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Q. Are you the same Jack Painter who previously submitted direct testimony in this 1 

proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“Rocky 2 

Mountain Power” or the “Company”)? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 5 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 6 

A. My rebuttal testimony responds to various issues and adjustments raised in the direct 7 

testimony of Wyoming Industrial Energy Consumers (“WIEC”) witness Mr. Bradley 8 

G. Mullins and the direct testimony of Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) witness 9 

Mr. William C. Achi, relating to the energy cost adjustment mechanism (“ECAM”) 10 

recovery. I specifically address the following: 11 

•  WIEC’s proposed adjustment to update the Company’s estimated 2024 ECAM 12 

revenue true-up; 13 

•  WIEC’s proposed adjustment for the finalized 2023 ECAM revenue true-up; 14 

•  WIEC’s proposed adjustment for situs-assigned costs relating to the reasonable 15 

energy price for qualifying facilities (“QF”) in the 2020 protocol; 16 

•  WIEC’s proposed adjustment to remove required California Greenhouse Gas 17 

costs relating to sales made in the California Independent System Operator’s 18 

(“CAISO”) Western Energy Imbalance Market (“WEIM”); 19 

•  OCA’s and WIEC’s proposed adjustment to remove wheeling costs for Umatilla 20 

Electric Cooperative; 21 

•  OCA’s proposed recommendation and adjustment to the lower of cost or market 22 

calculation of situs-assigned resources; and 23 
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•  OCA’s proposed adjustment to the Utah Electric Service Schedule No. 32 1 

(“Schedule 32”) and Schedule No. 34 (“Schedule 34”) for excess energy costs. 2 

II. 2024 ECAM REVENUE TRUE-UP 3 

Q. What is an ECAM revenue true-up? 4 

A. An ECAM revenue true-up is the difference between the Wyoming Public Service 5 

Commission’s (“Commission”) ordered ECAM balance and the actual revenues 6 

collected by the Company over the course of an ECAM rate effective period. This 7 

residual balance can be either a credit to or a collection from customers. 8 

Q. Why is an ECAM revenue true-up needed? 9 

A. The Company bills customers based on Commission authorized interim rates and 10 

forecast load for the rate effective period. Variations between the forecasted and actual 11 

load over the rate effective period and the final Commission authorized ECAM balance 12 

create a residual balance with customers paying more or less than the authorized 13 

balance. The revenue true-up is the residual balance included in the ECAM to ensure 14 

customers do not pay more or less than the Commission authorized ECAM balance.  15 

Q. Does the Company’s Schedule 95 Energy Cost Adjustment Mechanism tariff allow 16 

for revenue true-ups? 17 

A. Yes. Schedule 95 defines a revenue true-up as “an addition or subtraction to a current 18 

ECAM Adjustment in order to true-up the net Commission authorized revenues from 19 

the prior ECAM Rate Effective Period to account for an under recovery or over 20 

recovery through the Deferred ECAM Rate due to variations in customer loads or a 21 

change in the Commission authorized interest rate” and is a component of the ECAM 22 

Adjustment Calculation in the tariff.  23 
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Q. How has the Company included ECAM revenue true-ups in its ECAM 1 

applications? 2 

A. The Company has typically included two ECAM revenue true-ups in each ECAM filing 3 

(provided in this application as Exhibit 2.3 to my direct testimony) which are derived 4 

from ECAM Minimum Filing Requirement (“MFR”) 14.1 The first ECAM revenue 5 

true-up is to estimate the residual balance (2024 revenue true-up) of the prior ECAM 6 

because at the time the Company files its application in April, the prior ECAM rate 7 

effective period has not ended.2 The second ECAM revenue true-up is for the ECAM 8 

from two prior periods (2023 revenue true-up) because the rate effective period has 9 

ended and the Company can finalize the previously estimated true-up.3 10 

Q. Please summarize WIEC’s concerns with the Company’s 2024 ECAM revenue 11 

true-up estimate. 12 

A. WIEC has two concerns with the 2024 ECAM revenue true-up. First, Mr. Mullins 13 

describes a “timing misalignment” between actual and forecast revenues.4 Actual 14 

