other 8,383,333         8,383,333         
Alert Wildfire Cameras - other 223,333            223,333            

Total Distribution O&M2 23,153,333       23,153,333       
Transmission - SG

Vegetation Inspections, Mitigation, Pole Clearing - Transmission 266,667            119,681            
FHCA Inspections - Transmission 800,000            359,043            
Condition Corrections - Transmission 166,667            74,801              
Pole Wrap Transmission 200,000            89,761              
Patrolling Costs 200,000            89,761              

Total Transmission O&M2 1,633,333         733,045            
Depreciation Expense

Distribution Depreciation Expense - Situs 3,820,480         3,820,480         
Transmission Depreciation Expense - SG 1,587,518         712,483            
Generation Depreciation Expense - SG 37,778              16,955              
General Depreciation Expense - Situs 210,084            210,084            
General Depreciation Expense - SG 101,993            45,775              
Intangible Depreciation Expense - SO 137,453            60,833              

Total Depreciation Expense3 5,895,305         4,866,610         
Taxes

Property Tax - Situs 2,151,605         2,151,605         
Total Taxes4 2,151,605         2,151,605         

Total Expenses 32,833,578       30,904,594       

Rate Base
Distribution - Situs 149,224,917     149,224,917     
Transmission - SG 92,425,451       41,480,832       
Generation - SG 1,077,572         483,618            
General - Situs 9,701,080         9,701,080         
General - SG 3,020,277         1,355,510         
Intangible - SO 1,996,981         883,816            

EPIS 257,446,277     203,129,772     
Distribution Accum Depr - Situs (6,788,817)       (6,788,817)       
Transmission Accum Depr - SG (2,136,330)       (958,792)          
Generation Accum Depr - SG (91,980)            (41,281)            
General Accum Depr - Situs (993,736)          (993,736)          
General Accum Depr - SG (361,912)          (162,427)          
Intangible Accum Depr - SO (782,663)          (346,388)          

Less Accum Depreciation (11,155,439)     (9,291,442)       
Total Rate Base 246,290,837     193,838,330     

Pre-tax Return on Rate Base 9.414% 9.414%

Footnotes:
1- 2025 UT GRC allocation factors, SG allocation UT: 44.880%, SO allocation UT: 44.258%
2- O&M expense is the 2025 forecast.
3- Depr. rates are the rates in the 2025 UT GRC. Dist: 2.556%; Trans: 1.727%; General UT: 2.166%; General SG: 3.377%; Intangible: 6.883%; Other: 3.506%.
4- Property tax rate from the Property Tax Estimation Exhibit, 1.11%.

Utah Wildland Fire Mitigation Balancing Account - Base Calculation
2025

Rocky Mountain Power 
Exhibit RMP___(SEM-2R3) Page 1 of 1 

Docket No. 24-035-04 
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OCS Data Request 41.10

OCS Data Request 41.10 

Refer to the response to CRA 1.9 and attachment Attach CRA 1.9.xlsx, which is 
list of projects and, apparently, a list of capital expenditures 2020-2024. Provide a 
similar list of projects summarized by roll-ups (for example, “FHCA – Northridge 
12 Distrib Ln Rebuild”), with dollar amounts placed into service, or expected to 
be placed into service, from January 1, 2021 through December 31, 2025. For 
each such project listed, please provide: 

(a) All components of the adjusted test year revenue requirements for each
project, by FERC account and allocation factor (for projects not Situs Utah),
including, but not limited to:

i. The total amount placed into service (or forecast to be placed into
service);

ii. The average test year plant in service;
iii. The average test year accumulated depreciation and/or accumulated
iv. amortization;
v. The average test year accumulated deferred income taxes; and

vi. The test year depreciation and/or amortization expense.

(b) An indication of whether the project is located in:

i. The definition of the 2020 FHCA; or
ii. The expanded definition of the FHCA in the 2023 wildfire plan revision;

or
iii. Corporate/central capital not associated with an FHCA geography.

(c) For each project/roll-up that is a distribution line rebuild project, a breakdown
of the total amount initially placed into service (or forecast to be placed into
service) into:

i. undergrounding; or
ii. covered conductor installation; or

iii. other equipment replacements (fuses, reclosers, fault indicators, etc.).

(d) For each project/roll-up that is a distribution line rebuild project (likely to be
about 40 or so per OCS’s review of Attach CRA 1-9):

i. An explanation of how RMP determined which sections to underground
vs. which sections to install covered conductor;

ii. Circuit miles (or feet) undergrounded;
iii. Circuit miles (or feet) installed with covered conductor;
iv. Counts of customers served by undergrounded portions; and
v. Counts of customer served by portions installed with covered conductor.
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vi. For each circuit referenced above ( i. thru v.), total circuit length (miles),
total circuit miles in original FHCA and total circuit miles in the
expanded FHCA.

(e) For each project/roll-up that is a sub-transmission/transmission line rebuild
project (likely to be about 25 or so per OCS’s review of Attach CRA 1.9),
please provide:

i. The circuit miles or feet rebuilt (or to be rebuilt) for each project.
ii. For each circuit in i. above, the total circuit miles in the original FHCA,

in the expanded FHCA and the total miles for the entire circuit.
iii. A list of the types of work to be completed for each project

(reconductoring, wood pole or tower replacements, other equipment
replacements, etc.)

iv. A breakdown of the total amount initially placed into service (or forecast
to be placed into service) into the types of work listed in subpart (ii)
above.

(f) Attach CRA 1.9.xlsx contains two columns labeled “TECO date” and “Est.
TECO”. Please explain what TECO is or references.

Response to OCS Data Request 41.10 

The Company objects to this data request to the extent the request is overly broad, 
and it would be unduly burdensome to produce the information requested. Subject 
to and without waiving the foregoing objection, the Company responds as 
follows: 

(a) Please refer to Attachment OCS 41.10-1, specifically tab “Account” which
provides the FERC Account and allocation factor by project.

(b) Generally, all line-rebuild projects completed or anticipated for completion by
2025 were selected based on the 2020 fire high consequence area (FHCA)
boundary. Please refer to Attachment OCS 40.10-2 and Attachment OCS
40.10-3 for details.

(c) Please refer to Attachment OCS 41.10-2.

(d) Please refer to Attachment OCS 41.10-3.

(e) Please refer to Attachment OCS 41.10-2 and Attachment OCS 41.10-3.

(f) “TECO Date” is the date a project is technically closed and placed-in-service.
“Est TECO” is the estimated date the project will be technically closed and
placed-in-service.
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The following attachments to Exhibit RMP___(SEM-3R3) 

are provided in Excel only: 

Attach OCS 41.10-1.xlsx 

Attach OCS 41.10-2.xlsx 

Attach OCS 41.10-3.xlsx 
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