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Q. Please state your name and business address with PacifiCorp dba Rocky 1 

Mountain Power (“the Company”). 2 

A. My name is Timothy J. Hemstreet. My business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street, 3 

Suite 1800, Portland, Oregon 97232. My title is Vice President of Renewable Energy 4 

Development.  5 

Q. Please describe your education and professional experience. 6 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from the University of Notre 7 

Dame in Indiana and a Master of Science degree in Civil Engineering from the 8 

University of Texas at Austin. I am also a Registered Professional Engineer in the State 9 

of Oregon. Prior to joining the Company in 2004, I held positions in engineering 10 

consulting and environmental compliance. Since joining the Company, I have held 11 

positions in environmental policy, engineering, project management, and hydroelectric 12 

project licensing and program management. In 2016, I assumed a role in renewable 13 

energy development, and in June 2019, I assumed the Managing Director role focusing 14 

on PacifiCorp's wind repowering effort, and assumed my current role in September 15 

2022, in which I oversee the development of renewable energy resources that enhance 16 

and complement PacifiCorp's existing renewable energy resource portfolio. 17 

Q. Have you appeared as a witness in previous regulatory proceedings? 18 

A. Yes, I have previously sponsored testimony in Wyoming, California, Idaho, Oregon, 19 

Utah, and Washington.  20 
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PURPOSE AND SUMMARY 1 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 2 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the testimony of Wyoming Industrial 3 

Energy Consumers (“WIEC”) witness Mr. Bradley G. Mullins with respect to proposed 4 

adjustments and recommendations relating to the performance and siting of the 5 

Company’s wind facilities.  6 

Q. Can you please summarize WIEC’s proposed adjustments and 7 

recommendations? 8 

A. Referencing the forecasted generation for the Company’s owned wind assets estimated 9 

at the time the Company sought Commission approval to proceed with the acquisition, 10 

construction, or repowering of the wind assets, WIEC alleges that the Company’s wind 11 

facilities have “underperformed” in recent years relative to those generation forecasts. 12 

Given this claimed underperformance, WIEC proposes a $4,429,907 adjustment to the 13 

deferral balance, reflecting one-third of what it estimates to be the cost impact of the 14 

wind underperformance based on the deviation between actual wind production and 15 

P50 forecast levels over the period 2020 through 2023.1 Without any supporting 16 

evidence, WIEC claims that this adjustment is proper because it is “possible” the 17 

alleged underperformance may be due to improper siting, design, installation, 18 

operation, or management of the wind facilities by the Company.2  19 

  Second, WIEC claims that the Commission should consider disallowing a 20 

portion of the capital costs of the wind facilities in a future general rate case because 21 

recent wind production has not matched the P50 forecast amounts developed for the 22 

 
1 Direct Testimony of Bradley G. Mullins at 48. 
2 Id. at 36.  
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wind facilities.3 WIEC theorizes that the alleged underperformance relative to the P50 1 

forecasts must result from some unspecified imprudent actions by the Company, which 2 

cannot be known at this time without review by an outside party, but which should 3 

nonetheless be penalized through a disallowance in the present proceeding.  4 

  WIEC relies on its submitted testimony and publicly available wind speed data 5 

from the Casper and Laramie airports, as the substantive evidence for its 6 

recommendations. The rebuttal testimony of Jack Painter provides a response to 7 

WIEC’s recommendation regarding the ECAM sharing mechanism.  8 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 9 

A. The premise of WIEC’s argument reflects a misunderstanding of the purpose of the pre-10 

construction P50 forecasts, the highly variable nature of wind energy output, and the 11 

utility of a P50 forecast as a reference point for assessing the successful operation of 12 

the Company’s wind facilities within an evolving broader electrical system that is 13 

optimized to deliver least-cost energy to customers while responding to Western Energy 14 

Imbalance Market (“WEIM”) signals to address system balancing needs in the most 15 

efficient manner. WIEC’s contention that there must be some mismanagement of 16 

operations due to generation results being less than pre-construction estimates also 17 

reflects a lack of appreciation of the variability of wind results that cannot be expected 18 

to realize average results over a period as short as two calendar years for some of the 19 

recently constructed facilities.  20 

  The Company’s owned wind resources have been properly sited in some of the 21 

most favorable wind generation areas and are being expertly operated and maintained 22 