revenues include only the amounts billed through February 2025 and not the amounts 15 

consumed in February 2025, but not yet billed. Forecasted revenues, or “expected 16 

revenues” as Mr. Mullins describes, include revenues for electricity consumed, but not 17 

yet billed.5 Mr. Mullins expressed concern with the lag associated with actual and 18 

forecast revenues.6  19 

 
1 Minimum Filing Requirement or MFR is a set of specific datum the Commission directed the Company provide 
with each year’s ECAM application and was intended to expedite initial discovery in an ECAM proceeding. 
MFRs originated when the ECAM was created in Docket No. 20000-368-EA-10.  
2 As applied here, the prior ECAM is Docket No. 20000-664-EM-24. 
3 As applied here, the ECAM from two periods ago is Docket No. 20000-642-EM-23. 
4 WIEC Exhibit No. 300, Confidential Direct Testimony of WIEC witness Mullins at 5, lines 6-13. 
5 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 200 at 12. 
6 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 10, lines 18-20.  
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Second, because revenues for the 2024 ECAM rate effective period were only 1 

available through February 2025 when the Company filed its application, WIEC 2 

recommends that the Company update its estimate with actual rate effective period 3 

revenues billed through July 2025 in accordance with the Company’s first supplement 4 

to ECAM MFR 14 (provided on August 19, 2025), subject to any additional updates 5 

billed through August 2025.7 The Company’s estimated 2024 ECAM revenue true-up 6 

at filing was $7,485,141 and $5,565,392 in the first supplement to MFR 14, a reduction 7 

of $1,919,749 to the ECAM balance. 8 

Q. Is the Company’s comparison of expected accrual revenues to billed revenues for 9 

estimating the 2024 ECAM revenue true-up incorrect as WIEC suggests? 10 

A. No. The issue that WIEC has identified is a part of the regulatory lag that results from 11 

using forecasts to determine rates. There is no clearly defined methodology for ECAM 12 

revenue true-up calculations. The Company has consistently used the comparison of 13 

expected accrual revenues to billed revenues in its calculation of the estimated ECAM 14 

revenue true-up. Mr. Mullins declines to justify how regulatory lag, which is the lag 15 

between when customers are billed and the dates that rates are effective, constitutes the 16 

Company violating any legal authority, including a statute, administrative rule, 17 

Commission order, or Company tariff. 18 

Q. How does the Company respond to WIEC’s proposed 2024 ECAM revenue true-19 

up adjustment? 20 

A. The ECAM revenue true-up adjustment is already embedded within the ECAM process 21 

to ensure accurate reconciliation of authorized revenues and collections. Introducing 22 

 
7 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 13, lines 5-7. 
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additional updates in the middle of a filing is generally unnecessary and can complicate 1 

the established regulatory process. For this year’s application, the update provided in 2 

the first supplemental MFR 14 through the discovery process resulted in a reduction to 3 

the ECAM request; however, if a similar update were to increase the ECAM request, it 4 

is unclear whether WIEC would support such a change. These considerations highlight 5 

the importance of maintaining consistency in the methodologies used in the ECAM 6 

process. Based on the Company’s experience, making substantive updates during the 7 

pendency of a proceeding, particularly in rebuttal testimony, can reset the regulatory 8 

timeline and delay resolution by the Commission.8  9 

Rocky Mountain Power ultimately does not oppose the adjustment overall as it 10 

is a timing and regulatory lag issue, but notes concerns with making adjustments during 11 

the pendency of a rate proceeding such as the ECAM. 12 

III. 2023 ECAM REVENUE TRUE-UP 13 

Q. Please summarize WIEC’s proposed adjustment for the Company’s finalized 2023 14 

ECAM revenue true-up. 15 

A. WIEC argues that the Company’s finalized 2023 ECAM revenue true-up proposed in 16 

this ECAM proceeding should be removed because the 2024 ECAM Docket 17 

No. 20000-664-EM-24 was settled and approved by the Commission, which “should 18 

close the book on the 2023 ECAM period.”9 The amount of the proposed adjustment 19 

is $495,484 and is not subject to the ECAM sharing band. 20 

 

