1407 West North Temple, Suite 330
Salt Lake City, UT 84116

September 15, 2021
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING
AND OVERNIGHT DELIVERY
Wyoming Public Service Commission
2515 Warren Avenue, Suite 300
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002
Attn: John Burbridge, Chief Counsel

Docket No. 20000-599-EM-21
Record No.15767

RE: IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER
TO DECREASE CURRENT RATES BY $14.9 MILLION TO REFUND DEFERRED NET
POWER COSTS PURSUANT TO TARIFF SCHEDULE 95 ENERGY COST
ADJUSTMENT MECHANISM AND TO DECREASE CURRENT RATES BY $166
THOUSAND PURSUANT TO TARIFF SCHEDULE 93, REC AND SO2 REVENUE
ADJUSTMENT MECHANISM – Rebuttal Testimony
Dear Mr. Burbridge:
In accordance with the scheduling order that was issued by the Wyoming Public Service
Commission on June 25, 2021, please find enclosed for filing Rocky Mountain Power’s rebuttal
testimony in the above captioned matter.
If there are any informal questions related to this filing, please feel free to contact Stacy
Splittstoesser at (307) 632-2677.
Sincerely,

Joelle R. Steward
Vice President, Regulation
Enclosures

Docket No. 20000-599-EM-21
Witness: Jack Painter
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1

1

Q.

Are you the same Jack Painter who previously submitted direct testimony in this

2

proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“PacifiCorp”

3

or the “Company”)?

4

A.

Yes.

5

PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

6

Q.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

7

A.

My rebuttal testimony responds to various issues and adjustments raised in the direct

8

testimony of Wyoming Industrial Energy Consumers (“WIEC”) witness Mr. Bradley

9

G. Mullins and direct testimony of the Wyoming Office of Consumer Advocate

10

(“OCA”) witness Ms. Anna DeMers relating to Energy Cost Adjustment Mechanism

11

(“ECAM”) recovery.

12

Q.

Please summarize your rebuttal testimony.

13

A.

I specifically address the following items:

14

•

Test energy for the Cedar Springs, Ekola Flats, TB Flats, and Pryor Mountain wind

15

projects. The Company agrees with WIEC’s proposed adjustment to remove test

16

energy from the ECAM, which reduces the Company’s request by $162,639.

17

•

The embedded cost differential (“ECD”) adjustment. The Company agrees with the

18

OCA’s proposal to include the ECD amount but to exclude interest, which reduces

19

the Company’s request by $8,346.

20
21

•

The outage at the Last Chance Units 1-3 hydroelectric facility. The Company agrees
to reduce its request by $36, which is the amount of estimated replacement power
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1

costs but does not agree with the OCA’s conclusion that the Company was

2

responsible “in every way”1 for this outage.

3

•

4

The sharing band change that will occur in 2022 and other reporting items proposed
by the OCA, which do not require any adjustment to the Company’s request.

5

•

The Company agrees to a reduction of its request by an overall amount of $171,021.

6

The Company proposes to include an adjustment to its 2022 ECAM filing to refund

7

this amount back to customers.

8

Test Energy

9

Q.

Does the Company agree with WIEC and OCA that test energy for the Cedar

10

Springs, Ekola Flats, TB Flats, and Pryor Mountain wind projects should be

11

removed from the ECAM?

12

A.

13

Yes. Since the Company did not include an offset to the capital projects in the most
recent rate case, test energy should not be included in the ECAM.

14

Q.

What is the impact to the ECAM of removing test energy for these wind projects?

15

A.

The Company agrees with the calculation that WIEC used for the impact of removing

16
17

test energy from the ECAM, which is a $162,639 refund to Wyoming customers.
Q.

18
19

What was the OCA’s adjustment regarding test energy and why is the Company
accepting WIEC’s adjustment?

A.