 
3 Id. at 47. 
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consistent with prudent utility practice. The Company’s diligent management of the 1 

wind projects has assured a high level of availability that ensures the wind facilities are 2 

ready to generate when called upon to do so, subject to the availability of suitable wind 3 

speeds and the ability of the broader electrical system to utilize the energy they can 4 

produce. Where resource availability has not met contractual requirements with the 5 

original equipment manufacturers that are providing service and maintenance, the 6 

Company has diligently enforced contractual provisions and recovered more than $10 7 

million in liquidated damages that it has fully returned to customers through 8 

adjustments to net power costs.  9 

  WIEC provides no meaningful substantiation for its claims that 10 

mismanagement or lack of prudence by the Company is a cause of lower wind 11 

generation output from the Company’s wind facilities in recent years relative to the 12 

pre-construction P50 forecasts. WIEC simply speculates that it is “possible” the 13 

Company has mismanaged the siting, operation, installation, or management of its wind 14 

facilities, and such unfounded speculation cannot be the basis for a disallowance. 15 

WIEC’s recommended disallowance is based on a flawed calculation that overstates 16 

the alleged “underproduction” of energy relative to the P50 forecast, and then 17 

overvalues the generation it says the Company failed to produce by applying pricing 18 

that reflects day-ahead pricing for non-dispatchable wind energy.  19 

  The little rationale and evidence that WIEC does provide, when scrutinized, 20 

actually undermines its arguments. WIEC bases its mismanagement argument on the 21 

recent performance of the Company’s contracted wind resources. However, applying 22 

WIEC’s test of “underperformance” to wind projects contracted by the Company 23 
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reveals that the Company’s own wind facilities have outperformed their contracted 1 

counterparts with respect to delivering wind energy output closer to pre-construction 2 

P50 forecasts in every year that WIEC evaluated. WIEC points out that Company-3 

owned resources had generation output that was 17.9 percent lower than pre-4 

construction P50 forecasts in 2023, yet contracted facilities delivered output that same 5 

year that was 20.8 percent lower than generation volumes forecasted at the time they 6 

were contracted. Thus, if WIEC’s metric of using pre-construction P50 forecast 7 

adherence as the measure of proper wind project siting, construction, operation, 8 

maintenance and management, the owners of contracted resources are apparently 9 

performing worse than the Company. This is particularly true given the Company has 10 

no contractual rights to dispatch much of the capacity of contracted wind projects for 11 

economic reasons, requiring the Company to curtail its own generation resources – 12 

including wind resources – when there is an oversupply of energy on the system.  13 

  Further, when scrutiny is applied to WIEC’s observations of wind speed data at 14 

the Laramie and Casper airports to attempt to substantiate its claims that wind energy 15 

production has been egregiously lacking, this argument also falls short. The airport 16 

wind speed data cited by WIEC makes the point that wind speeds have been lower since 17 

2020, which is consistent with the reduced generation output from Company – and 18 

contracted – wind resources that WIEC states has no explanation. WIEC’s cited wind 19 

speed data shows that wind power at the airport locations was 19.9 percent lower in 20 

2023 as compared to 2020, whereas Company wind project output was 20.2 percent 21 

lower in 2023 as compared to 2020. Thus, WIEC’s data points to wind speed as the 22 
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cause of reduced wind generation output, not any mismanagement by the Company – 1 

or the owners of contracted wind resources.   2 

  WIEC’s recommendation, if adopted by the Commission, would reflect a 3 

serious deviation from standard ratemaking principles in which the Company’s prudent 4 

investments, and cost recovery thereof, are second-guessed on an ongoing basis if the 5 

results of operations are not satisfactory to stakeholders but the Company has not been 6 

imprudent in its actions.  7 

FORECAST DEVELOPMENT AND RESPONSE TO THE  8 
PREMISE OF WIEC’s ANALYSIS 9 

Q. Can you describe how P50 forecasts for wind facilities are developed? 10 

A. As part of its due diligence efforts and to inform economic evaluation of wind resources 11 

the Company relies upon third-party wind energy consultants with expertise in the 12 

siting, design, and assessment of wind energy projects to develop forecasts of expected 13 

generation from proposed wind resources. To arrive at an estimate of expected 14 

generation, these experts prepare a wind resource assessment model that uses available 15 

site wind speed data usually collected over a number of years, regional wind speed 16 

data, and in some cases, such as with the repowered facilities, the operational history 17 