 
8 Letter Order issued October 5, 2020 in Docket No. 20000-578-ER-20 (Record No. 15464). 
9 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 15, lines 17-18. 
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Q. Does the Company agree with WIEC’s proposed adjustment to remove the 1 

finalized 2023 ECAM revenue true-up? 2 

A. No. First, as stated above, the Company includes two ECAM revenue true-ups in its 3 

ECAM application due to the timing of the application, collections, and rate effective 4 

period, which allows the Company to recover its Commission authorized costs and 5 

ensure customers do not pay more or less than the Commission authorized ECAM 6 

balance. Because the Company has now finalized its estimated 2023 ECAM revenue 7 

true-up from the previous filing, it is not appropriate to remove this adjustment from 8 

the ECAM.  9 

Second, due to the timing of when the Company finalizes revenue data, the 10 

ECAM revenue true-up may or may not be available during later stages of the ECAM 11 

proceeding, so there should be no requirement to finalize the true-up estimate under the 12 

Schedule 95 ECAM tariff. Finally, as discussed above, the Commission has allowed 13 

revenue true-ups from prior ECAM proceedings and if the Company had proposed to 14 

include this adjustment in the settlement from the 2024 ECAM docket, it would have 15 

reduced the amount returned to customers. 16 

Q. Has the Company included a finalized ECAM revenue true-up in an application 17 

the following year after reaching a settlement in the prior ECAM? 18 

A. Yes. In the 2022 ECAM Docket No. 20000-617-EM-22, the Company included an 19 

estimated revenue true-up for the 2021 ECAM, Docket No. 20000-599-EM-21 in the 20 

amount of $199,696 as a credit to customers. The 2022 ECAM was ultimately settled 21 

and the Company did not update its estimated 2021 ECAM revenue true-up in the 22 

settlement stipulation, which was approved by the Commission. In the Company’s 23 
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application for the 2023 ECAM, Docket No. 20000-642-EM-23, the Company 1 

finalized its 2021 ECAM revenue true-up in the amount of $74,297 as a collection from 2 

customers. The 2023 ECAM was approved by the Commission with this finalized 2021 3 

true-up. 4 

Q. Is the Company required to finalize its estimated ECAM revenue true-up from its 5 

application in the same proceeding? 6 

A. No. WIEC witness Mr. Mullins argues that while the Company finalized the 2023 7 

ECAM revenue true-up in MFR 14 on October 21, 2024, which was after the Company 8 

filed rebuttal testimony on October 15, 2024, it did not include this in an errata filed to 9 

testimony on October 28, 2024.10 It is important to note that Mr. Mullins is 10 

mischaracterizing the October 28, 2024 filing as it was not an erratum to correct errors 11 

but rather to remove the confidential designation of certain pages within the Errata 12 

Exhibit 2.2 that was filed on June 14, 2024.11 Mr. Mullins fails to justify how the 13 

Company’s redesignation of the confidential status of an exhibit implicates or relates 14 

to the substantive update of MFR 14. Most importantly, the Schedule 95 ECAM tariff 15 

does not require the Company to finalize its estimated ECAM revenue true-up in the 16 

same proceeding.  17 

Q. Does WIEC dispute the calculation of the Company’s calculation of the finalized 18 

2023 ECAM revenue true-up or claim that it was imprudent? 19 

A. No. While Mr. Mullins states that the Company’s proposal is to recover “an additional 20 

 
10 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 14-15; lines 18-6. 
11 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power to Increase Current Rates by $84.3 Million to 
Recover Deferred Net Power Costs Under Tariff Schedule 95 Energy Cost Adjustment Mechanism and to Increase 
Current Rates by $2.1 Million Under Tariff Schedule 93, REC and SO2 Revenue Adjustment Mechanism, Docket 
No. 20000-664-EM-24 (Record No. 17527), Rocky Mountain Power Cover Letter “Redesignation of Pages 
Within Errata Exhibit 2.2” (Oct. 28, 2024). 
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$495,484 to reflect alleged additional under-collection of the 2023 ECAM,” WIEC 1 