The OCA adjusted the ECAM by removing test energy for the Cedar Springs II, Ekola

20

Flats, and TB Flats I wind projects.2 The Pryor Mountain wind project is not included

21

in the OCA’s adjustment, but should be because test energy for this facility was

22

included in the ECAM filing and should receive the same treatment as the Energy

1
2

Direct testimony of Anna DeMers, page 23, line 13.
OCA Exhibit 201.1, lines 8-10.
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1

Vision 2020 wind projects. Additionally, the OCA’s calculation equally distributes the

2

adjustment across all twelve months instead of the month that test energy was applied

3

and also uses the allocation factor from the 2020 ECAM. WIEC’s adjustment is more

4

accurate because it includes Pryor Mountain, applies the test energy adjustment in the

5

appropriate month, and uses the correct allocation factor.

6

ECD Adjustment

7

Q.

Please summarize WIEC’s position regarding the proposed ECD adjustment.

8

A.

While acknowledging that the Commission has previously made retroactive corrections

9

through commodity balancing accounts, Mr. Mullins claims that if the Wyoming Public

10

Service Commission (“Commission”) allows the correction that it will risk outcomes

11

from prior ECAM proceedings if the Company is allowed to collect the ECD

12

adjustment. He also states that the Company should bear the cost of errors and

13

omissions in past proceedings that result in an under-collection of net power costs, even

14

when there is no dispute about whether the cost is recoverable absent the timing

15

difference.3 Mr. Mullins recommends removing the ECD adjustment, which would be

16

a reduction to Wyoming customers of $196,101 (including interest).

17

Q.

Please summarize OCA’s position regarding the proposed ECD adjustment.

18

A.

Ms. DeMers recommends allowing the Company to recover the amount of the ECD

19

adjustment of $187,756 but to remove the interest that accrued, which would be a

20

reduction to Wyoming customers of approximately $8,000.4

3
4

Direct testimony of Bradley G. Mullins, at 13:14-14:8 page 15, lines 1-2.
Direct testimony of Anna DeMers, page 18, lines 8-13.
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1

Q.

2
3

Should the Company be allowed to recover the ECD adjustment calculation error
from the 2020 ECAM?

A.

Yes. The Company agrees with OCA’s position that this amount should be recoverable.

4

As explained in my direct testimony, this was a simple error where the adjustment was

5

inadvertently excluded from the 2020 ECAM amount, which was not identified until

6

the Company developed the calculations and testimony for this ECAM filing. As noted

7

by Ms. DeMers, the Company raised the ECD adjustment in testimony in the

8

2020 ECAM, but ultimately did not include it correctly in its calculation. No parties

9

disputed the ECD adjustment in the 2020 ECAM, nor does WIEC now claim that the

10

adjustment is inaccurate.

11

Q.

Why is WIEC’s recommendation to exclude the ECD adjustment misleading?

12

A.

WIEC argues that the Company is “proposing to recover additional costs” associated

13

with the 2020 ECAM,5 which is misleading. The ECD adjustment correction is not an

14

“additional cost.” Rather, it is simply correcting an error, similar to other prior period

15

adjustments. This amount should have been included in the 2020 ECAM filing. It was

16

mentioned in the direct testimony of Mr. David G. Webb but accidentally left out of

17

the actual ECAM calculations. Presenting this error to the Commission as soon as it

18

was found is reasonable and prudent. Additionally, the Company is not seeking any

19

different outcome in any other prior ECAM proceedings.

20

Q.

21
22

Does the Company accept the OCA’s proposal to deny recovery of interest for the
ECD adjustment calculation error in the 2021 ECAM?

A.

5

Yes. This reduces the amount of the Company’s request by $8,346.

Direct testimony of Bradley G. Mullins, page 14, line 9.
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1

Last Chance Hydro Outage

2

Q.

3
4

Please describe the Last Chance hydroelectric plant and summarize the outage
that occurred on July 16, 2020.

A.