of wind turbines at a project site prior to repowering. Based on this information, and 18 

considering site-specific topography, a wind flow model is developed that considers 19 

blockage effects from vegetation, buildings, and terrain effects. Wind turbine locations 20 

within the model are specified and wake effects are calculated to inform turbine 21 

placement and assess impacts and operational limitations on downwind turbines in 22 

order to optimize a site layout. Losses are then applied to this gross generation to 23 

capture wake losses and blockage effects, availability losses due to turbine, balance of 24 
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plant, and grid availability, electrical losses associated with the collection system, 1 

turbine performance limitations; environmental losses from weather conditions; and 2 

assumed standard curtailment losses from avian and bat curtailment events, wind sector 3 

management to protect downstream wind turbines, and grid curtailment. Uncertainty 4 

analysis is then applied to the model parameters to develop a probabilistic assessment 5 

of net generation expected from the project. From that assessment, a P50 forecast 6 

generation value, which represents the central value of the probability distribution, is 7 

determined.  8 

Q. What does the P50 forecast represent? 9 

A. The P50 forecast reflects the generation amount that, under the conditions and 10 

assumptions included in the analysis, would be expected to be exceeded 50 percent of 11 

the time, and, conversely, not exceeded 50 percent of the time. 12 

Q. How is a P50 forecast developed in this manner used by the Company? 13 

A. The pre-construction P50 forecast generation estimate reflects the output expected from 14 

the resource over a long time period and under conditions in which it is operating 15 

independently from other system resources. In this manner, it is a gauge of the 16 

capability of a resource. The P50 forecast is used with other resource attributes 17 

(capacity, capital construction and operations costs, asset life, resource location, etc.) 18 

as an input to the Company’s resource planning and valuation models to assess the 19 

benefits of a project and allow it to be compared to other resource alternatives.  20 

Q. Does the P50 forecast represent how a wind project is expected to be operated as 21 

part of a broader system of resources serving customers? 22 

A. No, the pre-construction P50 forecast based on the wind project modeling described 23 
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above does not consider the broader system in which a wind project will operate. 1 

Operation of a wind project within a broader system of generation resources will 2 

impose different operating restrictions and include different dispatch scenarios in 3 

which broader system costs are optimized as compared to the pre-construction forecast 4 

which considers the wind project operating in isolation from the system.  5 

Q. Do you agree with WIEC’s characterization of the P50 forecast provided in a 6 

CPCN filing? 7 

A. No. Although WIEC initially and correctly acknowledges that a P50 forecast represents 8 

that “production is expected to be higher than the estimate 50% of the time and lower 9 

than the estimate 50% of the time”,4 WIEC later incorrectly characterizes the P50 10 

forecast multiple times as the “expected”5 production and later the “approved”6 11 

generation. This confusion gives rise to the faulty premise of WIEC’s proposed 12 

disallowance – that a pre-construction P50 forecast included within a CPCN or other 13 

regulatory approval represents a long-term performance guarantee, and deviations from 14 

that purported guarantee on “expected” generation should give rise to a disallowance. 15 

WIEC thus considers that rate recovery for the resource should be dependent upon 16 

whether the project delivers this “approved” amount of generation output in perpetuity, 17 

with disallowances warranted for any failure to do so.7 In particular, WIEC infers, 18 

without any evidence, that because actual production, in three of the four years 19 

presented, was below the P50 forecast the Company must have acted imprudently.8 20 

 
4 Id. at 40. 
5 Id. at 42, lines 2, 8 and 9. 
6 Id. at 47, line 8. 
7 Id. at 39. 
8 Id. at 44. 
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Q. Is it your understanding that the Commission’s review of the new wind and 1 

repowering projects established the pre-construction P50 forecasts as a condition 2 

of those resource approvals? 3 

A. No. My understanding is that the CPCN review and approval process does not establish 4 

ratemaking related to the projects. In the Commission’s orders related to its review of 5 

the new wind and repowering projects the Commission explicitly states “[t]his Order 6 

does not determine any ratemaking issues whatsoever, all of which are expressly 7 

reserved for further decision in appropriate proceedings before the Commission.”9 8 