does not oppose the Company’s supporting calculation.12 2 

Q. Is the Company requesting new costs from the 2023 ECAM or 2024 ECAM with 3 

its finalized 2023 ECAM revenue true-up? 4 

A. No. The Commission has already approved the amount of cost recovery from the 2023 5 

ECAM and the 2024 ECAM. The ECAM revenue-true up only ensures that the 6 

Company neither over collects nor under collects from customers the Commission 7 

approved costs from those proceedings. 8 

IV. REASONABLE ENERGY PRICE 9 

Q. What is Reasonable Energy Price? 10 

A. Reasonable Energy Price (“REP”) was established under section 4.4.2 of the 2020 11 

Protocol which states: “For the Interim Period, the energy output of New QF PPAs will 12 

be dynamically allocated per this agreement using the SG Factor, priced at a forecasted 13 

reasonable energy price defined below, and any cost of a New QF PPA above the 14 

forecasted reasonable energy price will be situs assigned to and allocated to the State 15 

of Origin.”13 16 

Q. Please summarize WIEC’s proposed adjustment for the Company’s treatment of 17 

Wyoming situs-assigned Reasonable Energy Price costs in the ECAM. 18 

A. WIEC argues that the Company should apply the ECAM sharing band to the Wyoming 19 

situs-assigned REP costs to match how net power costs (“NPC”) are allocated in the 20 

ECAM. Including interest, WIEC’s proposal reduces the ECAM by $142.14 21 

 
12 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 9, lines 14-15. 
13 “QF” stands for qualifying facility, “PPA” stands for power purchase agreement, “SG” stands for system 
generation. 
14 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 18:20-19:5. 
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Q. Does the Company agree with WIEC’s proposed adjustment? 1 

A. No. Utilities are generally required to buy electricity from QF’s at a rate set by state 2 

utility commissions, pursuant to Public Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 3 

(“PURPA”). QF power purchase agreement (“PPA”) pricing is set by each applicable 4 

state utility commission, which is the State of Origin, that has jurisdiction over the QF 5 

and is not within the Company’s control. Costs above the reasonable energy price are 6 

situs-assigned to the State of Origin under the 2020 Protocol. Because the entirety of 7 

these costs are situs-assigned to the State of Origin that sets the price, it is appropriate 8 

for the REP adjustment to occur outside of the sharing band. 9 

Q. Are there other QF adjustments from the 2020 Protocol that are not subject the 10 

sharing band in the ECAM? 11 

A. Yes. The Wyoming QF Adjustment, which was also established in the 2020 Protocol 12 

in section 4.4.1.1, is a reduction to NPC for Wyoming customers and is applied 13 

outside of the sharing band in the ECAM. 14 

V. CALIFORNIA GREENHOUSE GAS ALLOWANCES 15 

Q. What are wholesale California Greenhouse Gas Allowances? 16 

A. Wholesale sales into California, including WEIM sales, incur an obligation to procure 17 

California Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) allowances (“GHG obligation”), pursuant to 18 

California statutes. The revenues received for these wholesale sales are designed to 19 

recover the costs of the GHG obligation. Costs associated with the wholesale sales 20 

GHG obligation and revenues received for the wholesale sales are system allocated and 21 

included in the ECAM. 22 
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Q. What are retail California GHG Allowances? 1 

A. Serving retail load in California incurs an obligation to procure GHG allowances 2 

pursuant to California statutes. Because this retail obligation is only for the Company’s 3 

California retail customers, the expense is removed from NPC and is not included in 4 

the ECAM. 5 

Q. Please summarize WIEC’s argument and proposed adjustment for the 6 

Company’s California GHG allowances. 7 

A. WIEC states the Company removed the California GHG retail allowances from prior 8 

ECAM filings, but states it is unclear if the Company has removed them for this filing.15 9 