The Last Chance hydroelectric plant is located outside of Grace, Idaho and has a total

5

plant capacity of 1.734 megawatts. The Company purchased the Last Chance project

6

from the Last Chance Canal Company in 1984. A contractor was working on drainage

7

improvements near the plant site and struck an underground metering and controls

8

circuit that was installed prior to the Company’s ownership of the project and was not

9

included in drawings for the project that were conveyed to the Company at the time of

10

purchase. The damaged controls circuit caused the plant to trip offline for 10 hours.

11

Q.

What is the OCA’s recommendation for this outage?

12

A.

Ms. DeMers recommends the Commission require the Company to provide

13

replacement power costs for this outage and recommends disallowance of these

14

replacement power costs and states the Company was responsible for this outage.6

15

Q.

16
17

What is the estimated replacement power cost for the outage at Last Chance hydro
units 1, 2, and 3?

A.

The Company estimates the replacement power cost to be $366 on a total-Company

18

basis for the outage event that lasted approximately 10 hours with a total plant capacity

19

of 1.734 megawatts. Under OCA’s proposal to adjust the ECAM for the replacement

20

power cost of the Last Chance outage, after allocating the estimated replacement power

21

cost in the ECAM and applying the 70/30 sharing band and interest, the amount

22

refundable to Wyoming customers would be $36.

6

Direct testimony of Anna DeMers, page 23, lines 1-13.
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1

Q.

2
3

Does the Company agree with OCA that the outage at Last Chance hydro and
associated replacement power costs be disallowed?

A.

While the Company does not agree that it bears responsibility for the outage, due to

4

the limited impact of the estimated replacement power costs, agrees to adjust the

5

ECAM to refund $36 to Wyoming customers.

6

Sharing Band Changes

7

Q.

Please explain the OCA’s testimony that discussed the change in sharing band.

8

A.

Ms. DeMers explained the Company’s recent rate case decision and the change in

9

sharing from the existing 70/30 to the new 80/20 sharing that was approved by the

10

Commission and went into effect on July 1, 2021. The first six months of net power

11

costs incurred in calendar year 2021 will have the 70/30 sharing applied and the next

12

six months of net power costs (starting in July 2021) will have the 80/20 sharing band

13

applied. She recommended the Company provide “clear and detailed information in the

14

2022 ECAM necessary for Parties to track and audit this change.”7

15

Q.

16
17

Will the Company’s 2022 ECAM filing clearly show the new 80/20 sharing band
and base rates that went into effect on July 1, 2021?

A.

Yes. The Company’s current ECAM filing, specifically Exhibit RMP___(JP-1) and

18

Exhibit RMP___(JP-3), shows both actual and base net power costs and the sharing

19

band calculated by month. Maintaining this format for the 2022 ECAM filing should

20

provide what the OCA is recommending with full transparency.

7

Id. at page 16, lines 22-23.
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1

Other Reporting Items

2

Q.

3
4

Please explain the OCA’s recommendation to provide a list of all non-tax items in
the next rate case.

A.

Ms. DeMers states that she does not have adequate information on the California

5

Greenhouse Gas Allowance charge to fully endorse that it is necessary for Wyoming

6

customers to pay this charge for participating in the energy imbalance market. She

7

recommends the Company provide a list of all non-tax items legislated by other states

8

that are funded by Wyoming customers (including the California Greenhouse Gas

9

Allowance) in the next rate case. She also states that the Company should include

10

information on how the funds for each identified item are spent and any benefits that

11

Wyoming customers receive in exchange for funding these items.

12

Q.

What is the Company’s California Greenhouse Gas Allowance charge?

13

A.

The Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) allowance charge reflects the obligation incurred by the

14

Company as a result of wholesale sales to the California market or energy transfers to

15

California through the Energy Imbalance Market (“EIM”). These activities incur an

16

obligation to purchase GHG allowances and are prudent because sales and purchases

17

with the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) in the EIM benefit all of

18

the Company’s customers and are more than offset by the EIM benefits and savings.