Q. Do you believe adherence of a wind project’s generation output to a pre-9 

construction P50 forecast value should be used to assess the prudence of the 10 

Company’s “siting and construction” or “operation and maintenance” of its wind 11 

facilities? 12 

A. No. Pre-construction P50 forecasts are best used to inform economic analysis that 13 

assists in determining the relative benefits of one resource versus another. In this 14 

manner, it provides a basis for comparison of the generation benefits of different 15 

resource alternatives operating under similar operating assumptions – and thus 16 

evaluates the generation potential of a wind resource given its site-specific factors. 17 

Because a pre-construction P50 forecast does not consider how that facility will be 18 

dispatched in coordination with a broader system to arrive at the lowest cost for the 19 

overall system it is not a guarantee of generation output from a wind facility. As such, 20 

 
9 In the Matter of the Amended Application of Rocky Mountain Power For Certificates of Public Convenience 
and Necessity And Non Traditional Ratemaking for Wind and Transmission Facilities, Docket No. 20000-520-
EA-15, Record No. 14781, Order at 27 (Oct. 8, 2018); In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power 
for an Order Approving Nontraditional Ratemaking Related to Wind Repowering, Docket No. 20000-519-EA-
17, Record No. 14780, Order at 18 (Dec. 21, 2018). 
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it would be improper to assess prudence of the Company’s siting, construction, 1 

operation or maintenance of a wind facility solely on the basis of adherence to a pre-2 

construction generation forecast. Indeed, the inherent variability in wind generation 3 

output due to year-to-year changes in wind speeds is why wind generation is included 4 

in the ECAM. 5 

Q. Are there situations in which optimization of a broader system of resources will 6 

impact the generation output from the Company’s wind resources? 7 

A. Yes, as discussed more fully in the rebuttal testimony of Company witness Mr. Jack 8 

Painter, system balancing often requires that wind output be curtailed as the most 9 

economic means to bring the system into balance. Thus, the Western Energy Imbalance 10 

Market in which the Company participates will provide curtailment signals to the 11 

Company’s generation facilities, including its wind resources, to achieve system 12 

balancing most cost-effectively. Economic curtailment such as this is not considered in 13 

a pre-construction P50 forecast, so EIM curtailment directives – even though cost 14 

effective – will cause the generation output from a wind project to deviate from a pre-15 

construction P50 forecast – which does not consider economic curtailment. 16 

Q. Has economic curtailment been a factor in the deviation of actual generation 17 

output from the pre-construction P50 forecasts?  18 

A. Yes, as described in response to Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) Data Request 19 

3.4, direction from the Western Energy Imbalance Market resulted in the curtailment 20 

of  megawatt-hours of wind energy in 2023. This represents megawatt-hours 21 

that the wind facilities could have produced if doing so did not conflict with system  22 

 

REDACTED
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balancing needs. WIEC, in its proposed adjustment, does not take these economic curtailments 1 

into account. 2 

Q. Why does the Company include pre-construction P50 forecasts in its Net Power 3 

Cost assumptions? 4 

A. The Company uses pre-construction P50 forecasts for new resources due to the lack of 5 

an operational history for the projects when optimized within a broader portfolio of 6 

resources and system constraints. The Company’s practice has been to use pre-7 

construction P50 forecasts until there are four calendar years of operational data with 8 

which to better estimate a wind project’s expected output.  9 

Q. How does WIEC’s faulty understanding of pre-construction P50 forecast 10 

influence its calculation of an adjustment to the ECAM? 11 

A.  Despite its earlier acknowledgment of the actual nature of a P50 forecast, the premise 12 

underlying WIEC’s proposed adjustment is that the Company’s wind resources are 13 

expected to achieve a P50 forecast level every year. Thus, WIEC calculates its 14 

recommended adjustment based upon the difference from “the amount of actual wind 15 

production to the production expected from the approved P50 capacity factor”10 over 16 

the period of 2020 to 2023. 17 

Q. WIEC depicts the deviation from the pre-construction P50 generation estimates 18 

in its Confidential Table BGM-7, and cites the alleged “underperformance” of 19 

 percent in 2023. Do the deviations from the P50 forecasts surprise you as 20 

being outside of what one would expect for the performance of variable wind 21 

resources? 22 

 
10 Id. at 4. 

REDACTED
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A. No. Wind generation can be highly variable, and during the period between 2011 and 1 

2017, after the Dunlap wind project was constructed and before wind fleet repowering 2 

proceeded in 2018, there were years – 2015 and 2017 – when wind output varied from 3 