WIEC further distinguishes that the line item in NPC for the “CA GHG Retail 10 

Obligation” is distinct from the line item for the “CA GHG Obligation.”16 Additionally, 11 

WIEC argues that the Company does not include the California GHG Obligation in the 12 

calculation of Base NPC and therefore actual costs for the CA GHG Obligation should 13 

be removed from the ECAM.17 Their adjustment reduces the ECAM by $242,613 on a 14 

Wyoming-allocated basis including application of the sharing band and interest. 15 

Q. Does the Company include wholesale California GHG allowances in the 16 

calculation of Base NPC? 17 

A. Yes. In the Company’s production cost model calculation of Base NPC, wholesale sales 18 

transactions are made at the California Oregon Border (“COB”) power market hub and 19 

the corresponding wholesale sales revenue accounts for both the GHG allowance cost 20 

incurred and the GHG premium received, both assumed to offset each other. 21 

 
15 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 20, lines 6-11. 
16 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 20, lines 1-20. 
17 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at pg. 21, lines 14-17.  
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Additionally, a spreadsheet adjustment to the Base NPC calculation includes forecasted 1 

WEIM benefits which include GHG allowance costs and GHG market revenue for 2 

wholesale sales into California. The GHG market revenue always exceeds the GHG 3 

allowance costs in the WEIM. Likewise, in actual NPC, the revenues received from 4 

wholesale sales into California include a GHG premium that increases the sales 5 

revenue. This GHG premium is always offset by or greater than the “CA GHG 6 

Obligation” cost. 7 

Q. Does the Company agree with WIEC’s proposed adjustment to remove wholesale 8 

California GHG Obligations from the ECAM? 9 

A. No. The CAISO requires the purchase of GHG allowances for wholesale sales 10 

transactions within the state, including wholesale sales in the WEIM. However, all 11 

wholesale sales to California, including WEIM, are made by the Company to generate 12 

revenue. On a net basis, the sales revenue generated exceeds the California GHG costs 13 

incurred and it is therefore appropriate to include the costs in the ECAM where 14 

Wyoming customers also receive the benefit of the larger wholesale sales revenues.  15 

Q. Has the Company previously included wholesale California GHG costs in ECAM 16 

filings that were approved by the Commission? 17 

A. Yes. The Company has included costs for the wholesale sales’ California GHG 18 

allowances, along with the wholesale sales’ revenues, in its ECAM filings since 19 

September of the calendar year 2014 deferral period. 20 

VI. UMATILLA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE WHEELING EXPENSE 21 

Q. What are wheeling expenses? 22 

A. Wheeling expenses are costs the Company incurs to serve customer load within its 23 
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service territory that requires the use of transmission facilities not owned by the 1 

Company. Wheeling expenses are a component of NPC and the ECAM. For example, 2 

if the Company has customer load in its service territory but does not own the 3 

transmission facilities used to serve the customer load, the Company is obligated to 4 

acquire the transmission rights to serve the load. 5 

Q. Please summarize OCA’s and WIEC’s proposed adjustment for the Company’s 6 

Umatilla Electric Cooperative wheeling expense. 7 

A. Both WIEC and OCA argue that the Company’s expense for transmission wheeling 8 

with Umatilla Electric Cooperative (“UEC”) for customer load in its service territory 9 

should be removed from the ECAM because the Company’s customer load is for  10 

 located outside of Wyoming.18 OCA proposes a Wyoming-allocated 11 

adjustment of $115,234.19 WIEC proposes a Wyoming-allocated adjustment of $96,634 12 

including application of the sharing band and interest.20 13 

Q. Does the Company agree with OCA’s and WIEC’s proposed adjustment to remove 14 

UEC wheeling costs from the ECAM? 15 

A. No. Under the 2020 Protocol, of which both WIEC and OCA are signatories, wheeling 16 

expenses are allocated to all customers using the System Generation (“SG”) and 17 

System Energy (“SE”) allocation factors. The basic premise of the 2020 Protocol is for 18 

customers to share in both the benefits and costs of the Company’s generation and 19 

transmission assets to serve its customers. Serving customer load, safely and reliably, 20 

with prudently incurred costs is at the core of the Company’s responsibility. Neither 21 

 
18 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 22, lines 6-17; OCA Exhibit No. 300, Confidential Direct Testimony 
of OCA witness Achi, at 26:5-27:7. 
19 Confidential OCA Exhibit No. 300, at 27, lines 9-11.  
20 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 22:19-23:4. 