19

Q.

Does the Company have concerns with Ms. DeMers’ request?

20

A.

Yes. The Company supports full transparency and reporting but is concerned with the

21

vagueness of the request by Ms. DeMers. In addition to Ms. DeMers’ recommendation,

22

the recent Order issued resolving the 2020 rate case imposes further reporting
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1

requirements.8 The Commission has stated concerns with the voluminous information

2

the Company submitted in its recent rate case. Adding additional reporting

3

requirements only adds to the volume and amount of data for all parties to review.

4

Q.

5
6

Does the Company have an alternative suggestion to the proposal for additional
reporting requirements?

A.

Yes. Rather than requiring the Company to provide information that may or may not

7

be relevant in a future rate case, the Company believes that it is reasonable for the OCA

8

to issue data requests to obtain additional information if they are not satisfied with the

9

information contained in the existing reports and rate case filings.

10

Q.

11
12

How does the Company propose to refund the agreed upon adjustments discussed
in your rebuttal testimony to Wyoming customers?

A.

The Company proposes to retain the existing rates and adjust the 2022 ECAM filing to

13

refund customers an additional $162,639 for the test energy, $8,346 for removal of the

14

interest that accrued for the ECD adjustment, and $36 for the Last Chance hydro outage

15

which totals $171,021.

16

Q.

What do you recommend?

17

A.

I recommend the Commission accept the Company’s proposed adjustments to reduce

18

the ECAM by $171,021 and include this amount as a credit to Wyoming customers in

19

the 2022 ECAM filing.

20

Q.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

21

A.

Yes.

8

Memorandum Opinion, Findings, and Order issued July 15, 2021 in Docket No. 20000-578-ER-20.
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BEFORE THE WYOMING PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
)
IN THE MATTER OF THE
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)
DOCKET NO. 20000-599-EM-21
POWER TO DECREASE CURRENT
)
RATES BY $14.9 MILLION TO REFUND
)
(RECORD NO. 15767)
DEFERRED NET POWER COSTS
)
PURSUANT TO TARIFF SCHEDULE 95
)
ENERGY COST ADJUSTMENT
)
MECHANISM AND TO DECREASE
)
CURRENT RATES BY $166 THOUSAND
)
PURSUANT TO TARIFF SCHEDULE 93,
)
REC AND S02 REVENUE ADJUSTMENT
)
MECHANISM
AFFIDAVIT, OATH AND VERIFICATION
Jack Painter (Affiant) being of lawful age and being first duly sworn, hereby deposes and says that:
Affiant is the Net Power Cost Specialist for PacifiCorp, which is a party in this matter.
Affiant prepared and caused to be filed the foregoing testimony. Affiant has, by all necessary
action, been duly authorized to file the testimony and make this Oath and Verification.
Affiant hereby verifies that, based on Affiant's knowledge, all statements and information
.contained within the testimony and all of its associated attachments are true and complete and
constitute the recommendations of the Affiant in his/her official capacity as Net Power Cost
Specialist
Further Affiant Sayeth Not.
Dated this ~

day of

Sql·l<.~,bu , 2021

STATE OF vJPrs l\1:-N~~

Jack Painter
etPower Cost Specialist
825 NE Multnomah Street
Portland, OR 97232

)
) SS:

COUNTY OF

Gl.A4\L.

)

The foregoing was acknowledged before me by Jack Painter on this \~ day of

§f~ft\'V\6!;'f

2021. Witness my hand and official seal.

Notary Public
My Commission Expires:

C)b/ol /i;o1,

3

Notary Public
State of Washington
Kenneth Deere
Commission No. 208729
Commission Expires 06-01-2023

Docket No. 20000-599-EM-21
Witness: Robert M. Meredith
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1

1

Q.

2

Are you the same Robert M. Meredith who submitted direct testimony in this
proceeding on behalf of Rocky Mountain Power (“RMP” or the “Company”)?

3

A.