10.8 percent above to 12.2 percent below the long-term average generation from those 4 

projects. If the 2023 WEIM wind curtailments of  megawatt-hours are added 5 

back into the generation results for 2023 as having been capable of being generated, 6 

the difference between the 2023 results and the P50 forecast is reduced to 13.8 percent 7 

- not so far off the -12.2 percent deviation from the average in 2015 or the -11.1 percent 8 

deviation in 2017. 9 

REFUTATION OF WIEC’S SUBSTANTIVE ARGUMENTS 10 

Q. WIEC points to the difference between the pre-construction P50 forecast and 11 

actual generation output as a reason to question whether the Company has 12 

mismanaged the operation of its wind facilities. Is WIEC’s argument compelling? 13 

A. No. WIEC says it is “possible” that the difference between the pre-construction P50 14 

forecast and actual generation results is due to mismanagement by the Company. But 15 

for its argument to be compelling, one would expect that the Company’s wind assets 16 

are performing poorly relative to other wind projects. Applying WIEC’s methodology 17 

of review of wind “underperformance” to contracted wind facilities serving customers 18 

through both power purchase agreements and qualifying facility contracts does not 19 

support this argument. When looking at these resources, a similar performance history 20 

relative to P50 forecast levels is apparent. To assist in this comparison, I have prepared 21 

a table similar to Confidential Table BGM-7 in Mr. Mullins’ testimony. Please see 22 

REDACTED
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their comparison of operational results since 2020 as discussed below. When 1 

accounting for these corrections, the Company’s performance relative to contracted 2 

projects is even better than shown in Confidential Table 1. 3 

Q. How do you respond to WIEC’s analysis pertaining to wind speed recorded at the 4 

Laramie and Casper airports? 5 

A. WIEC’s analysis of wind speeds is not particularly useful for assessing what production 6 

should be expected at the Company’s wind facilities since analyzing wind project 7 

production is not as simple as assessing wind speeds at an airport location that may be 8 

tens of miles away. There are many factors at play that differ from conditions at the 9 

airport locations, including wind speeds at the turbine hub height rather than near 10 

ground level at an airport weather station, wind direction, surface and topography 11 

effects, and the fact that wind speeds must be within the wind speed range at which a 12 

wind turbine can produce energy.  13 

Regardless, WIEC’s citation of the average annual wind speeds at the Casper 14 

and Laramie airports is illustrative of a few important points that must be considered 15 

when evaluating the performance of variable resources such as wind resources that 16 

depend on nature for their “fuel” supply. First, inspection of Figure BGM-3 in Mr. 17 

Mullins’ testimony (reproduced below) makes it clear that it is entirely within 18 

expectations that there will be periods – often multiple years in a sequence – during 19 

which wind speeds will be below a long-term average. Thus, it is unreasonable to 20 

expect that P50 forecast generation values will be realized in so short of a time as the 21 

three- to four-year operational history of some of the new and repowered wind projects.  22 
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THE COMPANY HAS ACTED PRUDENTLY IN THE SITING, CONSTRUCTION, 1 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF ITS WIND FACILTIES 2 

Q. Terming the deviation in wind energy production from pre-construction P50 3 

forecasts “underproduction”, WIEC speculates that it is “possible that the 4 

underproduction is a function of imprudence in how the wind facilities were sited 5 

designed, or installed.” 11 How do you respond? 6 

A. The Company has acted prudently in the siting, design and installation of its wind 7 

projects, and WIEC offers no evidence to support its supposition. The Company’s wind 8 

projects are sited in some of the most favorable locations in the western United States 9 

and take advantage of favorable wind energy and transmission locations. All wind 10 

energy projects have been designed by qualified third-party consulting engineers that 11 

are well respected in the wind industry and have a record of successful project 12 

performance. Similarly, construction of the wind projects has been completed by 13 

qualified wind energy constructors that have adhered to the detailed quality 14 

requirements required by project specifications and wind turbine supplier installation 15 

procedures. Construction oversight for the wind projects has been provided by 16 

experienced construction inspectors managed by Company staff to ensure project 17 

construction has adhered to design drawings and specifications. 18 

Q. Has the Company prudently managed the operation and maintenance of its wind 19 

fleet? 20 

A. Yes, the Company’s wind facilities have always been operated and maintained in 21 

accordance with prudent utility practice. As described when the wind facilities were 22 

reviewed by the Commission before construction, all Company wind facilities are 23 