REDACTED
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WIEC nor OCA claim the Company was imprudent in incurring these costs. The 1 

premise that this load is outside of Wyoming and serves  is not appropriate 2 

for disallowing prudently incurred costs to serve customer load in the ECAM.  3 

Q. Is a utility obligated to serve customer load in its service territory? 4 

A. Yes. Serving customer load is a fundamental aspect of utility regulation and the 5 

regulatory compact. It ensures all customers within a utility’s service territory have 6 

access to its services without discretion or discrimination by the utility. The regulatory 7 

compact ensures the utility serves customers located in its service territory in exchange 8 

for the opportunity to recover costs for the service provided. The cost allocation that is 9 

in effect for this ECAM is the 2020 Protocol and it is appropriate for the Company to 10 

recover its system costs based on the 2020 Protocol and complies with Wyoming 11 

statutes. 12 

Q. Besides UEC, does the Company include wheeling expenses in the ECAM from 13 

other transmission service providers to serve customer load? 14 

A. Yes. The Company is required to serve its customer load within its service territories 15 

for all six jurisdictions. Wheeling expenses from other transmission service providers 16 

are included in the ECAM for customers served in all of the Company’s jurisdictions.  17 

Q. The OCA states that its basis for the UEC wheeling adjustment is Wyoming 18 

Statute § 37-3-119 and claims that “Wyoming and Wyoming ratepayers receive no 19 

benefit” from these costs.21 How do you respond? 20 

A. While I am not an attorney, the Company believes these costs do not violate the 21 

Wyoming statute because it operates the transmission on a system-wide basis that 22 

 
21 Confidential OCA Exhibit No. 300, at 26-27. 

REDACTED



Exhibit 2.8 

Rebuttal Testimony of Jack Painter   15 

benefits all customers. Operating the transmission system on a multi-state, system-wide 1 

basis has provided benefits for all of PacifiCorp’s retail customers. Furthermore, it is 2 

my understanding the Commission is allowed to consider the regional benefits 3 

provided by the utility in Wyoming Statute § 37-2-122(a) in determining just and 4 

reasonable rates.22 Having an interconnected, multi-state transmission system is a 5 

regional benefit provided by the Company for all its customers, including Wyoming 6 

retail customers. 7 

Q. Should the fact that the UEC wheeling expense is incurred to serve  8 

 impact the agreed upon cost allocation in the 2020 Protocol? 9 

A. No. The Company is required to serve customer load in its service territory regardless 10 

of  it serves within each load bubble. It does not matter if that 11 

load is , a neighborhood, a city, a retail complex, or large industrial 12 

customer. All customers under the Company’s system proportionately share both the 13 

benefits and the costs.  14 

Q. Has the Company reviewed the calculations for the proposed adjustment by OCA 15 

and WIEC? 16 

A. Yes. Both OCA and WIEC use the same data and initial allocation to Wyoming 17 

customers, but WIEC further allocates the proposed adjustment applying the ECAM 18 

sharing band and interest. While the Company disagrees with the proposed adjustment 19 

overall, the Company determined WIEC’s calculation is more accurate. 20 

 
22 “In determining what are just and reasonable rates for electricity the commission shall consider common sets 
of facts developed pursuant to W.S. 37-2-114(b)(i) and regional benefits provided by the utility.” See, Wyo. Stat. 
§ 37-2-122(a). 