Yes.

4

Q.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

5

A.

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of
Ms. Anna DeMers on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”).

6
7

Response to OCA Witness Anna DeMers

8

Q.

9

regarding the rate design for the deferred energy cost adjustment mechanism

10
11

Please summarize the concern that Ms. DeMers raised in her direct testimony

(“ECAM”) and renewable revenue adjustment (“RRA”) mechanism.
A.

Ms. DeMers noted that there were several changes to rate schedules as a result of the

12

Company’s recently completed general rate case in Docket No. 20000-578-ER-20

13

(“2020 Rate Case”), and she recommended that the deferred ECAM rate design be

14

updated so that it could better align with pricing structure changes that were

15

implemented in the 2020 Rate Case. She noted three potential areas where deferred

16

ECAM prices could be out of alignment: 1) introduction of new pilot program customer

17

classes; 2) time differentiated energy charges for large customers; and 3) consolidation

18

of the lighting classes.

19

Q.

20
21

How did the Company incorporate the structural changes from the 2020 Rate
Case into the ECAM and RRA tariffs?

A.

The Company made a housekeeping filing with the Wyoming Public Service

22

Commission (“Commission”) in this docket on July 8, 2021. In addition to including

23

the Company’s proposed interim deferred ECAM and RRA prices in this filing, the
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1

Company also accounted for the changes to the Schedules 93 and 95 tariff sheets that

2

the Commission approved in the 2020 Rate Case. The Commission approved this filing

3

on August 2, 2021.

4

Q.

5
6

In this housekeeping filing, how did the Company determine the deferred ECAM
and RRA prices for the new pilot programs?

A.

The pricing for Schedules 19 and 29 is consistent with the pricing for their parent

7

schedules, with Schedule 19 and Schedule 29 having the same deferred ECAM and

8

RRA prices as Schedule 2 and Schedule 28, respectively.

9

Q.

10
11

For the larger customer rate schedules, did the Company time-differentiate the
deferred ECAM and RRA energy charges?

A.

In the 2020 Rate Case, the Commission approved time-differentiation for the base

12

ECAM energy charges on Schedules 46, 48T, and 33. For the deferred ECAM and RRA

13

rates, which are significantly smaller, the Company is not proposing time

14

differentiation, but rather flat cents per kilowatt-hour values across all usage.

15

Q.

16
17

How did the Company consolidate the lighting schedules within the ECAM and
RRA tariffs?

A.

The Company filed the deferred ECAM and RRA prices in this proceeding prior to the

18

final order in the 2020 Rate Case, so the Company developed these prices separately

19

for the east and west sides of the Company’s system. In the 2020 Rate Case, the

20

Commission approved the Company’s proposal to consolidate the lighting schedules,

21

with customers on rate schedules for the west side moving to the appropriate rate

22

schedule for the east side. All lighting customers are, therefore, paying the interim

23

deferred ECAM and RRA prices for the appropriate consolidated schedules, even
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1

though the revenue requirements and billing determinants used to develop those prices

2

did not include data for the west side lighting customers. Also, because the Commission

3

approved the Company’s proposal to consolidate the lighting schedules in the 2020

4

Rate Case, the Company removed the deferred ECAM and RRA prices for the obsolete

5

west side lighting schedules from the Schedule 93 and 95 tariff sheets.

6

Q.

Are the interim deferred ECAM and RRA prices fair and reasonable even though,

7

when developing them, the Company only considered data for east side lighting

8

customers?

9

A.