 
11 Id. at 36, lines 20-21. 
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serviced by the original equipment manufacturers under long-term service agreements. 1 

The agreements ensure that all required manufacturer recommended service and 2 

maintenance activities and preventative maintenance actions are implemented. The 3 

agreements also include performance guarantees to ensure the facilities achieve high 4 

levels of availability so they can reliably produce energy when called upon to do so. 5 

After a 6- to 12-month break-in period following commercial operation, the long-term 6 

service agreements require that the wind turbines achieve a high level of availability so 7 

that they are able to generate  percent of the time, with allowances for specific 8 

exclusions outside of the service providers’ control. These are industry standard 9 

contractual provisions. Since the projects achieved commercial operation, six of 12 10 

wind projects met their performance guarantee requirements in all years. In 2023, only 11 

three projects did not meet contractual performance guarantee requirements. 12 

When the projects have not met the contractual performance guarantee 13 

requirements, the Company has enforced contractual provisions to collect liquidated 14 

damages that offset the related cost impacts of failing to be able to generate electricity. 15 

This has resulted in service providers paying the Company  in liquidated 16 

damage payments, of which was paid in 2023. Consistent with Commission 17 

directives, the Company has passed on 100 percent of these liquidated damages 18 

payments directly to customers through net power costs.  19 

Q. Has the Company’s wind fleet been performing as expected with respect to the 20 

availability of the wind turbines to produce energy? 21 

A. Yes. The Company’s wind fleet has, on average, achieved a high level of availability, 22 

with fleet availability in 2023 at  percent.  23 

REDACTED
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Q. Is this level of availability consistent with assumptions included in the pre-1 

construction P50 generation forecasts? 2 

A. Yes, wind energy resource assessments generally assume that project availability losses 3 

will be between 4.9 – 6 percent, which is equivalent to a 94 – 95.1 percent availability 4 

factor.  5 

Q. Did WIEC review the Company’s wind outage history for 2023? 6 

A. Yes, in response to WIEC Data Request 2.11, the Company provided the 2023 outage 7 

history for its wind resources, identifying 67 separate planned and forced outage events.  8 

Q. Did WIEC review the root causes of the identified outages? 9 

A. Yes, in response to WIEC Data Request 2.12, the Company provided the root cause 10 

analysis, significant event reports, and other outage reports for outages that occurred at 11 

the wind facilities in 2023.  12 

Q. Did WIEC identify any cause for concern with the outages that occurred at the 13 

Company’s wind facilities during the ECAM deferral period? 14 

A. Not that I am aware of. Presumably WIEC would have identified concerns about 15 

specific outages and their root causes in its direct testimony if it had identified any 16 

evidence of mismanagement based upon that outage history and the identified root 17 

causes. Specifically, I would have expected that WIEC would have identified specific 18 

disallowances based on the relevant facts and circumstances of particular outage events 19 

if it had a reasonable cause for concern about those outage events. 20 
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ERRORS IN WIEC’S CALCULATION OF ITS DISALLOWANCE AMOUNT 1 

Q. In calculating its recommended disallowance, has WIEC made errors in its 2 

analysis? 3 

A. Yes.  4 

Q. Are there problems with WIEC’s analysis of the claimed “underperformance” of 5 

the Company’s wind facilities? 6 

A.  Yes. There are several inconsistencies in WIEC’s analysis. To be valid, project results 7 

can only be compared to the generation forecast when they have fully operated in the 8 

year of comparison following construction or repowering. WIEC has taken this 9 

approach, but made a few errors in doing so. First, WIEC fails to include the Leaning 10 

Juniper facility, which completed repowering in 2019, in the evaluation of generation 11 

performance for the year 2020. Given that Leaning Juniper outperformed its pre-12 

construction P50 forecast in 2020 the exclusion of this facility understates the degree 13 

to which Company resources outperformed the P50 forecast in that year, resulting in 14 

an overstatement of the “underperformance” that is claimed. Also for 2020, WIEC 15 

includes the output from the repowered Dunlap facility. However, the repowered 16 

project did not enter commercial operation until September 7, 2020, and generation 17 

results that year were predominantly from the facility before it was repowered, and 18 

don’t account for the construction outage that year. Thus, a comparison of Dunlap 19 

results to the pre-construction P50 forecast in 2020 is not valid. Next, the analysis 20 

incorrectly includes the Pryor Mountain facility in 2021 generation results. Pryor 21 