REDACTED
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VII. SITUS-ASSIGNED RESOURCES 1 

Q. What are situs-assigned resources? 2 

A. Situs-assigned resources are renewable resources acquired on behalf of specific states 3 

or customers. Individual households, municipalities, commercial and industrial 4 

customers, and states themselves can have situs-assigned resources to satisfy their 5 

renewable energy initiatives or requirements. 6 

Q. How does the Company treat situs-assigned resources in NPC? 7 

A. The costs of the situs-assigned resources should be allocated to the customers who 8 

subscribe to them. From a NPC perspective, the Company uses what is called the 9 

“lower of cost or market” to allocate costs across the system to ensure non-subscribing 10 

customers are held harmless by these resources.  11 

Q. What is the lower of cost or market treatment? 12 

A. The lower of cost or market treatment compares the actual power purchase agreement 13 

(“PPA”) cost to the prevailing market price at the closest liquid market hub that the 14 

Company transacts at on an annual basis. If the PPA price is lower than the market cost, 15 

non-subscribing customers pay the PPA price. Conversely, if the PPA price is higher 16 

than the market cost, non-subscribing customers pay the market price. This treatment 17 

ensures customers pay the lower of the two options that would have been available to 18 

the Company, with or without the resource, and are held harmless. Any costs that are 19 

above the PPA price are situs-assigned to the subscribing customers. 20 

Q. Please summarize OCA’s proposed adjustment for the Company’s treatment of 21 

situs-assigned resources. 22 

A. OCA recommends that the Company change its lower of cost or market methodology 23 
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from an annual comparison to a monthly comparison.23 This change assigns the lower 1 

of PPA costs or market on a month-by-month basis instead of total annual costs 2 

resulting in the lowest-cost option by month and does not harm non-subscribing 3 

customers in any individual month throughout the year. OCA proposes a reduction to 4 

the ECAM of $192,198 on a Wyoming-allocated basis.24 5 

Q. How does the Company respond to OCA’s proposed recommendation and 6 

adjustment? 7 

A. The Company does not oppose OCA’s recommendation to change its lower of cost or 8 

market calculation from an annual basis to a monthly basis.  9 

After reviewing the adjustments in OCA’s Exhibit 301.3, the Company agrees 10 

with the calculation methodology for the Utah Schedule 137 Net Billing Service, Utah 11 

Schedule 34 Elektron Solar, and California Schedule 136 Net Billing Service. The 12 

Company does not agree with the OCA’s calculations for the Oregon Community Solar 13 

program. Additionally, OCA did not include Old Mill Solar in its adjustment or account 14 

for the ECAM sharing band or interest. 15 

Q. Why does the Company disagree with OCA’s proposed adjustment for the Oregon 16 

Community Solar program? 17 

A. The Company made a change to the costs booked to NPC for the Oregon Community 18 

Solar program resources in November 2024, which changes the cost of the purchased 19 

power to be priced at the Mid-Columbia market hub instead of the costs paid to the 20 

subscribers as bill credits. The costs above market are charged to Oregon customers in 21 

separate deferral accounting. With this change, the Company made prior period 22 

 
23 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 22:29-23:2. 
24 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 22, lines 4-11.  
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adjustments in November 2024, reflecting the production periods of February 2024 1 

through October 2024 to reflect the update. After applying the prior period adjustments 2 

to the appropriate months in 2024, the adjustment proposed by OCA is eliminated and 3 

the use of the lower of cost of market calculation no longer applies for the Oregon 4 

Community Solar program resources because the costs recorded in NPC will equal the 5 

market price.  6 

Q. What adjustment has the Company calculated using a month by month lower of 7 

cost or market calculation for situs-assigned resources? 8 

A. After removing the Oregon Community Solar program from OCA’s recommendation 9 

and adding Old Mill Solar, the Company has calculated a total-Company adjustment of 10 

$937,520 as shown in Table 1: 11 

 

 After application of the sharing band and interest, the Wyoming-allocated 12 

adjustment in the ECAM is $118,618.  13 

VIII. UTAH SCHEDULE 32 AND 34 EXCESS ENERGY  14 

Q. What is Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess energy? 15 

A. Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess energy is generation that the Company 16 

purchases from customers under Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 tariffs that is beyond the 17 

energy needs to serve their respective customers’ load. The Company purchases this 18 