Yes. Using pricing developed for east side schedules does not present a material impact

10

for either lighting customers or for the overall balancing accounts for the ECAM and

11

RRA. The lighting class is the smallest segment of revenue, and the lighting class

12

specific to the west side is yet an even smaller segment, representing a significantly

13

smaller percentage of overall revenue than the east side lighting class. Table 1 below

14

shows the relative significance of lighting and particularly west side lighting relative

15

to the Company’s overall revenue in the state of Wyoming.
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1

Table 1. Relative Significance of Lighting Classes

Description

Base
Revenue
($000)

All Lighting Customers

% of Overall
Wyoming

% of Overall Lighting

2,289

0.35%

100.00%

West Side Lighting Customers

308

0.05%

13.44%

East Side Lighting Customers

1,981

0.30%

86.56%

Total Wyoming

661,360

100.0%

2

Table 1 shows that revenue from lighting customers is about one third of one percent

3

of the Company’s overall Wyoming revenue, and revenue from the lighting customers

4

previously on west-side specific rate schedules make up only about 13 percent of

5

overall lighting revenue. Because of the west side customers’ smaller revenue share,

6

weighted average deferred ECAM and RRA prices for all lighting customers would not

7

be very different from prices developed with east side lighting data. However, the

8

Company does plan to use data for the consolidated lighting classes for the

9

development of all future deferred ECAM and RRA prices.

10

Q.

11
12

Please summarize your recommendation for the deferred ECAM and RRA rate
designs.

A.

I recommend that the Commission accept the pricing structure of the Company’s

13

proposed deferred ECAM and RRA rates with the understanding that billing data from

14

the consolidated lighting schedules will be used in next year’s filing.

15

Q.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

16

A.

Yes.
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AFFIDAVIT, OATH AND VERIFICATION
Robert M. Meredith (Affiant) being oflawful age and being first duly sworn, hereby deposes and says
that:
Affiant is the Director of Pricing and Cost of Service for PacifiCorp, which is a party in this
matter.
Affiant prepared and caused to be filed the foregoing testimony. Affiant has, by all necessary
action, been duly authorized to file the testimony and make this Oath and Verification.
Affiant hereby verifies that, based on Affiant's knowledge, all statements and information
contained within the testimony and all of its associated attachments are true and complete and
constitute the recommendations of the Affiant in his official capacity as Director of Pricing and
Cost of Service.
Further Affiant Sayeth Not.
Dated this

day

Director of Pricing and Cost of Service
825 NE Multnomah St, Ste 2000
Portland, OR 97232

~

STATE OF()1-r
=---__,_;:_~--

. ,,.. ,

)
. ) SS:

fhe foregoing was acknowledged before me by Robert M. Meredith on this _
. , 2021. Witness my hand and official seal.

day of

.i

My Commission Expires:

OFFICIAL STAMP
KIMBERLY L MCCUNE
NOTARY PUBLIC· OREGON
COMMISSION NO. 1004291

MY COMMISSlON EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 17. 2024

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Docket No. 20000-599-EM-21
Record No. 15767
I hereby certify that on September 15, 2021, I caused to be served via email a true and
correct copy of the foregoing document to the following:
Office of Consumer Advocate
Rachel Collins (C)
Wyoming Office of Consumer Advocate
2515 Warren Avenue, Suite 304
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002
rachel.collins1@wyo.gov
Wyoming Industrial Energy Consumers
aclee@hollandhart.com (C)
Abigail C. Briggerman (C)
Thorvald A. Nelson (C)
glgargano-amari@hollandhart.com (C)
Brittany L. Tyler (C)
Holland & Hart LLP
555 Seventeenth Street, Suite 3200
Denver, CO 80202
acbriggerman@hollandhart.com
tnelson@hollandhart.com
bltyler@hollandhart.com
Rocky Mountain Power
Stacy Splittstoesser
Wyoming Regulatory Affairs Manager
Rocky Mountain Power
315 W. 27th St.
Cheyenne, WY 82001
stacy.splittstoesser@pacificorp.com
datarequest@pacificorp.com

Emily L. Wegener
Stephanie Barber-Renteria
Rocky Mountain Power
1407 West North Temple, Suite 320
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
emily.wegener@pacificorp.com
stephanie.barber-renteria@pacificorp.com

_____________________________
Katie Savarin
Coordinator, Regulatory Operations