Mountain did not reach commercial operation until March 31, 2021, and thus 2021 22 

generation results were for only nine months. Inclusion of Pryor Mountain 2021 partial 23 



REDACTED



   Exhibit 8.0 

Rebuttal Testimony of Timothy J. Hemstreet  22 
 

Q. Are the market prices used in Mr. Mullins’ analysis of the claimed 1 

“underperformance” representative of the energy value of Wyoming wind 2 

resources? 3 

A.  No. The Company has limited transmission between Wyoming and the distant market 4 

points identified by Mr. Mullins. The resulting constraints are represented in the 5 

Company’s long-term planning and net power cost forecasting, both of which use 6 

production cost modeling that balances loads and resources on an hourly basis 7 

throughout the Company’s system subject to transmission constraints. Within those 8 

models, once available transmission is fully utilized, any additional wind output will 9 

displace other generation in that area, starting with thermal resources. The resulting 10 

fuel savings are often less than the market price. Similarly, in actual operations the 11 

WEIM balances loads and resources down to five-minute intervals, subject to the 12 

available resources and transmission of the WEIM footprint.  13 

ADDITIONAL WIEC RECOMMENDATIONS 14 

Q. Do you agree with WIEC’s suggestion that there should be a capital disallowance 15 

in a future general rate case due to its claimed underperformance? 16 

A. No. First, it would not be appropriate to make a ruling on a capital disallowance in this 17 

proceeding, as acknowledged by WIEC.12 Second, as explained above, there is no 18 

reason to entertain such as disallowance as the Company has prudently operated its 19 

wind facilities, its owned resources have performed better than contracted resources, 20 

making it clear no mismanagement has occurred, and WIEC has provided no evidence 21 

to the contrary after its extensive review of the outage history of the wind fleet.  22 

 
12 Id. at 37. 
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Q. How do you respond to the recommendation that the Commission order 1 

PacifiCorp to “contract with a third-party expert with the Commission’s 2 

supervision to analyze the issue.”13 3 

A. It is unclear to me what a third-party expert would evaluate, given the performance of 4 

the Company’s owned wind fleet has exceeded that of contracted wind projects 5 

operating within its own system, many of which have every incentive, and no 6 

impediment based on the Company’s inability to dispatch their resources, to maximize 7 

generation output. Thus, WIEC’s recommendation to contract with a third-party expert 8 

to review how the Company sites, designs, and engineers future wind projects and 9 

develops pre-construction generation estimates seems misguided and based on WIEC’s 10 

misunderstanding of how the Company uses pre-construction generation forecasts.  11 

  Given the Company’s diligent operation of its wind facilities consistent with 12 

industry standards and prudent utility practice, any reasonable third-party expert would 13 

likely conclude that the Company’s wind fleet is well managed and deviations from 14 

P50 forecasts reflect a combination of low wind speeds, curtailment and optimization 15 

to reduce system costs. Indeed, WIEC provides no explanation on how such third-party 16 

expert analysis would provide benefits, or what issues it should evaluate. Indeed, WIEC 17 

has previously testified that the third-party analysis already performed was “prepared 18 

objectively and in good faith.”14  19 

 

 
13 Id. at 47. 
14 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
and Nontraditional Ratemaking for Wind and Transmission Facilities, Docket No. 20000-520-EA-17, Record 
No. 14780, Testimony of Nicholas L. Phillips at 30 (Nov. 20, 2017). 
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Q. Is there anything else that is important to consider with respect to WIEC’s 1 

recommendations? 2 

A. Yes. The Company’s wind projects provide important energy benefits to customers, 3 

and contribute to system capacity needs. Given increasing loads across the Company’s 4 

system, and the risk associated with relying on market purchases that may not always 5 

be there when needed, or at reasonable prices, the wind facilities provide an important 6 

zero-fuel-cost energy supply to the Company’s customers. It would a departure from 7 

accepted ratemaking principles to disallow costs associated with these facilities based 8 

on speculative “mismanagement” or unspecified “possible” imprudence without direct 9 

evidence.  10 

Q. What is your recommendation? 11 

A. I recommended that the Commission not adopt any of WIEC’s proposed adjustment or 12 

recommendations discussed above. 13 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 14 

A. Yes.  15 