Situs-Assigned Program Adjustment
CA Sch 136 17,094$        
UT Sch 137 604,480$      
Elektron Solar 282,886$      
Old Mill Solar 33,060$        
Total 937,520$      

Table 1
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excess energy at Utah Schedule 37 avoided cost rates to serve the rest of the system, 1 

including Wyoming customers. 2 

Q. Please summarize OCA’s proposed adjustment for the Utah Schedule 32 and 3 

Schedule 34 excess energy costs. 4 

A. OCA recommends that the costs of Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess energy 5 

allocated in the ECAM use a lower of actual power purchase agreement cost or market 6 

treatment.25 The proposed adjustment is $146,769 on a Wyoming-allocated basis. This 7 

adjustment does not account for the ECAM sharing band or interest.26 8 

Q. Does the Company agree with OCA’s proposed adjustment? 9 

A. No. Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 customers pay the actual PPA prices for their 10 

respective subscribed resources as direct costs and the Company removes these PPA 11 

costs from the ECAM entirely. The Utah Schedule 37 avoided cost rate that the 12 

Company includes in the ECAM for excess energy are the actual costs that the 13 

Company incurs. It is therefore not appropriate to apply a lower of actual PPA cost or 14 

market treatment to Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess energy purchases 15 

because the PPA costs have already been removed from the ECAM and the excess 16 

energy purchase cost at Utah Schedule 37 avoided cost rates are the only remaining 17 

costs. 18 

Q. Are Wyoming customers harmed by the Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess 19 

generation purchases? 20 

A. No. If the Company did not purchase the Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess 21 

generation, it would still need to serve Company load and Wyoming customers through 22 

 
25 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 25, lines 8-14. 
26 Confidential WIEC Exhibit No. 300, at 25, lines 16-19. 
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other resources. In 2024, the cost of Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess 1 

generation was less than market price of energy at the Four Corners market hub. 2 

Without the purchase of excess generation under Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34, 3 

Wyoming customers would see increased costs in the ECAM.  4 

IX. CONCLUSION 5 

Q. Please summarize your rebuttal testimony.  6 

A. The 2024 ECAM revenue true-up adjustment is a timing and regulatory lag issue and 7 

the Commission should determine if the Company should change how it currently 8 

calculates the true-up and if a true-up should be adjusted during the pendency of an 9 

ECAM proceeding.  10 

The Company opposes the 2023 revenue true-up adjustment because it 11 

complies with Schedule 95 and is simply providing a revenue true-up to match the 12 

Commission-authorized recovery from the 2023 ECAM proceeding. 13 

The Company opposes the REP adjustment because these costs are situs-14 

assigned to the state of origin under the 2020 Protocol, and it is appropriate for the REP 15 

adjustment to occur outside of the ECAM sharing band.  16 

The Company opposes the wholesale California GHG allowances adjustment 17 

because these costs are required for the Company to utilize the CAISO WEIM, which 18 

provides for benefits to Wyoming customers.  19 

The Company opposes the UEC wheeling expense adjustment because it is a 20 

prudent cost to serve customers that are located within the Company’s service territory. 21 

Recovery of this expense is entirely consistent with the 2020 Protocol, to which both 22 

the OCA and WIEC are signatories.  23 
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The Company does not oppose the situs-assigned resource adjustment to utilize 1 

the lower of cost or market calculation on a monthly basis. The Company opposes 2 

OCA’s calculation of this adjustment, as it does not accurately reflect the treatment of 3 

certain programs, such as the Oregon Community Solar program and Old Mill Solar, 4 

and does not properly account for the ECAM sharing band or interest.  5 

The Company opposes the Utah Schedule 32 and Schedule 34 excess energy 6 

adjustment because the PPA costs for the resources under these schedules are already 7 

removed from the ECAM and applying a lower of actual PPA cost or market treatment 8 

is inappropriate.  9 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. Yes. 11 
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